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New Testament Survey I Dr. Robert Stein

Chapter 1

ckxlvckxol;vz
Again, our Father, we just pause to give you thanks for the privilege that is ours of looking at your word. 
We pray for insight now, especially, with regard to the gospels of Mathew, Mark and Luke and help us to 
understand them better [0:30] so we can be better proclaimers of that message found in those books and 
we commit ourselves to you today in Jesus' name. Amen. 

We're going to begin today looking at the Synoptic Gospels — those gospels that look alike. Synoptic 
comes from the Greek word syn — together or with, optic, opticians and so forth, to look at. Those 
gospels that look alike that are to be viewed together. Mathew, Mark and Luke [01:00] look alike. John 
doesn't look like Matthew, Mark and Luke. We want to look at, today, why they look alike. Today, we're 
going to talk about there existing between Mathew, Mark and Luke some sort of literary relationship. 
Then, beginning tomorrow, we'll start looking at that literary relationship. But, first of all, we want to look 
at the literary relationship that there is some sort of agreements between them [01:30] that need to be 
explained not by chance or by happenstance. 

Let me just eliminate the —right from the start, the idea that you can explain the look-alike character of 
Matthew, Mark and Luke by their being inspired of God. I believe they're inspired by God, but that 
doesn't explain why they look alike. So, wha — well, the Holy Spirit guided them. That's why they look 
alike, but then you come across a problem. There's another gospel named John. [02:00] Does it not look 
alike because it's not inspired by God? Oh, no, no, I don't — I don't want you to say that. All right, so, you 
have some that are inspired that God that look alike, some that are inspired by God that don't look alike. 
So, it can't be the inspiration of these texts that causes them to look alike in that way. So, you have to look 
for some other reason than that. 

Well, let's look at some of this character. Turn with me in your synopsis [02:30] to page two, one, six — 
216. We start out this saying concerning the children coming to Jesus as follows, "Then children were 
brought to Him that He might lay his hands on them" — Mark has — "and they were bringing children to 
Him that He might touch them." Luke — now they were bringing even infants to Him that he might 
touch them. All right, so, we have a lot of similarity. Luke then has it when the disciples saw it. 

Now, the next line, [03:00] "Mark and the disciples rebuke them." Luke has, "They rebuke them." The 
disciples — they rebuke the people. Mark — and when Jesus saw it, he was indignant and said to them — 
it's been abbreviated in Mathew and Luke, the number of words of agreement — all of a — a sudden, we 
have a lengthy amount of agreement. "Let" — "let children come to me and do not forbid them [03:30] for 
to such belongs the kingdom of heaven or God." A lot of exact agreement. Then, Luke and Mark have, 
"truly I say to whoever does not receive the kingdom of God like a child, shall not enter it," and then you 
have Mark and Mathew, "and he took them in his arms and blessed them laying his hands upon them 
and [inaudible] [03:54]." A lot of common agreements — close agreement — where do these close 
agreements come from? Why are they looking alike? [04:00] Was it perhaps that they had all heard this 
story and memorized it? In other words, it's because they have an oral access to a tradition, which they've 
memorized and they are repeating at this point. That's a real possibility — a real possibility. The — the 
commonality is due to the common oral tradition that they share in this regard. [04:30] 
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Look at a couple more. Here you have page 255, the Signs Before the End Times here — 255 — Matthew 
and Mark start, "And as he sat on a mound of olives" — opposite the temple — Peter and James and John 
and Andrew — "asked him privately" in Mathew — "asked him and Luke, 'Tell us'" — Mathew and Mark 
— "'when will this be and what will be the sign [05:00] when these things are all to be accomplished'" — 
it's about to take place — you have in Luke — and Jesus began to say to them, "Take head that no one 
leads you astray". Identical in Matthew and Mark — "many will come in my name saying that I am He, 
and will lead many astray, and when you hear of wars and rumors of war, do not be alarmed. This must 
take place, [05:30] but the end is not yet, for a nation will rise against nation and kingdom against 
kingdom. There will be earthquakes in various places. There will be famines. This is but the beginning of 
the birth pact." 

Now, the — if you — you forget about the difference in the coloring, notice that we begin here in line — I 
don't know the line, but in Verse 5 here, Matthew and Mark, "take head that no one lead you astray. Many 
will come in my name" — there's one difference here [inaudible] [06:00] "say I am" — you have the 
difference — the Christ — "and they will lead many astray and you — when you hear of wars and 
rumors of wars, do not be alarmed" — identical over here — "for this must take place but the end is not 
yet" — same — "for nation will rise against nation and kingdom against kingdom" — very close 
agreement — How do you explain this? Well, they just memorize the common tradition very, very exactly. 
That's a real possibility, [06:30] but there has to be something in common. For instance, if you went to 
chapel on Tuesday and you were going to quote four or five statements as literally as you could of Dr. 
Mohler when he preached, would you all have the same sayings or statements or would they be 
somewhat different, [07:00] and if you, from that one hearing situation, wrote a synopsis of his message, 
they would deal with the same material, but would they this much alike? Very unlikely. Very unlikely. It 
looks like there's some sort of a source. What kind of a source? Well, that's up for grabs at this present 
time. 

Turn to one more — page 247. All right, now you have [07:30] the following, "The same day Sadducees 
came to him who say there is no resurrection and they asked him a question saying, 'Teacher, Moses said'" 
— and very close in Matthew, Mark and Luke and those — you have in Mark and Luke, however, "Moses 
wrote for us that if a man's brother dies and leaves a wife [08:00] but no child" — "children" in Matthew 
and Luke — "the man must take the wife and raise up children for his brothers." Now, there were seven 
brothers. The first took a wife and died without children, and the second, Mark has more fully "took her 
and died leaving no children, and the third, likewise, and the seven left no children. Afterwards" — 
"after" Mathew has — [08:30] "the women also died. In the resurrection, whose wife will she be for the 
seven had her as wife? Jesus said to them, 'You were wrong because you know neither the scriptures nor 
the power of God'" — is what you have in Matthew, and Mark is very close to that. 

Luke has a saying, "The sons of the age marry and are given in marriage, but those who are counted 
worthy to attain to that age and to the resurrection [09:00] from the dead, neither marry nor are given in 
marriage." Mark and Matthew are closer. "For when they rise from the dead, they neither marry nor are 
given in marriage, but are like angels in heaven" — and very, very close material — very, very close — so 
that you have not — not just three or four words in common, for instance, but whole sentences and uh, 
carries on this way. 

Now, the synoptic problem is not what some people might think it is, [09:30] that why are there some 
differences, but why are they so much alike? So, now the problem isn't talking about why they're 
different, but why are they so much alike. A lot of similarity, and if you look at the similarity, the question 
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that comes into your mind, well, why are they so similar? Why are they so similar? There must be some 
sort of relationship that they have. Whatever it is, we don't know, but there's something out there that 
causes them to look alike. That's wording. All right? 

Now, there are other kinds [10:00] of agreements, and here you can turn in the back of your synopsis to 
page 347, where we have a list of parallels between the gospels, and what's interesting here is that there is 
a similar order in the materials — a similar order. For instance, you have Peter's confession in Matthew, 
Mark and Luke, and in all three, there follows [10:30] Jesus for his passion prediction. After that, there are 
sayings about if anyone would come to be a disciple following in all three. After that, and all three, you 
have the story of the transfiguration. Then you have in Matthew and Mark, the coming of Elijah. Luke 
doesn't have that, but the very next account, he has it exactly the same as Matthew and Mark. You have 
[11:00] Jesus healing a boy that's possessed by a demon, and that is followed by the second passion 
prediction in all of that. 

Now, at that point, Matthew has payment of a temple tax in it, but notice all three of them follow 
immediately with sayings about greatness. Matthew doesn't have a story about a strange exorcist like 
Mark and Luke do, but, right next after that, warnings on temptation follow. Then, you have [11:30] a 
number of things in Matthew not found in any gospel, so that you can't compare them, but what you 
have here, is this interesting list of stories and sayings which follow each other exactly this way. 

Let's look at another one, and that would be page 350 in the synopsis. Here you have parallels beginning 
at Mark 10:1, Jesus departed from Judea, not found in Luke, [12:00] but then you have Jesus teaching on 
divorce. All three of the — again, Luke doesn't have that one there but Matt — Mark has and Matthew 
has — then blessing the children, the story of the rich young man, teachings on riches — all of the 
following the same way. At that point, Matthew has a parable of the laborers in the vineyard, which is 
interesting because riches ends with a saying, "The first shall be last. [12:30] The last shall be first," and the 
parable of the workers in the vineyard is, "The first shall be last and the last shall be first." So, it may well 
be that Matthew places the parable at that point because of the similar ending between what is preceded 
and — in this parable. Then, they all have a third passion prediction. The request of the sons of Zebedee, 
well, that's not in Luke, but Luke follows then with the healing of the blind man, and he had some other 
things. So, you have a similarity in order [13:00] of these things. 

You have other kinds of similarities if you — in order of various things. For instance, you have in 121 to 
45 in Mark, a list of miracles that Jesus [inaudible] [13:14], and you have a similar order of miracles in 
Matthew and Luke. In 2:1 to 3:6, there is a list of what we call controversy stories, where he has 
controversies with his opponents — [13:30] similar order in those. In 4:1 to 34 in Mark, you have a list of 
parables, and you have a similar kind of order in Matthew and Luke. 

Now, much of this material has no chronological tie or order. There's no necessary tie between these 
events. Uh — what ties 1:21 to 45 are the fact that Jesus is doing miracles — the collection of miracles. 
[14:00] Then in 2:1 to 3:6, there's a collection of debates or controversies. 4:1 to 34, there is a list of 
parables. Now, it's very unlikely that 1:21 to 45 was Jesus' day devoted to miracle working. 2:1 to 3:6 was 
debate day, and then, 4:1 to 34 where parable days. What we have here is that there are similar kinds of 
materials [14:30] and what you would do is tend to put them together — oh, that reminds me of another 
miracle, or that reminds me of another parable — and so, you bring together common-like stories, but 
there's no chronological tie that you could say, "Well, the gospel writers look alike in Matthew, Mark and 
Luke because they're dealing with all of this in chronological order. These follow one after the other. 
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They're not chronologically tied together — many. So, how, again, [15:00] do you explain the similarity in 
this particular order? 

Now, there are some other kinds of ties that we find together that are unusual, and they look like they are 
editorial in nature. Turn with me to page 258. In this prophecy concerning the end times, we have a 
collection of sayings of Jesus in chapter 13 of Matt [15:30] — of Mark, and of 24 in Matthew where we 
have Jesus' predictions of the end — Mark has — "But when you see desolating sacrilege set up where it 
ought not to be, let the reader understand," Luke has — uh, Matthew rather has — "So when you see the 
desolating sacrilege, spoken by the prophet Daniel standing in the (place let the reader understand) then 
let those who are in Judea flee to the mountains." 

Now, let me ask you, where does that parenthesis, [16:00] "(let the reader understand)" — where did it 
come from? Where did the preceding material and following material come from? Jesus, right? Jesus said 
those words. What about — the — the parenthetical material? It looks like the — an author inserts this 
because — who's he referring to? The reader. Jesus isn't speaking to readers. [16:30] He's speaking to 
hearers. So, you have now somewhere an editor saying to the reader, "Now, pay attention to what's going 
on," and he's probably saying, "Remember what Daniel says about this," but you have that same editorial 
comment in the exact same place in two different writers. It's very unlikely that independently of each 
other, [17:00] Matthew said, "I think I'm going to appeal to the reader to pay attention here," and that 
Mark does the same thing. It looks like there's something here that indicates some sort of a relationship, 
and would this be in the oral telling of the story or in the written retelling of the story? 

Audience Member: It's oral. 

[17:22] If it was the oral, you wouldn't use "reader" would you? You’d probably have, let the hearer or 
something like that. So, it looks like here's an editorial comment [17:30] that is being repeated by another 
evangelist in this way. 

Let's look at a couple other examples like that. Turn to page 312. Here you have in Mark 15:10, a little 
comment that the author inserts into the story. Here we have the story of Jesus or Barabbas. Pilate is in 
front of them asking, "Well, who do you want me to release, and in Verse 8, "And the crowd came up and 
began to ask [18:00] Pilate to do as he was wont to do for them," and he answered them, "Do you want me 
to release for you the King of the Jews?" Now, where does — "For he perceived that it was out of envy 
that the chief priests had delivered him up." Some editor, either in telling a story, or, more likely, in 
writing the story, gives an explanatory clause for his readers and note Mark and Matthew, at the same 
point, [18:30] have the exact same explanatory explanation. Now, that's the synoptic problem. Why? How 
do you explain that? How do you explain that? 

Let's look at another, page 123 at this point — 123 — (Mark 5:8) another kind of comment here. Here you 
have Jesus casting out the demon in the Gerasene demonic, and the — he is — replied, "What have you to 
do with me" (Verse 7, Line 20). "Jesus, son of the most high, [19:00] I adjure you by God, do not torment 
me." Now, Mark explains something here, as does Luke. "For Jesus had said to them, come out of the 
man, you unclean spirit. He explains what was going on. Here is an editor helping his reader to 
understand what's going on. He says, "Well, you see, before that, he had told the demon to come out." 
That's why — what's happening here, and he explains it, and both Mark and Luke have [19:30] that same 
editorial comment. 

Finally, one more example of that on page 41, which you had for today's assignment, you had one like 
that. You have in both Matthew, Mark and Luke, an editorial comment at the same place. You have — if 
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you notice on the right and left sides of the columns, you have numbers. Those are the line numbers. 
They — they do every [20:00] three — number it that way — but if you get to line 36, Jesus says, "Your 
sins are forgiven" — well, I should — we should go back tomorrow. "Which is easier to say to the 
paralytic, 'Your sins are forgiven,' or say, 'Rise, take up your bed, or pallet and walk?' But that you may 
know that the Son of Man has authority on earth to forgive sins." Notice that the quotation mark ends 
there, and you have an editorial comment. "He said to the paralytic," and then the quotation starts in 
again. [20:30] "I say to you, rise, take up your pallet and go home." That's kind of like an editorial remark. 

Think of a stage play, and in the manuscript you have — it says, "You're speaking and then you have this 
remark, and now walk forward to the front of the stage and look at the audience and say." It's a kind of 
remark. Well, here you have the gospel writers all telling — now, by the way, he's not talking anymore to 
the Pharisees. [21:00] He's turning and talking to the paralytic, and everyone — Matthew, Mark and Luke 
— at that same place, has that kind of an editorial remark for the readers. 

Again, how do you explain the similarities? Why are they like this? A couple possibilities — oral tradition 
— remember, we'll talk more about this in a couple weeks, but this a society that doesn't have tape 
recorders. [21:30] They don't have ball point pens, and they don't have pads and notebook paper, and you 
say, "Well yeah, well, they — they had papyrus and quills and" — yeah, but — you know, having a quill, 
cutting it, mixing inks and sitting down is not the normal thing you do when you're listening to 
somebody outdoors. You memorize things, and their memory was very good — much better than ours 
because they practice at it. We'll talk a great deal about that later on. 

[22:00] Now, as they memorized these things, they — maybe they remember — remember then in all 
these ways and they memorize them the same way, and the — the reason they are alike is because they 
memorized them alike. That doesn’t mean there's any relationship of Matthew, Mark and Luke. It doesn't 
mean that the — Matthew, Mark or Luke knew each other. By that, we mean not that they were personal 
friends but the writers of Matthew, Mark and Luke didn't know the other [22:30] manuscripts. So, when 
we say Matthew didn't know Mark — didn't have Mark's gospel — Luke didn't know Matthew — he 
didn't have Matthews gospel. So, there was nothing in — in a shared source of written — written by one 
of them. So, oral tradition, that's a possibility. That's a possibility. 

The other is that maybe there was a written tradition they had in common. Maybe there was — s — some 
of this material had been written down, and in that written form, [23:00] they'd come across it and they 
were copying it [inaudible] [23:04], and so, there's similarity because they're using a common written 
tradition of one form. Does any seem more likely — one seemed more likely than the other to you. The 
closer the wording, the more that tends to argue for written sources. 

Even, I think, more important than that, [23:30] is the common agreement in order, and you say, "Well, 
yeah, that's because it all happened that way." Well, that's true. A lot of it — you can't start out, the 
beginning of the gospel of Jesus Christ and they crucified him. That kind of comes at the end. The 
beginning — his birth — if you have a birth story — you have his baptism, his temptations associated 
with that — at the end, you have his trial, crucifixion, resurrection. So, those things you can't play with it. 
That's the way they have to be, [24:00] but all of the stuff in between, that's different. You have a lot of 
freedom that way, and you have freedom to arrange it where — however you want. Uh, John arranges his 
gospel with Jesus going back and forth from Galilee to Jerusalem. The synoptic gospels don't. Synoptic 
gospels tell everything Jesus did in Jerusalem is at the end. Everything [24:30] he did in Galilee is at the 
beginning, so that you have an arrangement that's kind of a geographical thing. Every — the g — let me 
tell you about the Galilee stuff. Uh, then he went to Jerusalem. Let me tell you about the Jerusalem stuff, 
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and, in between, it's kind of all arranged according to an individual purpose of one sort or another, but 
it's not chronology as such. 

Even today, [25:00] we write stories with different purposes. Uh, have you ever the — the — the uh, epic 
The Longest Day about World War II, the invasion of Normandy — John — John Wayne — a big hero in it 
and so forth? How many of you have seen The Longest Day? 

Audience: [raise of hands] 

[25:16] Not many. Boy, my goodness. Well, it's about D-Day, and what's fascinating about it is their stories, 
and their stories about what the Germans are doing, what the allies are doing in preparation for it [25:30], 
but when you tell a story, you can't do it chronologically because if you're telling the one story, you can't 
interrupt it by something else after. You want to finish that story even though the next story may have 
happened a little earlier, but to keep the stories together and whole, you have to sometimes deal with 
stories and not time. 

A good example of that in our gospels is the fact that Mark tells the story [26:00] about how Jesus is 
arrested. Peter follows him. Then you have the trial. Then you have Peter's denial. So, you're switching 
back. First, Jesus, then Peter, then Jesus is in a trial, back to Peter. Luke doesn't do it that way. Luke has, 
Jesus is arrested, Peter follows him, Peter denies him, and then he goes into the trial. Let's stay — I'm 
talking about Peter. Let's stay with it. Let me tell you what happened to Peter [26:30] — and yet it's not 
chronologically the same, but it's a perfectly legitimate way to tell the story. Let me just finish up what 
happened with Peter before I go back to what happens to Jesus. Is one right and one wrong? No, it's just 
two different ways of saying it. 

Now, Mark uses the Greek [inaudible] [26:52], and immediately, if you look at it, it occurs, oh, a dozen 
plus times. [27:00] Uh, in fact, Matthew looked to the drop immediately. The way it immediately 
functions in Mark seems to be, let me tell you what happens next. Uh, we would have a different way of 
joining stories together. My generation would say, "and, duh," and we'd go on, and you're generation 
would say, "and, you know." Well, my "duh" doesn't [27:30] mean anything, and "you know" doesn't 
mean anything because if you really knew it, he wouldn't say it. So, these are idiomatic ways of beginning 
the next statement, and — and, immediately, the fact that it keeps on occurring time and time almost 
always at the beginning of a story connecting to another, it looks like it's Mark's way of joining stories 
together. It's his way of joining it, not giving temporal significance to it. 

All right, now, we're dealing with some specific issues [28:00] that we're going to have to look at later. 
Some of these, I always say, "alleged contradictions" — they may be — they maybe not, but at least it's 
questionable at this point — and how to reconcile them, but right now, the issue that we're wrestling with 
is how do we explain the similarities that exist between these three gospels — these synoptic gospels, and 
I'm going to — I — I think we have to argue [29:00] that there are sources that they are using [28:30] and it 
looks like these sources are written, and you say, "Well, why is he spending all this time on this? I just 
want to read Matthew, Mark and Luke." Much of what we do when we read Matthew and Luke and 
Mark, is dependent on the relationship we believe exists between them. 

Later on, we're going to notice an emphasis of Matthew — an emphasis on Luke because if, as I will 
argue, they used Mark, it is interesting to note that when a copy mark, they add comments, and many of 
these comments have the same theological theme time and time again, and we begin to understand better 
how to under — how to read Matthew and Luke as a result of that. So, it all will be helpful in our 
interpretation of the individual books. 
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Right now we're doing the groundwork. It's like when you're learning Greek, the first things you lea — 
learn are conjugations [29:30] and basic vocabulary before you can begin to appreciate it and use it for 
acts of Jesus. We're at the beginning stage trying to develop that foundation upon which we will build for 
our later acts of Jesus. 

Now, let me share with you a couple other things. Turn with me to page 12 — page 12. Here you have the 
story of the coming of John the Baptist on the scene. [30:00] In Mark — let's follow that as it — he says, 
"As it is written in Isaiah the prophet, 'Behold I send my messenger before thy face, who will prepare thy 
way, the voice of one crying in the wilderness, prepare the way of the Lord, make His paths straight.'" 
Now, "prepare the way of the Lord" is found, interestingly enough, if you look at lines 34 on page 13, "The 
voice of one crying in the wilderness, prepare the way of the Lord, make his paths straight." Luke has, 
"prepare the way of the Lord, make his paths straight." All three gospels have, identically, "prepare the 
way of the Lord." Okay, now, that's a reference from Isaiah. 

When you take this verse — this quotation of Isaiah — and compare it to the Greek translation of that 
called the Septuagint, which was the Bible of the gentile church, because they didn't know Hebrew — it 
was a — translated into — the Old Testament was translated into Greek in the previous century. That was 
their Bible, and you compare it to Isaiah 6:9. The Septuagint reads, not "prepare the way of the Lord" but 
"prepare the way of our God." It's a d — it's different, and if you look at the Hebrew text, it also is 
different. [31:30] Now, you have three gospel writers quoting an Old Testament passage, and it doesn't 
agree with the Greek translation that the church used. It doesn't agree with the Hebrew that the church 
used, but they agree with one another. 

Now, is it likely that if you were simply memorizing this, you would not somehow, if you were Greek, 
begin to quote it like it's found in the Septuagint, [32:00] or if you're Hebrew, in the Hebrew text, but the 
fact that you have in these gospel accounts the same verse of scripture, but it's not identical to the 
Septuagint or the Hebrew. It's different, but they agree and are identical with one another. 

I have another example of that in — on page 248. They have another saying of Jesus here, and [32:30] at 
the bottom of page 248, line 12, both Matthew, Mark and Luke have, "You shall love the Lord your God 
with all your heart, with all your soul, and with all your mind and with all your strength." The 
Septuagint, the Greek translation, has sometimes "with all your heart" but it's doesn't have "mind", and 
sometimes it has "mind" but not "heart", and the Hebrew has "heart" and not "mind". Targums, [33:00] 
which were the Aramaic paraphrasing of the Old Testament, it has "heart" and not "mind". The only ones 
that have "heart" and "mind" together are the three quotations of the Old Testament in Matthew, Mark 
and Luke. 

Again, most likely, if it — if this was simply all oral, some of them would be making them fit the 
scriptures in the form that they knew, whether it was the Greek Septuagint or the Masoretic Text — and 
one more, page 115, here you have in Mark 4:12 on line 15 on page 115, [33:30] "so that they may indeed 
see but not perceive, and may indeed hear but not understand lest they should turn again and be 
forgiven." See — hear — excuse me — "seeing but not see, hear and not understand" — Matthew. — Luke 
— "see but not see, hear but not understand" — Luke. Mark — "see but not perceive, hear but not 
understand." 

[34:00] Now, in all of the other — the Greek Old Testament — this first which is quoted, and the Hebrew 
Old Testament, "hear" comes first and "see" comes second. It's reversed order here. All three of them have 
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that identical. I would suggest this has to indicate that there's a written relationship. They have 
something out there that's written that they are using. 

[34:30] Now turn to page one. The most important account in our Bible as to how the gospels originated is 
the Luke and Prologue — the first four versus of Luke. Listen carefully to what Luke says. "In as much as 
many have undertaken to compile a narrative of the things that have been accomplished among us, other 
people have written before I did." Quite a few. "Just as [35:00] these things accomplished among us were 
delivered to us by those who from the beginning were eye witnesses and ministers of the Word." So, here 
you have the accounts that were written. Before the accounts were written, what was going on? Material 
was being delivered. That's a word for passing on oral traditions. 

[35:30] Paul says to the Corinthians, "For I delivered to you what I also received. How long the night in 
which Jesus was betrayed, he took bread and broke it," and he passed — he says, "I passed onto you this 
account of the Lord's Supper," and you also find the same word used again for passing on tradition — 
First Corinthians 15 — oral tradition. So, there are those who wrote these things down before Luke, but 
before they were written down, they were delivered. Now, very carefully, [36:00] who is the — who 
delivered these? Your eye witnesses, all right? Very important — the critical scholars lose sight of that. For 
then the eyewitnesses, they ascended and with Jesus apparently. So, everybody who was passing on it 
and never were there, but these are eye witnesses, and who would be prominent among them? Well, 12 
disciples, okay? 

Now Luke goes on and he says, [36:30]"it seemed good to me also having followed all things closely for 
some time passed." "Following all these things" meaning that he followed the oral traditions and he 
looked up these written materials to write an orderly account for [inaudible] [00:36:45.15] and 
Theophilus. So, now he writes a written account and he writes this — why does he write it? So that 
Theophilus may know the certainty of what he's been taught. [37:00] You have the oral traditions that 
Theophilus has been taught. Can Luke's gospel be very different from them? If Theophilus is going to be 
convinced of the truth of what he's been taught, Luke's gospel can't be very different from that. So, you're 
having a tie now between Luke's written gospel with those oral traditions that were circulating that he's 
been taught. Okay. 

So, what we have here then in Luke, a reference to earlier written accounts, [37:30] and he also refers to 
that before this there were oral accounts. So that when we go from Jesus here and his ministry, you then 
have a period of oral passing on of materials supervised by the twelve. Then you have written accounts 
— written accounts of one sort or another — and you have Luke. Now, the exact relationship of Luke to 
some of these things, we don't know yet, [38:00] but it looks like there are — there's some relationship 
between Matthew, Mark and Luke to written sources. What they are, well, that's tomorrow's class, and I'll 
ask — I'll try to tomorrow argue that it looks most likely that Mark wrote his gospel first and that 
Matthew and Luke used Mark in the writing of their gospels. 

Does it bother you in your Doctrine of Inspiration to think that maybe [38:30] two of the gospels is used 
in another gospel for — in their writing? When Luke specifically says that he's looked into all these things 
carefully from the beginning, that's a different view than a lot of people have of inspiration, where Luke 
cut a quill, mixed some ink, spread out the papyrus sheet, looked up to heaven and said, "I'm ready, 
shoot." 

[39:00] Right? But I would think that somehow it has to be fairly biblical that he did look at sources 
because he says it was in the Bible. So, it might be that many of us, when we ask about our view of 
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inspirations, say, "Well, we don't believe in dictation," but in reality it comes down to that — the looking 
at things — sources and the like. It is somewhat troubling for us, but we'll look at that tomorrow, all 
right? Thank you. 
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Chapter 2

Will you join me in prayer? Father in heaven, we take for granted the privilege that is ours, and the 
freedom we have of meeting in your name. We pray [00:30] to you to discuss your word without fear of 
persecution. For those this day that name your name in places where there is suffering for Christ’s sake, 
we pray our father a special grace upon them, a strength of joy and knowing that they are serving you. 
Father, we also pray that if or when the time comes that we face such persecution, that you help us to be 
strong, [01:00] and like the example of others in the Book of Hebrews, chapter 11, of Stephen, our Lord 
when they were put to death, that we would bless and not curse. We ask your presence today and teach 
us we ask for Jesus’s sake, amen. 

Yesterday we looked at some of the data, and it’s not the gospels, which suggests that there is some sort 
of a written relationship, a literary relationship that exists between Matthew, Mark [01:30] and Luke. We 
look at that from the perspective of various passages in which the wording of similar accounts are very, 
very close, and that you start asking, “Well, how come they are so close in wording?” Is there some sort of 
a written source that is causing this? 

We then looked at the order of the materials, in order that there is a sequence of order that has followed 
rather [02:00] closely in Matthew, Mark and Luke, and that there is no necessary tie in these events, such 
as saying that they are days in a biography, in which you look at somebody’s and you say, “This 
happened on day one, this happened on day two.” There are mixtures of sayings and stories of Jesus that 
have no necessary tie and yet they occur in the same order in Matthew, Mark and Luke, which suggests 
once again the use of a literary source. We looked at some parenthetical agreements, where an [02:30] 
editor has inserted a comment and we find that oft times, two or three of the gospels have at that same 
place, that same editorial comment, and one of them is addressed to a reader in Mark 13:14, which 
indicates this is not just an oral matter, but it’s a written matter that they are following. 

We then looked at several passages in which Matthew, Mark and Luke quote a passage from The Bible, 
and the wording is exact but it is different from the kind of wording that we find [03:00] in the Greek 
translation of the Old Testament called the Septuagint, and it’s different from the other material such as 
the Masoretic text or the Targum texts. Then finally we looked at Luke 1:1 before, which Luke specifically 
states that others had written accounts before them and that he has investigated much of this for some 
time past. 

Having “established” that there exists a literary relationship between the gospels, the next question came 
up “Well, [03:30] what is that literary relationship?” Assuming that Matthew, Mark and Luke used some 
literary source in common, what did that source look like? At first it was a general thought that there was 
some early gospel, some older gospel, primitive gospel that was out there that Matthew, Mark and Luke 
used and that’s why they look alike. Scholars then began to say “Well, I wonder whether this primitive 
gospel looked like Mark, Matthew or Luke? [04:00] And then they came to the conclusion that it was an 
older Marcus, a primitive gospel of Mark. Then eventually, they started to say well, “That poor Marcus 
looks so much like Mark, why don’t we simply say Mark was the first one and Matthew and Luke used 
it.” 

What we will try to deal with today is the establishment of a literary relationship in which Mark was the 
first gospel written and then Matthew and Luke used Mark [04:30] to assist them in the writing of their 
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gospels. Some of the arguments in favor for “the priority,” not in logic or in valuation, but in kind, the 
priority of Mark, meaning that Matthew and Luke used Mark, are as follows. 

For one, Mark is the shortest of the gospels. It is much easier to conceive that Matthew and Luke would 
have added material to Mark, [05:00] than that Mark used Matthew or Luke and chose to eliminate 
materials. It’s easier to think of Matthew as saying that “I want to add a birth account, and therefore, I’ll 
add it to Mark,” than Mark saying “Why would you want to eliminate a birth account?” Easy to see 
Matthew and Luke adding the Sermon on the Mount or the sermon on the plain to Mark than Mark for 
some reason eliminating it. Easy to understand of the Beatitudes being added to Mark, [05:30] than Mark 
for some reason choosing to leave them out. And there are lots of things like this – the genealogy, 
resurrection stories and so forth, various teachings if you go and underline whole synopsis, you’ll find a 
lot more teaching materials in Matthew and Luke than in Mark. And yet Mark has an interesting 
emphasis. He emphasizes time and time again, Jesus’s ministry as a teacher. In fact the word, “teacher, 
teaching and teachings,” teaching [06:00] as a verb, occurs more often in Mark than in Matthew and Luke. 
Now I think he’s using these other gospels or one of these other gospels, it’s very strange that he 
emphasizes the teaching ministry of Jesus so much but eliminates so much of the teaching found in the 
other gospels. So, one of the reasons then that it is more likely that Mark was the first gospel used by 
Matthew and Luke, than vice versa, is that it’s [06:30] easier to explain Matthew and Luke adding 
additional material to their Mark in source, than the reverse. 

Now someone has suggested well, maybe what Mark is doing is that he has been commissioned by the 
Galilee Press to produce a condensed version of the gospel. So he is going to abbreviate it, to make it 
more useful. There is nothing inherently wrong with that suggestion, until what [07:00] you do is you 
look at the stories. Now, in a Reader’s Digest kind of condensation, the book that’s being condensed is 
shortened. But everything is shortened. Every chapter of the book has become shortened in some way. If 
you look at Mark, it is a shorter gospel in size. But if you look at the stories in Mark, they tend to be 
always longer than Matthew [07:30] and Luke. In other words, it is Matthew and Luke that abbreviate the 
stories of Mark, not the other way around. So it would be a very strange condensation to leave out 
sections of Matthew and Luke but that what you do include, you make longer. So it doesn’t look in any 
sense that Mark is a condensation effort. So once again, it looks like it’s easy to say Mark was probably 
the first gospel written and Matthew and Luke used it. 

[08:00] Another argument in favor of the priority of Mark is that the grammar of Mark is inferior to that of 
Matthew and Luke. Inspiration of God doesn’t mean that everybody is a literary genius that writes the 
scriptures. Some parts of our New Testament are written with wonderful good Hebrews, great Greek, 
Luke and Acts, good Greek. Paul wrote pretty good Greek. Revelation? Not very good Greek. Makes 
grammatical errors. [08:30]. He doesn’t care. He’s so excited in the middle of something, he’ll switch to 
something. Sentences are incomplete and so forth and so on. Now if you compare Matthew, Mark and 
Luke, Mark is the least developed, the least literary in style of the three gospels. It’s much easier to think 
of Matthew and Luke improving on the grammar of Mark than Mark using Matthew and Luke and 
somehow making it worse. 

Let me give a non-biblical [09:00] example. By some miracle, William Shakespeare has been brought to life 
again. And he comes, and he has to copy something, and he is copying Robert Stein’s book, in which he 
reads the following: “And the father said to his son, “there ain’t no way you get no car this night.” And as 
he is about to copy that down, his hand begins to shake, and he says, “I can’t do that.” [09:30] So he 
changes it – “There is no way that I will permit you to have the car this evening.” When I think of the 

!13



New Testament Survey I Dr. Robert Stein

reverse, on reading Shakespeare’s, “There is no way that I will permit you to have the car this evening,” I 
probably know enough English to say, that’s pretty good English. I shouldn’t change it to “There ain’t no 
way you get no car tonight.” So it’s easier to see an improving of grammar than an unproving or 
disproving [10:00] of grammar. Now, we have things for instance in Mark that are not really great style. 
He likes to use what is called the historical present in Greek. 

What that means is when Jesus does something, he comes to the village. He sees. He says. Matthew and 
Luke tend to have “he came to the village and he said, after he saw,” using past tense instead. Now, there 
are 151 [10:30] examples of this historical present in Mark. Matthew has 21. Luke has one. It looks more 
likely that Matthew and Luke eliminate the historical present to make it a more normal usual aorist than 
the reverse. 

Sometimes, Mark has redundant expressions. Turn with me to page 36. Now remember, Mark is shorter 
than Matthew and Luke. [11:00] But what we have many times in Mark are redundant expressions, which 
Matthew and Luke omit. Now if you talk about the reverse, Matthew being abbreviated by Mark, it’s 
strange that he abbreviates it and then he adds redundant expressions. For instance, in Mark 132, we have 
Mark saying, “That evening at sundown.” Now, I’m not arguing that it happened that way. That’s when 
evening comes, at sundown. [11:30] But one of them is redundant, isn’t it? You could say “that evening at 
sunrise,” that would be really different. But it’s a redundant expression. Now you have to think of, if 
Mark is using Matthew or Luke, h eliminates the Beatitudes, and he throws in an extra “at sundown,” in 
something like this. It doesn’t make a lot of sense. 

Another example, page 44, Mark 2:25. You notice by the way the parallels Matthew had “that evening,” 
and Luke had “when the sun was setting.” [12:00] Mark 2:25, Mark has, “have you never read what 
David did when he was in need and he was hungry.” Now, Matthew and Luke simply have, “when he 
was hungry.” One of them is redundant. 

So the fact that Mark is a shorter gospel and he has redundant expressions, seems to argue that Mark was 
used by Matthew and they said, “We don’t need both expressions. One [12:30] of them we can eliminate 
and we will do so.” If you get to Mark 2:9, page 41, we have here a kind of slang expression which is 
changed by Matthew and Luke. The word used for “pallet,” in 11, “I say to you, rise up, take up your 
pallet and go home.” That’s kind of a Macedonian slang expression. [13:00]. So I’d say, Jesus said, “Rise, 
take up your pad and go home.” And Matthew and Luke have a more normal expression like “bed,” and 
so, again, it’s easy to think of Matthew and Luke changing Mark and using a better expression for that. 

Another thing that we have – Aramaic expressions found in Mark. Turn with me to page 127. Now 
remember, a gospel is in Greek [13:30] so that Aramaic is not the language that the readers know. But in 
Mark, we have in a number of places Aramaic expressions, such as in verse 41, that would be line 64, we 
read, “Taking her by the hand, He, Jesus, said to her, “Talitha cumi,” which means he has to explain it, 
because his readers don’t know what it means, “Little girl I say to you arise.” Now, when [14:00] Mark 
has these Aramaic expressions, Matthew and Luke always omit them. Now that makes sense, because 
they have a lot of other material they are going to add to Mark, and they in fact, have to abbreviate Mark. 
So, leaving out the Aramaic which no one understands anyhow, makes perfectly good sense. 

Mark, on the other hand, if you use Matthew or Luke, why he won’t put Aramaic expressions in which 
you have to explain and leave out the Beatitudes? [14:30]. It just doesn’t seem realistic. What Mark is 
doing here, look for another example of this on page 142. Here we have Mark, 7:11, let’s see, line 55-56. So 
a man says to his father and mother “What you would have been gained from me is corban.” Then he has 
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to explain that word that is not Greek, that is “given to God.” [15:00] Matthew simply eliminates the 
Aramaic. 

By the way, if you look at Matthew, you will notice Matthew is much smaller print. Now why did they do 
that? There is a reason. When you have smaller print it means Matthew has this passage, but it’s not in 
the exact order that you have it. In other words, you have to look for this [15:00] passage earlier in the 
gospel, beginning at verse four of Matthew’s chapter. So he has it, but it’s in a different location. Now if 
you go to the top of 142, you’ll see that Mark has this in small print because if you’re following Matthew, 
it’s in a different place in the story. So small print means it’s not following consecutively, but it’s the 
analogy to it. It’s the parallel account and we want [16:00] to put it there so you can see it. But it’s not in 
the exact order. 

There is also for instance, a reason for the difference in order. When you talk about the Old Testament, it 
consists of two parts. What are they? The law and the prophets. Mark has in his gospel, first Jesus giving 
a quote from Isaiah, and then he quotes the law. Matthew reverses him. It makes good sense for Matthew, 
right? [16:30] Why would Mark go on and do it? Not much reason for Mark changing it. For Matthew, to 
have law and prophets makes perfectly good sense. Furthermore, when you argue in a rabbinic world, 
you argue from the law and support it with the prophets. So, it’s a very good reason for Matthew to have 
changed the order that way. That’s why we have small print in these places, because it’s not the normal 
order that we’re following at that point. 

One more example [17:00] of that. Let’s turn to 297. Here you have line 27, in Gethsemane Jesus prays to 
God and he prays in line 27 in Mark, “Abba, father.” In other words, you have the Aramaic expression, 
“Abba,” and then you have the Greek, “pater.” Matthew and Luke simply eliminate the Abba, because 
their audience doesn’t understand it. Probably Mark has them because that’s the form of the tradition 
[17:30] he is familiar with and he puts it the way he has memorized it, in the Aramaic expression. 

Another grammatical one or those of you who are taking Greek, if you look at Mark 10:20, you will find 
that in the Greek, Mark uses what is known an aorist middle, not really a – an unusual kind of Greek. 
Both Matthew and Luke change it to a plain aorist active, which is much more normal in that regard. 
[18:00] 

So what we have here is some grammatical issues in which they have different kinds of things, and it’s 
easy again to see where Matthew and Luke would want to improve on the grammar of Mark by changing 
it. The reverse is less understandable. So sure gospel has more grammatical problems associated with it. 

Another thing that we notice about Mark is that there are a number of instances where there are 
theological difficulties in Mark, [18:30] and the parallels in Matthew and Luke tend to try to eliminate 
those difficulties. 

Let’s look at maybe the most famous of these examples on page 217. Here is the story of the rich young 
ruler. In all three accounts he is rich. In Matthew he is young. In Luke, he is a ruler. Thus, together, he is 
the rich, young ruler. As he was setting out on this journey, Mark [19:00] has a man run up and out before 
him and ask him, “Good teacher, what must I do to earn eternal life?” And Jesus said to him, “Why do 
you call me good? No one is good but God alone.” You can’t read any commentary on Mark without 
noticing that there is a lot of space devoted to that opening verse, or verse 18, “Why do you call me good? 
No one is good but God alone.” And the reason is preeminent. [19:30]. Why in the world did Jesus call 
himself not good? Is he denying his goodness? Is he saying he’s a sinner? You know, some radical 
scholars have argued that. Certainly Matthew, Mark and Luke didn’t think that. They didn’t write here 
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and say Jesus is calling himself a sinner. Generally, there are one of two explanations. One is that Jesus is 
saying to the rich young ruler, “Do you fully understand what’s implied when you call me 
good?” [20:00]. In other words, if you call me good in this interpretation and you are right, that implies 
my deity. Are you aware of that? 

The other more common explanation is that Jesus isn’t contrasting any human from the ultimate 
perfection in goodness of God. Even he who is without sin is not good in the absolute perfect sense that 
God is good. He has limitations that God does not have and so forth and so on. [20:30] And I think that is 
probably the way I would understand it. But that’s a problem. Now, Luke has the same thing, “Why do 
you call me good? No one is good but God alone.” But Matthew tries to eliminate the problem for the 
sake of his readers and he reads, “Why do you ask me about what is good?” One who is who is good. In 
other words, why are you raising the question of goodness at this point? And he is trying to help his 
readers so that it is a less difficult passage [21:00] for them to read. Now, I can much more easily 
understand Matthew doing that to Mark, than Mark and Luke doing what they have to Matthew. If 
Matthew is what they are using, they have now, they have taken a very innocent statement and made a 
real theological question about it. I don’t think it’s that insolvable but it is a problem nonetheless. “Why 
do you call me good?” So you have that being omitted by Luke. [21:30] 

If someone asked the question, what did the man really say? What did Jesus really say? Did he say “Why 
did Jesus really say? Did he say, “Why do you ask me about what is good?” Or, “Why do you call me 
good?” My answer would be, well, he didn’t say either. Well, that’s English. I’ll say, okay, well what about 
the Greek? He still didn’t say it because he spoke Aramaic. So what we have [22:00] in our gospels is a 
translation of what Jesus said in Aramaic into Greek. Once you go from one language to another, you go 
into the area of interpretation. Translation is an interpretation. 

Now, my understanding of this is that gospel writers are divinely inspired to give the mind of Jesus in 
this area. But you can have different forms of translation. For instance, one of The Beatitudes has, 
“Blessed are you poor [22:30] for yours is the kingdom of God.” Matthew has, “Blessed are the poor in 
spirit, for theirs is the kingdom of heaven.” What did Jesus say? Poor, or poor in spirit? Well, he said both. 
In a sense, he said it one, but they mean both. What you have in Luke is probably a King James RSV, New 
American Standard Bible, word for word translation. [23:00] the nearest word for “poor” what Jesus said, 
is the Greek word, “poor.” Matthew gives us an NIV thought for thought translation, because he knew 
that poor was not primarily an economic designation, but a spirit mentality of humility. And we know 
that because the word “poor” is used that way in the Old Testament. The [inaudible] [23:26] community 
by the way, refer to themselves as “the poor.” They didn’t mean [23:30] they were economically poor, they 
meant that they were the poor and the humble. 

David in Psalms, in two Psalms, I can’t think of what they are, refers in the psalm to God and he says, 
“Bless me because I am a poor man.” He is king of a nation. I mean, if he’s poor, can you imagine what 
the rest of the people must be like. What he means is that “I am humble.” So now you have a translation. 
What did Jesus actually say? Poor in spirit? Poor? 

I would guess if I had to, that [24:00] in the Aramaic, he probably used poor, but he means poor in spirit. 
So they are both the same. Both equal. So in translating, you are dealing with an inspired author, Matthew 
Mark and Luke, John as well, who take the words of Jesus and are led by the spirit to accurately interpret 
them for their readers. So what they mean by those words is “without error.” 

!16



New Testament Survey I Dr. Robert Stein

We have another type of example [24:30] like that. At the baptism, a voice comes from heaven and says, 
“You are my beloved son.” Mark. Matthew has, “This is my beloved son.” Now what did Jesus say? Or 
can you say he didn’t say the Greek or English, he said probably Aramaic, Jesus. When Augustine in 400 
was asked about the passage, he said, “They both said the same thing.” Matthew is telling his readers that 
when God spoke to Jesus that day, [25:00] he said that this was his son. And in Mark, God is speaking to 
Jesus, “You are my beloved son.” No difference between them. But what you always have to say is what 
is inerrant, is the meaning that the biblical author intended by the words. Not the words in and of 
themselves, but what the Biblical author intended to do and they are not Jesus’ secretaries, taking [25:30] 
shorthand, but his inspired and authoritative interpreters. 

There are sometimes for instance, there seems to be a limiting of Jesus’ power by Mark. He doesn’t mean 
it this way but turn with me to page, let’ see, 46 I have. In Mark 3:10 for instance, Mark has, “For he had 
healed many, so that all who had diseases [26:00] pressed upon him to touch him.” The nearest parallel 
Matthew has is he healed them all. “Many” could be misunderstood. Now the word “many” in Hebrew is 
frequently a synonym for all. “For he would give his life as ransom for many,” Isaiah 53:12, really means 
for “all.” And so what we have here, is that he is giving his life for all, or has healed many or all. But 
Matthew realizes that [26:30] that could be misunderstood and somebody might raise the question, “Well, 
why didn’t he heal them all? Why just many of them? Was he limited in his ability?” And the answer was 
“No, he didn’t heal – he healed everybody who was sick.” By the way, not everybody healed, because not 
everyone was sick. You don’t heal people who are not sick. You don’t say “Rise, take up your bed and 
walk,” because I am standing up already. 

Whatever Mark means doesn’t mean he was unable to heal someone. Mark doesn’t give us [27:00] any 
impression of that. So his intention is that he healed everybody who needed to be healed at that time. 

But Matthew realized there could be some difficulty with that and he has, “He healed them all.” There are 
sometimes negative descriptions of the disciples. Let me give you the followers of Jesus, page 107. It’s not 
easy to follow in a synopsis or passage to passage because sometimes you will be [27:30] following Mark, 
and then it will switch to Luke and it will follow Luke, and you will be waiting to get back to Mark again 
and it takes a while sometimes. 

The easiest way is to look at the top of the page and notice the passage at the top. You know that for 
instance, on page 107, anything before Mark, Matthew 12, 22-30 is to the left. Anything after that, is below 
and to the right. 

Now, Mark alone has this. “Then Jesus went home, [28:00] and the crowd came together again so that 
they could not even eat.” And when his family heard it, they went out to seize him for people were 
saying “He is beside himself.” He is beside himself is a very round about polite way of saying, he’s crazy. 
Now please note, Matthew and Luke do not have that. Matthew and Luke’s gospel have enough other 
material. [28:30] However, we won’t worry about that now. And there is a limited size to a scroll. A scroll 
was generally 25 to 30 feet long. Mark is not a full scroll. So you can add a lot of things to Mark to fill up a 
scroll if you want. However, there is a limit to this. And Matthew and Luke add a lot of material. 
Sometimes we’ll call it cue material, sometimes we’ll call it ill or immaterial if it’s only found in Luke or 
Matthew. [29:00] As a result of that additional material, they can’t include all of Mark. So they tend to 
abbreviate certain stories and they abbreviate things that they don’t think are as important. 

Now let me ask you. If you had to abbreviate Mark, would Mark 320 and 21 be high on your list of verses 
you are going to abbreviate? Sure. On the other hand, [29:30] if you were going to copy the gospel of 
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Matthew and you eliminate the Sermon on the Mount, is this the kind of thing you put in place of it? It’s 
much harder again, to think of Mark having to use Matthew, eliminating so much of the teachings, the 
sermon on – The Beatitudes, The Lord’s Prayer in there, the birth accounts. But instead you go out of your 
way to add that. It’s easy to see the reverse of this, [30:00] than what we have here. 

Another thing we find at times is that some of the agreements that we have in wording are unusual. Turn 
with me to page 16. If you had a Greek synopsis, you would notice that what Matthew is doing in 
following Mark is that he takes and makes a participle into a finite verb. And he follows the ordering in 
the content [30:30] of Mark. Now Mark has in verse 10, line 12, “and Jesus had been baptized by John. 
And when he came up out of the water, immediately he saw the heavens open and the spirit descending 
upon him like a dove.” That makes perfectly good sense. 

But if you look at Matthew, he’s changed one of the participles into a finite verb, and he leaves the word, 
“immediately,” in but it turns out strange. Matthew has, “And when Jesus was baptized, he went up 
immediately from the [31:00] water, and behold the heavens were opened.” This was a winter baptism in 
Minnesota, where the old believers would cut a hole in the ice and baptize and then get out real quick. It’s 
just, you can see how in changing Mark’s grammar, this could result. But the result – to start out writing it 
this way would be very strange and again, [31:00] it looks like Matthew has used Mark here and has not 
double checked what that has done with regard to the particular change he has made. 

Look at one more. Page 312. We talk about abbreviating the accounts, by Luke and Matthew of Mark to 
add their additional material. Well, in Luke 23, verse 18, that would be line 27 on page 312, I think it’s 
[32:00] 3:12 in [inaudible] [32:01]. “The crowd all cried together, “away with this man and release to us 
Barabbas.” Do you know what’s going on here? There is a custom that is being referred to that on the 
Passover, the Governor, in this case, Pontius Pilate, would release a prisoner to them, whichever one they 
wanted. But you don’t know that because you read Luke. Luke doesn’t tell us that. In abbreviating, he 
omitted that section somehow. [32:30] But you know it from your reading of Mark and Matthew. So in 
abbreviating it, maybe he assumes Theophilus knows the story well enough that he doesn’t have to 
include the custom, or so, but it’s easy to understand Mark’s originality there. 

Now, we did some underlining. Not a great deal so far. But let’s look at some possibilities here. If we had 
Mark first, [33:00] Matthew was used by Mark, and Luke is used by Mark, when you have coloring, when 
Matthew and Luke would agree with Mark, you’d have blue, right? Do you all agree? 

But what would happen if Mark was copied exactly by Matthew but Luke changed for some reason? 
How would that show up in your underline? You’d have black Do you have black in your underline? 
[33:30]. Yeah, it’s not paramount, is it? Now what would happen if Luke followed Mark exactly when 
Matthew didn’t? What would you have? You’d have green? Quite a bit, right? What is the one color you 
don’t have much of? How would you have to get red according to this? You’d have to have Matthew 
changing Mark, Luke changing Mark, and doing it unconsciously in the exact same way. So you would 
[34:00] not expect to have much red. And that is exactly what we find in our underline. 

But now let’s go to another possibility. Let’s have Matthew first. Used by Mark, used by Luke. When 
Mark follows Matthew perfectly, but Luke changes it, you would get black. You know, we have that. 
When Luke follows Matthew and Mark doesn’t, you would get red [34:30] but we don’t have an awful lot 
of that. To get green, you would have to have Mark, choosing not to follow Matthew and Luke not 
choosing to follow, but not only that but somehow wording it and making the changes identical. That’s 
strange. This and this seem Matthew being first, Mark and Luke, 
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But we have one other possibility. Boy I like playing with colored pencils. This is fun like a kid again. 
[35:00] You have Luke, and you have Matthew and you have Mark. When Matthew follows Luke exactly, 
and somehow you have red here, and we don’t have that, if Matthew follows Luke but Mark doesn’t. If 
Mark follows Luke but Matthew doesn’t, we have green. Well, we have green. That goes pretty well. But 
what would you not expect to have? [35:30]. Black, because again you’d have to have those two 
coincidentally coming out that way and black we don’t have. So of all the explanations the first one that 
we had explains the amount of black we have, not as much as some other colors, but good enough. Green 
explains the lack of red and that is exactly what we have found. So if one of these gospels served as the 
main one for the other two, [36:00] this is the way you would come to understand it. That gives us two, 
three, five possibilities. Once you have Mark in priority as to how they are related. 

Tuesday when we get together, we are going to talk about the issue of whether Matthew and Luke knew 
each other. It has nothing to do with whether they were personal friends. It means whether the writer of 
Matthew or Luke knew the gospel of Luke or Matthew. I would seek to argue that they did [36:30] not 
know each other, and that would eliminate all but one of these possibilities, and we will come to the 
conclusion if you are following my reasoning that only the possibility in line, three across, the middle 
one, Mark being first, used by Matthew and by Luke if possible. 
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Chapter 3

Well let’s open with a word of prayer. 

We rejoice our father for the joy we have in being able to come before you. Not through some priest not 
through some other person, but directly in the name of Jesus [00:30] Christ we have access. And we are 
even so bold as to call you Abba, Father. Because through Jesus Christ we have forgiveness. And we have 
been born into your family. We rejoice in the salvation that is ours. We rejoice that you have given us your 
word to guide us and direct us. Now, teach us more about it. We pray in Jesus name. Amen. 

We’ve been talking about how before the Gospels were written they existed in a church. [01:00] A period 
where much of the Gospel materials were being passed on by word of mouth, orally. We don’t want to 
think there was a period that was- everything was strictly oral. And that after that it was strictly written. 
But there were overlaps during these periods of time. But, primarily, the period before Mark we think of 
as an oral period. And we looked at several presuppositions. One, that there was an oral period. Secondly, 
that they tended [01:30] to be memories- these individual traditions, tend to be memorized as individual 
units and passed on this way. Thirdly, that they-uh- can be classified into form – some can be more easily 
than others. And then, fourthly, what caused the church to preserve these stories was that those that were 
particularly valuable for them. 

For instance, -uh- what did you do when you were a Jewish Christian and you didn’t feel the same about 
kosher foods any longer? [02:00] And that a Jewish person said to you what happened Abraham? You’re 
no longer kosher, you’re-you’re eating forbidden things. And then wouldn’t it be helpful to say 
something like well the Lord, Jesus, told us that it’s really not what goes into a man’s stomach that defiles 
him, but what comes out of his heart. That- it’s out of the heart that all sorts of evils come. And so that 
would be a story that would help you to understand the freedom you had to eat anything that was set 
before you. So those that were valuable [02:30] were preserved. The peanut butter story got lost until I 
discovered it a few years ago. 

Now, another presupposition is that the traditions essentially had no interest in chronology or biography 
or geography. Now, what we have here is an insight that many of the stories don’t have interest in 
geography or things like this made into a universal rule. Now it’s true [03:00] that sometimes the stories 
have no close connection with anything that proceeds. They are isolated. But there are stories that have 
certain ties. 

Turn with me to page 40 in your synopsis. Here we have an incident that clearly takes place in the city of 
Capernaum. “And when he returned to Capernaum after some days, it was reported that he was at 
home.” There’s no reason to deny that this story was during the oral period [03:30] associated with the 
city of Capernaum. Some people- the more radical form critics to argue their case would- no, no they later 
added city names like this, but there are too many city names that are added like this. 

Turn to page 123. Mark 5:01, “they came to the other side of the sea to the country of the Gerasenes.” And 
you’ll notice there’s an n there. Some have Gergazines- some say Gaterines. The fact [04:00] is no one 
knows what- what this place is. Now, if you simply created names of cities and threw them in you’d 
expect they’d be pretty well known cities. You’d say they came to Tiberius. Or they came to Jericho. Or 
they came to Shechem. You don’t put in a place name that no one seems to know. The very ambiguity of 
this argues that it must be part of the tradition. 
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Turn to page 145. [04:30] Now here’s an example of a stories that doesn’t have any intimate tie. For 
instance, Mark 8:01, “in those days there came a great crowd that had gathered. And they had nothing to 
eat.” In other words, once in the ministry of Jesus, a great crowd had gathered about Jesus and they 
didn’t have any food. Now, what is that tied to? The ministry of Jesus. But when and where - who cares 
when and [05:00] where? Do you have to know this was a Tuesday? I have some inside information here, 
it doesn’t matter. The- Do you need to know it was rainy that day? Or that they were five miles southeast 
of Bethsaida? The story makes sense all by itself. It doesn’t have to have that, but what do you do when 
you go to page 148 and now you find a place name here. “And they came to Bethsaida.” 

Some [05:30] of these places have names associated with it and there’s every reason to believe that this 
was part of the tradition. When you come to Peter’s confession, on page 149, this takes places in verse 27 
of Mark 8 in the villages of Caesarea Philippi. Now, Peter confesses that Jesus is the Messiah. And the 
place designation is Caesarea Philippi. Where do you read about Caesarea Philippi? [06:00] Well, you read 
about it in Mark 8:27 and Matthew 16:13, that’s all-that’s the only place you find it. You don’t find it 
anywhere in the early history of the church. Now why do they name Caesarea Philippi as the place? May 
I be so naïve as to success that’s probably where it happened? Alright. 

If you were making up a place, and say let- let’s put a place [06:30] designation to this. Oh, I could do a 
better job than that. Caesarea Philippi? I’d say this, “and as Jesus and the disciples entered into Jerusalem 
they came into the temple and as they walked in the temple Jesus said to the disciples, ‘who do men say 
that I am?’ and they said, ‘you are the Messiah.’” Now that’s a classy story. In the temple, in Jerusalem 
that’s where the confession should be made [07:00]. Caesarea Philippi? But you know it doesn’t look like 
they made up stories like this. They had these associations with it- already in the stories. So, here you 
have an idea that every time you find something chronological or alike that it was made up. Not likely. 
Some stories do have places some have designation of chronology, and -uh- geography. 

Turn to page 153. [07:30] The story of the transfiguration. It’s hard to conceive of it ever circulating as an 
isolated unit. How do you say a story like this, once, after 6 days, Jesus took with him Peter and James. – 
you -Six days after what? A designation like that ties it with something. And here you have that story 
beginning this story this way. So you have to understand the transfiguration and what took place in 
Caesarea Philippi [08:00] having taken place at the same time or closely related. 

Sometimes there may be interests in a geographical or chronological ties as well. If you look at-uh-, for 
instance, Mark 14:51. Page- turn to page 300, there’s this really strange incident that people try to explain 
somehow and say that this is not historical this is a [08:30] figurative experience of some sort. So, in the 
Mount of Olives in the garden of Gethsemane we read that after Jesus is arrested at the very bottom of the 
page 300, line 70, following Mark, “and they all forsake him and fled. And a young man followed him 
with nothing but a linen cloth about his body and they seized him but he left the linen cloth and ran away 
naked.” Now if you say this is not a historical incident, you have to say why do they-[cut in audio] [08:58] 
story like this? What would be the meaning [09:00] of such a story? And there have been attempts to try 
to find meaning in this. And the very attempts show it must be a real incident or something like that. 
Most of the older interpreters of Mark thought this is probably a biographical incident in which Mark 
himself is relating something in which he is present. But to try to find meaning in? Well – well maybe my 
mother would say something like, Bobby that all goes to show [09:30] where ever you go you better have 
clean underwear on. You-you never know what might happen. 

[Laughter] [09:32-09:36] 
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But it looks like a biographical tidbit that the writer may have placed in there at that time. Uh- one last 
one. Turn to page 313, here. In Mark 15:21 you have a little -er- reference, “and they led him, Jesus, out to 
crucify him and they compelled a pass by Simon of Cyrene, who was coming in from the country, the 
father of Alexander and Rufus [10:00] to carry the cross.” In other words, the writer of Mark is telling his 
readers by the way, the man who carried the cross of Jesus was the father of Alexander and Rufus. They 
must know who Alexander and Rufus would be. They say it was Alexander and Rufus’ father. Who did 
that. And so you have another kind of historical and biographical reference that way. What you have then 
in this presupposition is [10:30] is a general rule that much of the material may be even most of it, has 
little such geographical ties or chronological ties or things like that. But you can’t make that into a 
universal rule. Sometimes they do. And we just have to accept that. 

Now, another presupposition that form critics have made is that what you should do, and what you can 
do, is figure out what the rules of passing on such traditions should be. [11:00] And the early form critics 
were Germans and what they did was to note how German folk stories in the 12th to 13th centuries, as 
they were being passed on primarily orally at this time, developed and later on when they written down 
to see the kinds of things that tended to be added. And so they said, ahh the way oral tradition develops. 

[11:30] There are certain rules by which you can figure out oral tradition will progress. And now that we 
have those oral traditions in Mark we can reverse the rules and go back to their purest form. And they 
would come out with some rules like names tend to be added to people so that originally had an 
anonymous person, later he is named. Let’s give him the name Malkus or something like that. If you had 
an ear being cut off [12:00] later on it tends to be a specific ear; the right year or something. Those are later 
additions. Now these rules developed out of watching the oral growth of German literature over a period 
of centuries. And they also watched how the Gospels later on where quoted and copied in other 
apocryphal Gospels and alike. The rules were developed in seeing how oral traditions develop over 
centuries. How many centuries do you [12:30] have between the resurrection of Jesus and Mark? Not 
many, do you? You have a period of decades. And so that has become questionable. 

And a man by the name of E.D. Sanders- E.P. Sanders wrote a work, “The Tendencies of the Synoptic 
Tradition,” he’s written some other works on Paul, very influential. And he pointed out that if you look 
and follow the Gospels and if you say Matthew and Luke use Mark sometime [13:00] a person who is 
named in Mark is unnamed in Matthew. Sometimes a person who is named is- unnamed in-in Mark is 
named in Matthew. In other words, sometimes names are added looks like by the later writings 
sometimes they are omitted. Now what kind of a general rule do you have? The general rule is that 
sometimes names are added and sometimes names are omitted. The general is that sometimes the details 
become [13:30] more specific and sometimes they become less specific. Well these are not rules. And so 
the whole question of whether you can read back and say an earlier form of the tradition in this oral 
period would have been like is very much debatable at the present time. 

Now I have a list here a 7th presupposition, which is very seldom mentioned, in fact, generally nothing is 
ever said about it. And that is that the eye witnesses [14:00] had little influence over the tradition. The eye 
witnesses had little influence on the passing on of the tradition. For the radical form critics uh- Vincent 
Taylor, tongue in cheek, said, “it looks like when they talk about this oral tradition being passed on the 
eye witnesses went to heaven with Jesus at the ascension.” The reason is they never referred to the eye 
witnesses. And [14:30] the question you have to ask is, during this oral period, what did the eye witnesses 
do? The more radical of the form critics never discuss that. And so as far as Taylor said, well, you know, 
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they just kind of disappeared. But I eye witness testimony is very important for the early church. What’s 
the first event that happens after Jesus ascends to heaven in the book of Acts? 

[Inaudible voice and Pause] [14:54-14:57] 

Not Pentecost. It’s the selection [15:00] of the replacement for Judas. There’s one requirement. Does he 
have to be a great preacher? Does he have to be bilingual? Nothing like that. What’s the requirement? 

[Inaudible voice] [15:12] 

He had to be an eye witness from the beginning. So there’s an importance that you’re the writings of the 
New Testament place on this. And when we’re all through with some- form critics and we are going to go 
back to Luke 1:01 to 4. Where Luke, who writes by the way, [15:30] 1900 years or so nearer to what 
happened than form critics and people today. He argues that the Gospel tradition who are being passed 
on by those who were the eye witnesses and ministers of the word. So right in the forefront of all this we 
have, according to Luke, the eye witnesses. So, I think, the radical form critics error by omitting and 
essentially denying the impact [16:00] of the eye witnesses in this regard. 

For some people form criticism is negative. Form criticism is simply the study of the Gospel traditions 
during the oral period. There is nothing negative, nothing positive about it. It’s just neutral. It’s the 
presuppositions that people bring with them that will determine if it’s positive or negative . You- Just 
because a thief uses a knife to kill someone that doesn’t mean all knives [16:30] are bad. I had major back 
surgery years ago that allowed me to walk. I love that knife. Good thing. But in the hands of a thief a 
knife can be an instrument of terror and murder. So form criticism is a neutral thing. It’s how you use it. 
Now, some people say that during this oral period the material was radically changed by the church-uh- 
not the disciples, [17:00] but anonymous people. It’s easier to blame anonymous people than to blame 
Peter, Andrew, James, John and the others. 

Now, I think, there are a number of arguments against us. First of all, if that were really true, it’s strange 
that, if the church were making up materials to help service their religion that the most important area 
that they ever had to face, they never made anything up about. I mean the one thing that the church 
struggles with. In the history [17:30] of the early church is going to wrestle with the issue, what about Joe 
Gentile who wants to become a Christian? Does Joe have to become a Jew to become a Christian? What is 
that? That’s silly, of course not. Well, you know, you are talking about it in the Gentile world of church- 
of- of Christianity. What happens if everybody who’s ever a Christian was a Jew? And now you want to 
join this Jewish group of Christians. [18:00] Do you have to become a Jew as well? Well, they struggle 
over that. It-the struggle is evident in the book of Acts and the experience of the conversion of Cornelius, 
a Gentile. Cause the church council in Acts 15 that wrestles with that question. The book of Galatians 
chapter 2 deals with that council in which Paul is wrestling withthe issue that Galatians Christians who 
were Gentiles are being told by certain Jewish Christians that if you don’t become a Jew you can’t become 
[18:30] a Christian. You have to be circumcised. Well, if that’s such a big struggle and the church is 
making up stuff to help it out putting it out on the lips of Jesus, how come we never read anything about 
circumcision from Jesus? Wouldn’t it have been easy to answer the whole problem? And says does a 
Gentile have to be circumcised and John says hold on I’ll be right back I have to get my computer. And 
here- here’s what Jesus said, [19:00] “there is a time coming were neither circumcision or un-circumcision 
will be of any matter, only faith working through love.” see Jesus said that. Solved. They never quote 
Jesus on anything like this. Because the traditions are sacred to them. They don’t make up traditions 
simply in order to fulfill particular needs. There are issues on church polity. Never discussed. No sayings 
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of Jesus involved. The issue of tongues, spiritual gifts, those kinds of [19:30] -no sayings of Jesus made up 
to cover those things.- uh- The fact is we- we have to be aware that they had a great- great regard and 
reverence toward this. 

Uh- Another thing that you have to keep in mind is that our abilities of memorizing materials should 
never be read back into the first century. You and I can’t memorize a lick. We don’t have to. Knowledge 
today is not [20:00] dependent on memorization. It’s dependent on filing and being able to retrieve 
information. Well you can’t file and retrieve information back in the first century. If you don’t have it 
memorized you don’t have it. And so memorization is taught. And people learn to memorize and it’s 
interesting the children today. Well, they can memorize pretty- pretty well when they are young, but as 
they get older they lose that ability. And it’s the bait [20:30]-uh- do you lose the ability because the 
memory muscle in your brain atrophies because you don’t use it? Or is it that there is so much other 
information coming in that it is being pushed aside. Regardless, children can memorize and we can’t. If 
you develop that over years and decades it can become a very, very good tool. 

There were in the time of Jesus, for instance, rabbis who memorized the whole Old Testament by heart. 
How many of you [21:00] know a chapter of the Bible by heart, leaving the Psalm 23 or Psalm 100 out. 
There is some, okay. I had memorized two chapters one. Isaiah 53, and I still know two or three of the 
verses. Uh- and uh- First John 5 and I still know a couple of those, too. But you could have a rabbi in Jesus 
day come here and say “and what would you like my children? A little Deuteronomy? Isaiah’s nice. 
[21:30] Jeremiah? Psalms? You want Leviticus?” And he could spew out the whole Old Testament to you. 
Word for word. 

Now, I know it’s true, but I don’t believe it. What I mean by that is I can’t contemplate it. But it’s true. 
They do. I know today- uh- I’ve been reading of people who have memorized the whole Koran. Word for 
word. [22:00] And the interesting things is they don’t know Arabic. You can do those things. So, 
memorization of these materials is not like our game of telephone where I give you something and you 
pass it on -over here we have something – we play it back. First of all, the materials that are being 
memorized are- shaped and forms easy to memorize. Parables are a lot easier to memorize than [22:30] 
five- five six verses of Paul’s argument in Romans. In the same way poetry is easy to memorize. A lot of 
Jesus’ teaching is in poetry. So it comes already in early form. You give it to people who are able to 
memorize. And they memorize and then it doesn’t go to number 20 and come back and it comes over 
here and Peter, Andrew, John and James say how does that- no it goes this way. And you have the control 
of the eye witnesses over this. So what we have here is a carefully [23:00] controlled passing on of oral 
tradition. It’s not a free-for-all in any sense of the word. 

Another thing is that you have to realize that there is a leadership in the church. It’s not everybody does 
their own thing. There’s a leadership; the circle of the apostles in-in Jerusalem and a like. The New 
Testament also has a very high few of tradition. We kind of thing - uh- of well there are certain traditions 
we have to preserve. Paul in [23:30] Romans 6:17 doesn’t talk about our being entrusted with the 
tradition. He says the tradition has been entrusted with us. We have been handed over to it. Now that’s a 
high few of tradition. When Paul talks to the Corinthians about divorce he says, “Now I’m telling you 
this, but it’s not me, it’s the Lord.” And then he quotes a saying of Jesus on divorce. 

[24:00] In the next verses he says, “Now I’m telling you, not the Lord.” Now he’s not saying I’m not 
inspired. He’s not saying this is- no- of less value then proceeds. He is simply saying look Jesus 
commented on this aspect of divorce. He never said anything here, but I’ll tell you. And it’s equally 
weighting to-to be obeyed. But notice the distinction. Paul doesn’t simply say well, let-I’ll just make up 
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one and say [24:30] the Lord said that. He says Jesus didn’t say this, but I’ll tell you about this. Now that 
kind of an attitude and reverence to the word on divorce saying of Jesus is by one who calls himself an 
apostle. Now, if that the reverence Paul shows to the teachings of Jesus do you think Herman the plumber 
in Antioch is going to have less reverence for this? Or more even? So we have this great respect [25:00] for 
this. We also have passages of scripture, which must indicate that the church is very, very faithful in 
passing on this material. 

Turn to page 262, for a minute. At the top of page 262, you have number 293 the time of the coming. The 
parable of the fig tree. And here you have the parable of the fig tree. In then in verse 32, listen to these 
words, “But of that day or that hour [25:30] no one knows, not even the angels in heaven nor the son, but 
only the father.” 

[Pause][25:36-25:41] 

Years ago I had a colleague and we were teaching in Minnesota. The colleague came to me and said, “one 
of my students in class said that you said in class that Jesus did not know the day when he would 
return.” And I said yeah, I quoted Mark 20:32 where he says, “of that day and hour no one knows, [26:00] 
not the son or the angels in heaven, but only the father.” And he said, “yeah, but he- he meant in his 
human nature he didn’t know that, but as the son of God he knew that.” That’s not what it says. It says 
no one- no human person knows the angels don’t know the son doesn’t know, but only the father. And he 
says, “well, he was speaking from the perspective of his humanity at that point.” Now, [26:30] my- my 
Christology develops this way. What’s clear in the Bible is the basis for the unclear. Now that verse is 
about as clear. That verse is about as clear as I think it can get that Jesus said he didn’t know. How being 
divine and human, how that all works together, how him emptying himself and taking the form of a 
servant how all that works out. I don’t know all of that. But the one thing I do know that seems fairly 
clear is that he said he didn’t know. [27:00] My friend said no, he did know. Now his theology didn’t 
permit this. 

Alright. Now. Do you think anybody in the early church would make up a saying like this? Remember 
the apocryphal Gospels how they treat Jesus? They tend to amplify the deity. His super natural nature. 
Here’s a saying that talks about him not knowing. This has to go back to [27:30] Jesus. I don’t think 
anybody in the church would have made up a saying like this. The odd- The tendency of the church is the 
very opposite of this kind of thing. Does that make sense? What does that mean? It means that the church 
is faithful in passing on the traditions. Even if they have difficulties. 

Let’s look at another passage that has difficulty. Page 217, Mark 10 [28:00] verse 18, 17 begins, “and as he, 
Jesus, was setting out on his journey a man ran up and knelt before him and asked him, ‘good teacher 
what must I do to inherit eternal life?’ and Jesus said to him, ‘why do you call me good? No one is good 
but God alone.’” Do you think anybody in the early church would have made up that saying? Do you 
think my colleague [28:30] would ever have made up a saying like that? Or the former one about Jesus 
being ignorant? No, the tendency is just the opposite way. What this reveals is the faithfulness of the 
church in passing on traditions even when they were difficult. Because Jesus said these things and our job 
is not to change them, but to pass them on faithfully. 

[Pause] [28:57-29:00] 

[29:00] When we go to the rest of the New Testament, what are the titles that are most favored in the 
church? When you loo- read Acts to Revelation and you have Jesus what – what do you expect after, what 
titles? Favored titles –rest- titles of Jesus? 
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Woman 1: [29:24] Christ. 

[29:25] Christ. Okay, Jesus Christ, sure. Lots of that. What other titles? 

Woman 2: [29:30] Lord. 

[29:31] Lord. Lord. Christ. What else? Son of God. Alright. There’re a number of others. But if you read, 
the Lord Jesus Christ has a couple of them right there and you think of that. Son of God and so forth. 
Now, if you go to the Gospels what is the favorite title of all? 

[Inaudible audience reply][29:50] 

[29:51] Son of Man. Son of Man is found 4 times in Acts to Revelation. Once in the sense that Jesus used it. 
[30:00] On the other hand, the titles that are not found frequently in the Gospel of Jesus, titles Christ and 
Lord, now they’re there, but not to the extent they are found in Acts to Revelation. Now how does one 
explain that, if the church is making up the Gospel materials? Would you not expect that the Gospel 
materials would refer to Jesus in the same way [30:30] as they do in Acts through Revelation? In other 
words, the titles most prominent in the Gospels would be Christ, Lord, Son of God and alike. But that’s 
not what we find. We find the title Son of Man. Now the interesting thing is the Son of Man is not found 
in the rest of the New Testament. It’s a title that the early church, apparently, did not understand real well 
and chose after the resurrection of Jesus to use other titles instead. [31:00] 

Now if you have the church reading back into the Gospel traditions their theology, in this instance there 
Christology, you expect Lord, Christ son of God all the time. You don’t find that. Rather, you find the title 
Son of Man. I think you can only explain that one way. And that is that Jesus favorite self designation was 
Son of Man and the church is faithful in [31:30] reproducing that title on the lips of Jesus. It doesn’t read 
into it the titles that the church chooses and prefers later on. I think you have to say this reveals as a 
faithfulness in the oral period when the church is passing on the traditions of Jesus. Yes, they believed 
Jesus is the Christ. They believe he is the Lord. But this saying talks about him as the Son of Man and 
that’s the way they passed it on. [32:00] I think it argues very strongly for a very very faithful 
transmission of this material. 

Now let me go on and talk about a summary of what we can learn from form criticism. I think this 
discussion of form criticism is very helpful for us. I think it tells us that our Gospels are not objective, 
historical biographies. No. I’m going to qualify that. [32:30] So please don’t just hear only that. Would 
anybody really say that Matthew, Mark, Luke and John are objective? Neutral objective lives of Jesus. If 
you love Jesus can you be neutral? Can you be objective? 

I Remember when my best friend from college was telling me that he was about to get married. and he 
said- oh okay, when’s it going to be. and he said- well, tell me about her. [33:00] He said, -uh- she’s really 
a beautiful woman. I said oh. That’s not very objective from a man who’s about to marry a woman to say 
she’s very beautiful. But he said something that made me believe. Yeah, she was second runner up in 
Miss America last year. Well, then probably not very unattractive. 

To be telling the truth doesn’t mean you’re objective. It means you –be- very fond of this truth. [33:30] So 
our Gospels are not objective in this sense. But they’re true. They’re the truth, but they’re not objective. 
They’re not neutral. It- uh- It- if you thin Matthew, Mark and Luke are neutral they’re not Evangelists are 
they? So they’re not objective. 

Now the second one, they’re not historical. Okay, we have to understand what people mean now by 
historical. Historical could mean [34:00] several things. In the context of this discussion among form 
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critics, historical means non-supernatural. They live by the rules that history does not allow for the 
supernatural. And, therefore, since the supernatural is found all through the Gospels these are not- quote 
unquote- “historical.” They’re supernatural works. I think [34:30] it’s a dumb way of defining history, but 
if that’s the way you’re using it alright, okay. Quotes around historical. 

Now the next thing is they are not biographical. Well, Mark’s Gospel begins with the baptism of Jesus. Do 
you ever write a biography- read a biography that starts 30 plus year after the birth? There’s nothing here 
about the grandparents of Jesus, [35:00] Mary and Joseph’s parents. You don’t even have the birth of Jesus 
in Mark. And you can say well the birth of Jesus appears in Matthew and Luke, but Matthew goes from 
the birth to the baptism, 30 years later. Luke has one incident, 12 years old then the baptism. It’s not a 
normal biography in any sense of the term because we’re omitting all sorts of aspects of life- and when 
you usually write a biography you talk about [35:30] the formative influences of a person’s life. Talk about 
the childhood, the training the schooling and –so- None of that is talked about in the Gospels. The 
Gospels are not biographies in our traditional sense. And when we get to the material after the baptism 
and temptation we’re not exactly sure what order a lot of this material fits. So in that sense we are not 
dealing with either objective or historical biographies. 

[36:00] Now another thing is that they are preserved for their religious value. Okay, so we can read them 
asking the question, why was this preserved? What religious need did it meet? And what needs it can 
meet as well. And another thing it also helps us with because they’re not objective biographies, when we 
talk about a story of Jesus many times, I think, it’s totally irrelevant what precedes and follows it. It’s a 
story [36:30] that all it needs is the background of the life of Jesus. Unless there is a specific close tie 
between this event and what is preceded you don’t have to worry about it. 

Sometimes people have thought of them as chronologies. And all sorts of problems develop. For example, 
a man by the name of [Foreign name Oseander][36:54], in the late 1500’s, very devout, had a rigid view of 
inspiration that everything in the Gospels [37:00] was strict chronologies. 

He was troubled by a number of things. One of the things he was troubled with was in the Gospel of 
Mark Jesus crosses the Sea of Galilee from the east goes immediately to the home of Jairus and raises his 
daughter from the dead. But in Matthew it doesn’t occur that way. 

In Matthew, what happens is that Jesus crosses the Sea of Galilee and he heals two people- that- two 
[37:30] individuals. Two separate- you know- one after the other. Two separate stories. And then he goes 
to Jairus’ house and raises -daughter from the dead. That troubled Oseander. And so he resolved it this 
way. What actually happened? Well just like Mark said, Jesus came immediately to the home of Jairus 
raised his daughter from the dead. However, as he was healing two other people she died again and he 
had to go back a second time. [38:00] Just like Matthew says and so Jairus’ daughter is explained as 
having been raised twice from the dead. 

Another example, in the Gospel of Mark, -uh- you have Jesus being arrested. Peter follows. Then you 
have a trial. Then you have Peter’s denial. And then you have the end of the trial. 

In Luke, you have Jesus is arrested. Peter follows. He denies the Lord three times like in the other 
account. And then [38:30] you have the trial and the rest of the trial. 

So the way he resolved that is saying that what happened is exactly the way Luke said it and immediately 
after Jesus was arrested Peter denied the Lord three times. Then, during the trial, he denied the Lord 
another three times. You have six denials. 
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Well, the writers of the Gospels are not interested in giving you a minute by minute chronology. What 
happened in Luke’s telling of the story, Luke said, why should I [39:00] interrupt what’s going on here 
and go back and forth from the trial back to Peter and-uh- the trial back to Peter again. Let me tell you 
while I’m at it what happened with Peter. Peter denied the Lord. Now, let’s go on with the trial. And he 
finishes it. Makes perfectly good sense. But if you press it chronologically you have six denials and things 
of this nature. 

I think form criticism tells us that’s not the way the Gospel materials were written. That’s not the way 
they were passed on. They tended to be passed on as [39:30] individual units. Sometimes there are ties 
chronologically. Sometimes there are not. The Gospel writers are not writing chronological biographies in 
this way. 

Well, let’s look then, one more time, at Luke 1. Page 1 in your synopsis. Now that we’ve gone through all 
this material there’s what Luke say here, conform to what we’ve been discussing in class. Luke writes- 
page 1- “In as much as many [40:00] have undertake to compile a narrative of the things which have been 
accomplished among us. The things which have been accomplished among us involve Jesus’ life and 
deeds” and so forth, teachings and a like. Others have written; Luke is not the first person. He’s saying 
I’m not the first one- person who has written it. Others have done that. Now before these people wrote 
and could compile these narratives he says just as they, the things have been accomplished among us the 
deeds and teachings of Jesus, were delivered to us by those [40:30] who from the beginning were eye 
witnesses and ministers of the word. The word delivered is a technical term used to describe the passing 
on of tradition. 

First Corinthians 11, “for I delivered to you what I also received.” On that of the night in which Jesus was 
betrayed he took bread and when he blessed it he broke it. He’s passing on a tradition of the Lord’s 
Supper, which he received. For he delivered to you and all that. Christ died [41:00] for our sins according 
to the scriptures. That he was buried. That he on the third day he -uh- rose from the dead and so forth 
and so on. 

I-uh- First Corinthians 15:03 and following another tradition being passed on. You have here those who 
delivered to us these traditions and he mentioned them as eye witnesses and ministers of the word. 
That’s a single group. Those who are eye witnesses and ministers, not the eye witnesses and the 
ministers. One Greek article connecting the [41:30] two nouns indicating it’s a single group being 
understood. The eye witnesses and ministers of the word for sometime passed having looked at these 
things. To write an orderly account a few most excellent [foreign word][41:41]. Then he goes on that this 
orderly account that he writes to them. And by the way, that orderly probably means logically orderly, 
more than chronologically orderly. I- you- there are some examples of that I give in the text. He does this 
that you [foreign word][41:59] may [42:00] know the truth concerning the things in which you have been 
informed. [Foreign word][42:03] has been taught things orally. 

Luke says I’m writing this so you may know those things that you’ve been taught are true. So, clearly, 
Luke is in conformity with the oral traditions [foreign word][42:19] has been taught. But notice you have 
Jesus, who is the one who accomplished these things among us, you have the eye witnesses and ministers 
of the word who deliver the [42:30] traditions you have others who write; some before Luke and now 
Luke. You have what we will talk about in the next class as three [foreign word][42:40], three situations in 
life. You need some German to throw out to tell mom and dad you’re learning a great deal about theology 
here. You’re learning about Jesus, one situation. You’re learning about the oral period, the second 
situation. You’re learning about the [43:00] Evangelists- Luke, Matthew, Mark; the third situation. So 
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when we talk about three settings in life you can study in the Gospel: the situation of Jesus, the situation 
of the oral period, the situation of the church. And if you want you can read to learn about the first, the 
second or the third. Either of those are possible. We’ll talk next week about how to investigate the third 
situation. 
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Chapter 4

In the early church and I understood it right, the Lord’s Prayer was not thought of as some amorphous 
prayer that anybody in the world could pray. It was strictly [00:30] a Christian prayer. When Luke 
introduces the Lord’s Prayer, he has in front of it the disciples asking Jesus, ‘Teach us to pray just as John 
taught his disciples how to pray.’ 

So even as John gave a prayer that identified the disciples that followed him, Jesus now gives a prayer to 
his disciples that will identify them as his followers. In the practice of the early church, the first time a 
person was invited to pray [01:00] the Lord’s Prayer was on the day of his baptism, where he or she was 
baptized, then invited for the first time to partake of the Lord’s Supper and after the Lord’s supper, now 
for the first time, he prays with the community of believers the ‘Our Father.’ 

So praying a prayer, then, that has been identifying Christians who pray this prayer as the followers of 
Jesus [01:30] and prayed in every continent among all races for 1,900 years and as we pray the Lord’s 
Prayer together, I trust you’ll try to identify with that massive people who, through the centuries, and 
through all sorts of places, they’ve said Jesus Christ is my savior and, therefore, I pray this prayer. 

So as not to be confused, we’ll use the term ‘debts and debtors’ when we get to that place. Let’s pray 
together [02:00]. Our Father who art in heaven, hallowed be thy name. Thy kingdom come, thy will be 
done on earth as it is in heaven. Give us this day our daily bread and forgive us our debts as we forgive 
our debtors and lead us not into temptation but deliver us from evil, for thine is the kingdom and the 
power and the glory forever. Amen. Amen. [02:30]. 

Thank you. We’re talking about the use of a source that we have called Q by Matthew and Luke 
dependent on the idea that Matthew and Luke did not know each other. Now, we’ve listed a number of 
arguments in favor of that – why Mathew and Luke did not know each other and there was one we did 
not include yesterday because of lack of time and that is that when you compare the order [03:00] of 
Matthew, Mark and Luke, side-by-side, there are times when Matthew does not follow Mark and 
Matthew and Mark and Luke agree against Matthew. 

There are times Luke does not follow Mark and Matthew and Mark agree against Luke. You will never 
find, however, that in the order of events, Matthew and Luke will agree against Mark. That’s easiest to 
explain [03:30] that by having Mark first, Matthew and Luke using Mark but not knowing each other. 

Now if you turn in your notes to the previous page or where we had this list of all those possible 
relationships, is at the previous or two pages, we have eliminated a number of these on the basis that 
Mark was the first gospel written [04:00]. Now that still leaves the possibility on the first set of the middle 
two, BAC BCA, Mark, Matthew, Luke; Mark, Luke, Matthew, but on the basis that Matthew and Luke did 
not know each other, those two are now eliminated. 

So there’s none on the li-, first line that are possible, because the middle two, which begin with Mark in 
priority, assume Matthew and Luke, well Matt-, Luke and Matthew [04:30] knew each other. The next 
line, not, those are all eliminated. The line, the third one where you have B leading to A and C, that’s still 
possible, ‘cause Matthew and Luke don’t know each other in that. 

The very last one, where you have these triangles where Mark is first, notice that in number three, A, 
Matthew used Mark but Luke, C, used both Mark and Matthew. That’s not [05:00] possible, because C did 
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not know A. Luke did not know Matthew. The next one is that Luke used Mark but Matthew A used both 
Mark B and Luke C. 

That’s not possible, because Matthew and Luke did not know each other. So what happens now is have, 
we have only one possibility and that is the diagram two pages ahead. Here we have Mark as the first 
gospel [05:30] used, Luke and Matthew using Mark, and then we have this other source, whatever it is, Q, 
we just put it there, Luke using Q, and Matthew also using Q, and then the other material, whatever 
Matthew has is not found anywhere else, we call M, and L for the other material. 

So we have this diagram, Mark first, Q having been used also by Matthew and Luke [06:00] who used 
Mark and then other materials and L. It doesn’t mean L was a single thing or M was a single thing. It 
means all that other stuff that Matthew has, all of that stuff that Luke has whether it’s one or many 
sources, we don’t know, but L is where you find in Luke only, unique to him, M Matthew only, which 
unique to him. 

The common material in the triple tradition is there because Matthew and Luke used Mark. The material 
that Matthew and Luke [06:30] have in common, not found in Mark, there because they had another 
source we call Q, all right? Now what was Q like? 

Was it individual oral traditions that Matthew and Luke used? Was it a single oral tradition Matthew and 
Luke used? Was it a combination of independent oral and written materials? Was it a completely written 
source [07:00] Matthew and Luke used? Now, my answer to that is, pick whichever one you want. 

I don’t think you can decide that. I don’t think the evidence is sufficient. When we talked about the 
literary relationship of Matthew, Mark, and Luke, what was the one argument we had that was strongest 
for a literary relationship between Matthew, Mark and Luke? The argument from order, the order [07:30] 
of materials – not the similarity and but the order. 

Now, if you wanted to prove that Q was a written source, then you’d want to try to argue from the 
similarity in order and lots of attempts have been made to try is find a common order. I give them in the 
text. I’m not going to specify those and become specific in that regard, but really, no real argument seems 
to have demonstrated [08:00] a common order of the material in Matthew and in Luke, which we have 
called Q. 

The lack of being able to demonstrate a common order, I think, makes it very, very difficult to argue for a 
literary source being involved here. A literary relationship becomes much more difficult. There was a time 
when people argued there’s no such possibility of having just a source, because when you look at this Q 
material [08:30], they’re sayings materials. 

What kind of a document would there be that were just sayings of Jesus? No narrative or anything like 
that. When the gospel of Thomas was found, that argument forever ended, because here was the sour-, 
not the source called Q but a written source of simply sayings of Jesus, though it’s possible, but, again, 
then, if you found, say for the sake of the argument, just for now, the gospel of Thomas was, is ancient Q. 

It isn’t [09:00] but for the sake of argument, let’s argue it. Then you would expect if you looked at the 
order of sayings in Matthew and Luke, if they were using a written Q, gospel of Thomas, there’d be a 
similarity in order and you could find ‘em. You could find the same sayings follow one another roughly 
that way. 
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You don’t find anything like that, of course, in the present one, and it’s very difficult to try to find a 
logical argument of chronology or events [09:30] or order in the Q material and that makes it very 
difficult, I think, to be dogmatic about it being a written source. 

You can have long, long extensive material in an oral tradition that’s memorized in an order. More 
probably, you memorize them as individual units but so if you have a, an order, it looks like you’re now 
dealing with something that’s been written. 

Now I read something just [10:00] this morning I thought that was worthwhile and it kind of agrees with 
what I think. I’m writing, quoting myself here. On page 117, I write, the argument from order has always 
been more convincing for some than for others but we may well ask if the order that we have observed is 
as great as we might tend to expect if the Q material came to Mathew and Luke as a common written 
source. 

If Matthew and Luke’s use of Mark can serve as a pattern for how they use their sources [10:30], notice we 
talked about the common order in Matthew, Mark and Luke, at least one of them did not use his Q source 
in the same way he used Mark. Otherwise, that common order would show up. So I think it’s very 
dangerous to talk dogmatically about a written Q, because of that. 

Now the Q hypothesis, again reading with somewhat I agree with, has its problems but the alternative 
hypothesis that Luke used Matthew [11:00] or vice versa has far greater problems. So when you, when 
you’re talking about, well, you know, there are problems about this, yeah, but there are other 
explanations that you have to [inaudible][11:09], which have greater problems and so we’re not talking 
about a problemless situation, we’re talking about the fact that this seems to have the least number of 
problems in that regard. 

Now I was just in the library this morning and I happened to quite accidentally see this one of the latest 
works on Q. It’s about yo thick. I was gonna bring it [11:30] but I couldn’t carry it. Uh, and it talks about 
not only what Q was like but these stages Q went through and the circumstances which led to the 
variation and the various stages. 

On pages 122-23, I want you to look at that argument and read it and just say, look, when you build 
hypothesis upon hypothesis upon hypothesis, if the fifth hypothesis has a 50 percent chance of being 
right [12:00], that doesn’t mean that everything winds up 50 percent. 

It means 50 percent times the probability of the fourth one being possible, the third one being possible, 
the second one being possible and the first one being possible and, for instance, if you gave everyone a 90 
percent chance of being correct, by the time you get to the fifth one, it’s not 90 percent. 

It’s 90 percent times 90, so the second one is 81 percent. The third one is 72 percent. [12:30] The fourth one 
is now in the 60 percent and then the 50 percent and that’s giving everything a 90 percent chance. If you 
give it an 80 percent chance, it drastically drops and if anyone is a 60 percent chance. 

So when you put it all together and you start saying this is what, how Q originated, this is what the 
church went through as it struggled this way eventually you’re writing fiction, I think. It, it just doesn’t 
seem very likely in that regard. So [13:00] for me, the easiest thing is simply referring to Q is to say Q 
refers to the material in Matthew and Luke that they had in common from various sources, written, 
perhaps oral, unclear. 

Now our gospels are Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John. Two of them bear names of apostles, Matthew, 
John. Mark, no apostle. In fact, the tradition associates Mark ha-, having written this work as a co-worker, 
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once with Paul, [13:30] later with Peter. His home was the center of the church in Jerusalem so he would 
obtain information, probably brought by Mark, by Paul and Barnabas [13:39] or actually the first 
missionary journey, Barnabas [13:42] and Saul, on the first missionary journey, because he would be 
helpful in the catechizing of people with the Jesus traditions. 

He probably knew them well, hearing him in his home. Luke, not a Christian until sometime after the 
death of Jesus. We come across him [14:00] during the first the second missionary journey of Paul, the first 
time we encounter him, so he’s a gentile, not a disciple in any way. With regard to John and Luke John 
and Matthew, we’re gonna have to talk about who wrote those books and we’ll do that one individually 
with each of the books. 

The first thing to remember is no one’s name is on any of these gospels. They are anonymous [14:30]. It’s 
not Paul and apostle of Jesus Christ of the Church at Corinth. It’s not like Mark, the servant of the Lord 
Jesus Christ and follower of Luke, the physician who came to know the, nothing like that. 

You have traditions at the top but it’s very unlikely that when Matthew wrote his gospel, he put at the top 
‘The Gospel According to Me, St. Matthew.’ so but I think there’s great [15:00] validity in those titles in the 
sense of being helpful but that’s not part of the inspired word of God and we’ll talk about authorship 
questions later. 

People say if Matthew wrote this gospel and, and we’re gonna have to discuss that, by the way, because 
the tradition that associates Matthew with this gospel says he wrote it in the Aramaic or Hebrew 
language and our Matthew is not a translation from Aramaic or Hebrew and if our Matthew used [15:30] 
Mark, he was copying a Greek manuscript. 

So there’s some questions on that. I think somewhere behind all this is Matthew but I’m not sure where 
and we have to hold off on that until later. Now one of the questions that comes up is if Mark is the first 
gospel written according to tradition around 65 or so, why were the gospels so late in being written? Why 
did it take some 35 years or so before a gospel such, of such was written? 

There may have been other things being written as such but [16:00] our first gospel, at least, in this regard. 
Well, there is a sense in which is long as the eye witnesses were alive, it doesn’t seem to be a great need 
for this and let’s face it, supposing you had this Sunday the opportunity of coming to Memorial Alumni 
Chapel and hearing Bob Stein read selections from the gospel of Mark or there’s some guy down at the 
Civic Auditorium in Louisville hi-, hi-, hi-, his name [16:30], I think it’s Kayfa or Kayfis and some call him 
Peter and he’s gonna tell about his personal experience with Jesus. Now where would you go this 
Sunday? 

Now don’t answer frivolously. He’s not grading this this class. You know, I’m doing that. Uh, no, if you 
came to the chapel, there’d be a large note there saying, ‘I’m down that the Civic Auditorium, listening to 
Peter. You oughta be there.’ As long as you have the eye witness testimony, there doesn’t seem to be this 
[17:00] great need and, needless to say, when the apostles begin to die off, you could see there’s a need in 
the church and people become important. 

Let’s write these things down and the tradition about Mark the majority of tradition is that when Peter 
had died, the church urged him to recall what Peter had written down and so he did this. Another thing 
about not writing things down is that there is a tradition in the land of Israel the people are familiar with 
the passing on of [17:30] oral traditions. 
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This is not something that all of the sudden they developed. It was part of their tradition, memorizing 
things, passing on oral traditions was very important, and for many people, oral tradition was sometimes 
more valid and more significant than being around written down. When you wrote it down, it lost some 
of the aura of being sacred and the like. 

So it was a common thing to memorize and to pass on traditions with this. Uh, there is also [18:00] in the 
practice of the early church the need as time developed, when the church expanded to keep control over 
the gospel traditions. You know, as long as the church is located in Judea, in say Galilee, you don’t need to 
worry about it. 

You can always run back and forth from Jerusalem and so forth and have an apostle come up and help 
correct the new tradition you’re not aware of but what happens when you start having churches in 
Northern Turkey [18:30] and Macedonia, start reaching out to France, Gall as it was called, and Spain? 

Uh, how do you keep control of these things? Well, you need to begin writing these down, so that they 
become a kind of control of the gospel traditions and still, another issue is that you can see that as long as 
you have Jerusalem as a center there, the church is located. You can always raise questions and Paul, after 
every [19:00] missionary journey, went back to Jerusalem and when there was a need to discuss the issue 
of what about Gentiles, do they have to be circumcised, there was a counsel in Jerusalem that did these 
things. 

In AD 70, Jerusalem is destroyed and the power of the influence of the church is disbanded. Now what? 
There’s no longer a center. Well, you need to get, write these things down. 

Years ago, there was an argument that I gave credence to that I have some problems with now and that is 
the idea that some people said that in the early [19:30] church, they thought Jesus, return was so soon, 
why bother writing any of these things down and I thought, yeah, that makes sense and then I began to 
reflect a little, I thought, you know, those groups in our own country, for instance, that really believe that 
the Lord is coming immediately, their presses are red hot, I mean, they rent like crazy. 

It’s not like they say it’s no time to write, let’s uh, let’s not worry about that. They were really busy 
writing [20:00] and if you looked at the community at Qumran, which really believed they live, were 
living at the end times, they wrote a lot of stuff. So believing the Lord’s about to come doesn’t mean that 
you necessarily don’t write these things down. 

It may mean you even want to write ‘em more, more, more fully and pass them on. So I don’t think the 
idea that the Lord’s return was immediate caused them to stop writing. I, I think that’s probably not one 
of the better reasons, but anyway, by the time [20:30] of the 60s and so forth, these materials start to be 
written down and we have out written gospels. 

That takes care of what we call literary criticisms – the relationship of Matthew, Mark and Luke to one 
another but when that was “solved,” for the next question was well, what in the world was going on 
before they were written down? And interestingly enough, right after World War I, three German 
scholars, Rudolph [21:00] Bultmann K. L. Schmidt, Martin Dibelius, all wrote works dealing with this 
next area, which is called Form Criticism. 

Form Criticism, simply put, is the study of the gospel traditions between the death of Jesus and the 
writing of the gospels – the oral period. What was going on during this period in the church before the 
gospel materials were written? And I have listed this and tried to discuss it according to a number [21:30] 
of presuppositions, some of which we’ll agree with, some of which we will have difficulties with. 
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The first presupposition is that before our gospels were written, there was a period of oral tradition. 
Before our gospels were written down, people shared the gospel message orally. I mean, I find it very 
difficult to argue against this. If you argue against it, you would have to say that when Jesus was 
ascending [22:00] into heaven, the gospel writer said, ‘Not so fast. 

We’re almost done but not yet,’ and as he disappears out of sight, now they have written gospels. No one 
regard you of that and you say, well, what then, did people do? Well, you talked to people about Jesus 
and they said well, you can tell me anything about Jesus. Tell me about this Jesus. How do you respond? 

You say, ‘It’s AD 30.’ Do you say, well, not really but if you hold on for another 40 years [22:30], I’ll give 
you a book you can read. Well, you tell what Jesus did. You pass these words on orally and you teach 
them to your children orally and you pass them on and in a culture, which is very oral, this is just 
common place and you begin to memorize stories about Jesus and you teach your children the stories of 
Jesus, his teaching, you memorize things like the beatitudes, the Lord’s Prayer, the parables of Jesus. 

Uh, you go to the, you go to church and you break bread together and as you break [23:00] bread, you 
said on the night in which Jesus was betrayed, he took bread and he bust it and he said, this is my body, 
broken for you, and then you go on, and you say, well, on the night in which he was betrayed and you’re 
celebrating the Lord’s Supper, wouldn’t, if you are had any question, would you say, what happens after 
this? 

Then you have to tell the story about the night of his arrest, his trial, his death, his resurrection and so 
forth. So yes, you debate how long it was oral. You may debate [23:30] about whether it was purely oral 
but there is a period, in the early church, where people pass on these traditions by word of mouth. 

Now the second thing that the form critics have in their presupposition is that during this oral period, 
these stories tend to circulate as individual stories and units and this was particularly the work of K. L. 
Schmidt in showing that. Uh, let’s look at a couple examples of that. 

Turn with me to page [24:00] 42 in your synopsis here. When we have individual stories, in biblical 
circles, we talk about these as pericopes p-e-r-i-c-o-p-e, not pericope but pericopes. Here’s a pericope, #45, 
about fasting. 

Notice how it begins in John in Mark, excuse me. Now John’s disciples and the Pharisees were fasting 
and people [24:30] came and said to him. Now what is this intimately connected to. I’d say the life of 
Jesus but after that I don’t know. Did it take place here? There? Monday? Tuesday? Friday? Uh, before or 
after a certain event? Probably, in the oral period, you memorize a story like this. 

Now the disciples of John the Baptist, the Pharisees used to fast and one day, it came to Jesus and they 
said well, why don’t your disciples [25:00] fast? And you have now the story but there’s no necessary title 
what proceeds. You don’t have to know what proceeds to make sense of it. 

It’s all pretty much an independent unit by itself. Turn to page 113. Here, you have the beginning of an 
incident in which Jesus teaches by the sea. Now notice how it begins. Again, he began to teach beside the 
sea and a very large crowd gathered about him so that he got into a boat and he sat in the sea and the 
whole crowd was beside the sea [25:30] and the land. 

He taught them. One day, Jesus was by the Sea of Galilee and there was a large crowd so he got into a 
boat and he taught them from the boat and he said, ‘All right, what’s that attached to?’ When you 
memorize that, do you memorize that this took place right after such and such? 
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The only thing you have to really have is sea somewhere, what took place when he was in the Sea of 
Galilee. Okay, [26:00] but is it connected to anything else? Do you need to know that? Does it make any 
difference or is it all by itself a complete story? Uh, turn with me to page, to 421 page 117. 

Here, you have a parable and he said to them, Jesus, if you can think of any parable and somebody said 
tell me a parable, wouldn’t you say, well, once Jesus said a man had two [26:30] sons or there was a man 
going down from Jerusalem to Ju-, Judea and he fell among thieves and you tell a story of the good 
Samaritan. 

Do you need to know anything more of that story as to exactly when and where it was told or is it 
complete in itself? You have a story about one day Jesus was in a house and there was such a crowd there 
that four people who were bringing their paralytic [27:00] friend couldn’t get in, so they went up to the 
house and they tore open the roof and lowered it and you tell a story. When did this happen? 

During the life of Jesus. Yeah, okay. Do you need to know more about that? No, the story’s complete in 
itself and you memorize it as an individual story. Uh, let’s look at a couple others real quickly. Uh, page 
131, here you have a story about Jesus sending out the disciples. One day, Jesus told the 12, it’s called the 
12 disciples and he said to ‘em, I want you to go out [27:30] and preach, to go and heal and one day, he 
did. Uh, you go to page 141. 

Now one day, the Pharisees came together and some of the scribes from Jerusalem and they saw that 
Jesus’ disciples ate with hands that weren’t washed and he said well why don’t they eat with washed 
hands and you have the story here that follows but where, when, he, he had memorized it kind of 
individual story. 

Uh, so you, you have many of these that function individually. [28:00] Page 145, A 1-10, A1 begins, in 
those days, during one of those days, in Jesus’ ministry, a great crowd was gathered together and they 
had nothing to eat and you have the story now is this feeding the 4,000. 

Many of these stories tend to be individual stories that you remember and pass on by word of mouth and 
some of them begin to be collected not on the basis of chronology but on a similarity [28:30] so you have, 
you tell a miracle story, so, oh, that reminds me of another miracle that Jesus did. Well, you tell a parable. 
Oh, let me tell you another parable. 

Let me tell you, they had a argument or what we call a controversy with some place and there was 
another controversy with a different group and you tell that controversy story and some of these collect 
together. 

Uh, is it reasonable to think that many of the beatitudes were set at different times and that they were 
brought together, because blessed are if you know another [29:00] blessed are, you tend to bring the 
blessed are’s together and you have a collection of ‘em, and when the individual gospel writers began to 
write their gospels, they said, now, how, how am I gonna organize this material and he chose different 
reasons for doing it and so forth. 

The third presupposition is that these materials can be classified according to their form and I have listed 
here the main three kinds of classifications by Taylor, Dibelius and Bultmann. Dibelius [29:30] referred to 
paradigms [novelan, perinece][29:33], legends and myths, themes and miracle story sayings, historical 
stories, legends. 

Uh, those are prejudicial in their terminology. Taylor’s is a terminology we will use. He talks about 
pronouncement stories, miracle stories, sayings and parables and stories about Jesus. Now Dibelius and 
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Bultmann [30:00] say well I don’t want anybody to think we’re passing a judgment, historically, on this 
material when we call them legends or myths. 

Well, 99 percent of the world think that there’s a historical evaluation. Stories about Jesus is neutral. If you 
don’t believe it, there’s still a story about Jesus. If you believe it’s still a story about Jesus, but you call it 
legend or myth, you kind of telling whether you believe it or not, and so for, it’s not a good neutral 
classification. 

So we’re gonna use just the classifications of Taylor, a pronouncement [30:30] story. A pronouncement 
story’s a story which ends with a pronouncement. The whole story builds up to the pronouncement. I’ll 
give you a pronouncement. You can tell me the story. Give to Caesar the things that are Caesar’s and to 
God the things that are God’s and now, that recalls a story about how they came to Jesus right to pay 
tribute to Caesar. Show me a coin who see it and Jesus see it, and so forth and so on. 

Give you another one. The Sabbath was made for man, not man for the Sabbath. Therefore, [31:00] the 
Son of man is Lord of the Sabbath. Uh, you know the story that precedes that but it was built to end in 
that particular way. 

A pronouncement story has a particular form. It’s a story that leads to a concluding pronouncement or 
teaching of Jesus. Miracle stories tend to have a particular form. It has a particular form, because of the 
nature of the material. If you’re gonna do a healing miracle, for instance, you have to have somebody’s 
who’s sick. 

So you have a description [31:30] of the person’s sickness. Then sometimes more often than not, a 
reference to their faith but not always. Then you have a reference to Jesus healing and Jesus said there is a 
man who is lame from birth, okay. 

Now you have the description and Jesus comes and he says I’ve seen their faith, Jesus said, or it may be a 
reference to faith. Rise, take up your bed and walk. It can’t end there. Did he rise, take up his bed and 
walk or did he [32:00] just lay there? So you have rise, take up your bed and walk and, oft times, the sense 
of awe that followed. So a miracle story tends to have a kind of pattern in one way. 

Saying and parables are classifications not based on form but on the content for the most part. There are 
some sayings that have unique forms of poetry proverbs and so forth but in general, they’re just useful 
categories. There’s a saying of Jesus as a parable and then there’s stories about Jesus [32:30] and they can 
have various forms, as well. So it’s, it’s kind of a helpful handle to talk about the various materials in the 
gospel. 

If you say this is a pronouncement story, right away, you know that it’s a story about Jesus that ends with 
a pronouncement. A miracle story, you expect certain things in this story. Sayings, parables, stories about 
Jesus, they’re helpful. One of the problems, of course, is that these are manmade classifications. 

They are not divine laws that come from heaven, say [33:00] every story has to fit a particular form and 
what’s kind of frustrating for some people is that some pronouncement stories are also healing stories 
and they want it to be one of the other and they say, well, originally, it must have been one or the other 
and that later it and history is not that neat. 

You can’t always put things in nice categories. So sometimes, the categories are not sufficient. A fourth 
presupposition, the vital factors which gave rise to and preserve [33:30] these forms are to be found in the 
practical interest of the Christian community. In other words, we know not, not everything Jesus said and 
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did was recorded. Some things were recorded. Some were not. Now why? Well, let me tell you a very 
incident, interesting incident in my own life. 

Uh, a number of years ago my wife and I were together leading a tour in Israel and we came to Qumran, 
looking over the Dead Sea and the group followed the tour leader but I had been there and I just thought 
I’d, I’d [34:00] stay there a while and I kind of sat on a rock and looked over the Dead Sea as the sun was 
beginning to set, noticed a rock was loose and so I rolled it over and low and behold underneath, there 
was this urn and I looked in and I could see there’s something in there and I reached in and out came a 
scroll and I opened the scroll and it was a story and a story about Jesus and it was said something [34:40] 
like this. 

One day, Jesus and the disciples were walking by the Sea of Galilee and Peter said Lord we’re hungry and 
Jesus said to Thomas, Thomas, why didn’t you fill our skin with some water so we have something to eat. 
Thomas ran to the Sea of Galilee and he fell and scraped his knee. On the way back, he said to Jesus, I 
scraped my knee, Master and Jesus said I’m sorry to hear that [35:00]. 

Proceeding ahead, they found some trees and sat in the shade and there, they ate peanut butter and jelly 
sandwiches and drank the water that Thomas brought. Now that, that’s not found in many gospels that I 
know of and I just thought I would share that with you. 

For some reason, it’s not recorded but I, I think we should put it in and you say, well, what a useless story 
[35:30]. Well, yeah, it is useless, isn’t it? Probably wasn’t memorized because of that. I mean, what 
practical value is there in a story like that? The only practical value is when Mommy looks at Johnny and 
says, Johnny, eat your peanut butter and jelly sandwich. If Jesus was willing to eat peanut butter and jelly, 
you should be willing to eat it, as well, but there’s no value to it. 

So what we have in the gospels is a collections of stories [36:00], sayings and teachings that are valuable 
and are passed on, because of their value. Now that means that when I read my gospels, I look at story 
and I ask myself, now, why was this story so valuable that it was saved and the peanut butter story 
wasn’t? 

What need did this meet and minister to in the life of the church? And then I find [36:30] that if it met that 
kind of need in the early church, it can meet the same need today. And there were needs, for instance, as 
to how do you get along with the state, an unbelieving state, and so you memorize the story about Jesus 
was as give to Caesar the things that are Caesar’s and to God the things that are God’s. 

Om, there are other stories that are there that help in various ways and have apologetic value, show that 
Jesus was not a trouble maker, that both Pontius Pilate [37:00] and [Heritanthropis][37:00] and all those 
present found no fault in him, couldn’t convince him of sin, and so you look at these various purposes as 
to why these individual stories were preserved. Having said that, that’s different than the radical form 
critics who said, who sometimes said the church made up stories to meet their religious needs. 

Now most of their religious needs came about [37:30] because of these stories and they minister to them, 
because they met, not only created the need, but they helped minister and to provide meaning in those 
needs. 

So there’s a world of difference to say these stories were saved, because they met religious needs the 
church had, than to say they made ‘em up. Where did the needs come from first? They came from the 
tradition. And they didn’t make up a story about the Lord’s Supper because [38:00] they one day decided 
to have a Lord’s Supper and they made up a story to justify it. 
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They had a Lord’s Supper because it went back to the tradition of the Lord’s Supper, but needless to say, 
the more you celebrate the Lord’s Supper, the more you build on the tradition and remember that 
tradition about the Lord’s Supper as such. 
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Chapter 5

Let’s have a word of prayer as we begin. Our Father we stand amazed that you love us. Sometimes we’re 
so enthralled with our own selves we lose sight of the fact that we are but a [00:30] single person on a 
planet with many billions of people. 

[Pause] [00:33-00:36] 

One planet around a single sun and a huge, huge galaxy, which is about one of many, many, many, many, 
many galaxies in the world and all of this came into being when you simply said ‘let there be’. And that 
you would love us, we who are rebellious against you. 

And sometimes [01:00] too hard to believe, but we do accept the fact that through Jesus Christ our sins 
have been forgiven because he has born a penalty that our sin demanded. And that we know the proof of 
this by his resurrection from the dead. We meet in his name. We ask for insight into your word, so that we 
may better understand and know him and love him and we pray in Jesus’ name. Amen. 

[Pause] [01:24-01:26] 

We are talking now about redaction criticism. Again, [01:30] a term that because there are radical 
redaction critics as fallen into disfavor among many Christians. Once again let me remind you that it is a 
tool a discipline and therefore is neutral. It’s the presupposition you bring with you to the use of that tool 
that determines whether it was radical or whether it will be an instrument in our better understanding of 
the Bible. 

In the mid 1950’s there arose the discipline [02:00]of [foreign language] [02:02], which is redaction 
criticism in English. Before that people thought of the Gospels as containing two parts. 

You could look at Jesus and seek to investigate it to understand what you could about Jesus and then 
there was an oral period. And the form critics investigated this oral period. The form critics essentially 
were sociologists. 

They thought in terms of the movement of the church [02:30], the anonymous community and so forth 
and so on. 

In the 1950’s, there arose this new movement, which thought more psychologically, the individual. And 
they looked at the Evangelists and said these are individuals. 

And now you wanted to look at the look at these Evangelists. And what they were contributing to the 
tradition. 

And so the first person, Hans Conzelmann , the [03:00] [foreign language] [03:01-03:03], or the theology of 
Luke as it came to be known in English. Uh- Wrote a work and he talked about this. And then Willie 
Markson wrote a book on the Evangelist Mark, in which he, Markson, clarified - I think- very well the fact 
that in the Bible, or in our Gospels, you could study them for learning about Jesus, which he called the 
first [foreign language] [03:27] and that term is simply [03:30] situation in life. 

You can study to learn about Jesus or about what was going on in the oral period. This was the work of 
the form critics. 

Or you could study to find out what you could about the evangelists, his situation, his theological 
emphases and alike. 
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And so now we are at the form critics that primarily of two [foreign language meaning situation in life] 
[03:55], that Jesus in the oral period now they came to recognition [04:00] that there was a third. 

And that is you could learn about the evangelists’ as well. With the understanding that Matthew and 
Luke used Mark, this gave insight into the idea –well- let’s investigate Matthew and Luke to see how they 
used Mark and if we can understand something about that particular theological emphasis. 

They went on also to say what we can learn about their particular [04:30] community and alike and so 
forth. But I want to show you how understanding the priority of Mark and looking at how Luke used 
Mark. 

The investigation of the third [foreign language meaning situation in life] [04:42] gives real insight into 
the theology of Luke. Let’s look for a minute then as to how Luke emphasizes certain things and how we 
can see these emphases when we compare the texts together. 

The first [05:00] area that I want to look at is the importance of the Holy Spirit in Luke. Now turn with me 
to Luke 1:15. That would be page 2. 

And notice how in the introduction of his story- his account- we have reference to the Holy Spirit. Here’s 
a reference in the verse 15 this is a prophecy to Zechariah concerning his son. He will be great. 

Line 11, “He will be great before the Lord. [05:30] And he shall drink no 

wine or strong drink. And he will be filled with the [false start to spirit] [05:34] Holy Spirit, even from his 
mother’s womb.” 

Then verse 17, “And you will go before him in the spirit and power of Elijah. So you have now references 
to the spirit, the he will come upon this child, this son of Zechariah,” who we know is John the Baptist. 
Now we also have in that story [06:00] combined with the appearance of an angel to Mary, the same 
angel, and we have another reference now to the Spirit on 35. 

Where Mary asks how can I have a child, if I have no husband? Naïve by 20th century standards, 
perhaps, but thinking that she has not married therefore she cannot have a sexual relationship, how can 
she have a child? And so, in verse 35 the angel says [06:30] “the Holy Spirit will come upon you and the 
power of the Most High will overshadow you.” That, probably is an example of what we call 
synonymous parallelism, where the same thought is being repeated for where the Holy Spirit comes upon 
you then that’s the power of the Most High overshadowing you. 

And therefore the child will be born and will be called holy. Then when you go back to the story now of 
Elizabeth, the wife of Zechariah, in verse 41, that would be- uh- page three [07:00] “and when Elizabeth 
heard the greeting of Mary, the babe, her child leaped in her womb and Elizabeth was filled with the Holy 
Spirit.” 

Now I have an ‘L’ next to all these. What do I mean by that? Where does this come from? 

[Inaudible female voice and pause] [07:15] 

The unique Luke material. Maybe it always had this, these references to the Holy Spirit in them. We don’t 
know. But they are uniquely Luke, and they are found without any parallel. 

In 167 [07:30], page 4, “And his father Zechariah was filled with the Holy Spirit and prophesied.” Saying, 
another reference to be filled with the Spirit. 
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In 225 to 27, that would be page 9, line 6, verse 25, “now there was a man in Jerusalem whose name was 
Simeon and this man was righteous and devout and looked for the consolation of Israel and the Holy 
Spirit was upon him. And it had been revealed to him by the Holy Spirit that he should not see [08:00] 
death before he had seen the Lord’s Christ. And inspired by the spirit he came into the temple and meets 
Jesus there.” 

All of this is uniquely Lukan; with it in the material and traditions Luke had-really very hard to know at 
this point. But there are a lot of other 

references, which will help us. 

In 316, another reference to the Spirit. And here we have this reference to John baptizing with [08:30] 
water, “but he who’s mightier than I, is coming the thong of whose sandals I’m not worthy to untie.” 

Line 13 in Luke, “he will baptize you with the Holy Spirit and with fire.” That looks like it’s a saying that 
may come from ‘Q’ because Matthew has the same kind of wording, exactly, but the reference to the Holy 
Spirit and with fire, doesn’t come- Luke didn’t create this, this is simply part of the 

tradition. 

[09:00] Alright, now on 322, you have another reference here, reading Luke at the top, “now when all the 
people were baptized, and when Jesus had also been baptized and was praying the heaven was opened 
and the Holy Spirit descended upon him” 

[Inaudible] [09:15] 

Mark has the Spirit descending upon him, but Luke adds in bodily form as a dove. In other words, the 
Holy Spirit so much descends on Jesus that it’s almost like he comes in a bodily form [09:30] upon Jesus 

[inaudible] [09:32] 

So he intensifies material in some way. 

Now-beginning now before when it becomes really clear how Luke takes his Markan source and adds to 
it references to the Spirit. Turn to Luke 4:1, page 19. Mark has the spirit immediately drove him into the 
wilderness. Are they right? Luke has “And Jesus [10:00] full of the Holy Spirit returned from the Jordan 
and was lead by the spirit for 40 days in the wilderness” and so forth. 

Now, Luke adds full of the Spirit, by looking at how he uses Mark, you begin to say I wonder if Luke has 
a particular emphases on the role of the Spirit in the life of Jesus and maybe in the life of the church. 

It makes you also begin to think that this expression full of the spirit, which Luke [10:30] adds here in 4:1, 
we have that same expression in some of these other passages, which we have no parallel to. It makes you 
wonder if, maybe, Luke has added some of those at that place, but we don’t know. 

When we get to 4:14 we have another addition to the Lukan-uh-Markan narrative. But to find that, we 
have to find page 29, uh 28 actually. Mark, 

Matthew Luke have a parallel here. 

Mark reads [11:00] “now after John was arrested, Jesus came into Galilee.” 

Okay, Luke has “and Jesus returned in the power of the Spirit into Galilee.” Right after the baptism, Luke 
wants to emphasize that Jesus is filled with the spirit as he returns to Galilee. Clear Lukan addition. 
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In 4:18, page 31, we have an account that’s really L material [11:30] in Luke it reads “and he came to 
Nazareth, where he had been brought up, and he went to the synagogue as his custom was on the 
Sabbath day. And he stood up to read and there was given to him the book of the prophet Isaiah. He 
opened the book and found the place where it was written, the spirit of the Lord is upon me. Because he 
has anointed me to preach good news to the poor.” 

This is really the first account that Luke can add to the traditions he has in front of him concerning Jesus. 
After his baptism, [12:00] his temptation, now he comes to the temple-uh- to, to the synagogue in the city 
of Nazareth, where he was raised. And the first opening words of Jesus after all of this, as he now begins 
his ministry, the spirit of the Lord is upon me. 

Now- 

[pause] [12:18-12:20] 

Where this material came from- hard to know. I’ve just listed it as L, but it does reveal something of his 
emphasis. 

Now let’s go on and continue looking at [12:30] his use of Mark. 

5:17, that would be page 40. 

[pause] [12:36-12:40] 

Mark has that when he returned to Capernaum after some days it was reported that he was at home and 
many people were gathered together so that there was no longer room for them not even out the door 
and was preaching the word to them. 

Luke has “on one of those days as he was teaching there were Pharisees in teachers of law sitting by who 
had come from every village of Galilee and Judea [13:00] and from Jerusalem. And the power of the Lord, 
was with him to heal.” 

Now Luke has added the power of the Lord was with him to heal. Well that doesn’t refer to the spirit-uh- 
but we’ve had very close ties between the power of the Lord and the Spirit already in the first chapter 
where they are essentially synonymous and then if we know that Luke has written Acts 1:8 “you shall 
receive power [13:30] after the Holy Spirit has come upon you.” 

You see this intimate tie. And for Luke it could-almost- you could almost say the spirit of the lord was 
with him to heal, so close. 

10:21, alright, that would be page 168, 168. Here is a Q material. Matthew has at that time Jesus declared 
“I thank the father, lord of heaven [14:00] and earth that thou has hidden these things from the wise and 
understanding and reveal them to babes.” 

Luke has “in that same hour he rejoiced in the Holy Spirit and said I thank thee father of heaven and 
earth that thou has hidden these things form the wise and understanding and revealed them to babes.” So 
now we have this other material, this Q material, whatever that really is like, but Luke seems to have 
added here that Jesus is rejoicing in the Holy Spirit. 

11:13- 

[Pause] [14:28-14:32] 
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172, page 172, number 187 at the top. You have a saying beginning at line 11 very much alike, both in 
Matthew and in Luke. “If you then, who are evil now how to give good gifts as your children, how much 
more will the heavenly father give”- Matthew has “good things”- Luke has – “the Holy Spirit” “to those 
who ask him.” 

If [15:00] I were to guess which was probably more authentic, more like the original words of Jesus’, it 
probably would be Matthew here. But Luke wants to emphases the [foreign word][15:10] and its readers 
that the goodest thing that the father can give is the Holy Spirit. And he emphasizes that. 

So we have an L addition. In 12:10 we have a reference, which is also in Mark. 

[pause] [15:23-15:27] 

That would be page 180. [15:30] Luke has “when anyone speaks a word against the son of man will be 
forgiven, but he who blasphemy against the Holy Spirit will not be forgiven.” 

That essentially comes from Mark, so it comes out of his Mark source. 

12:12, a little down the page, Mark has “and when they bring you to trial and deliver you up, do not be 
anxious before him. What you are to say, but say whatever’s given you in that hour.” 

Luke has “and when they bring you before the synagogues and the rules and authorities do not be 
anxious how or what you are to answer, or what you are to say [16:00], for the Holy Spirit will teach you 
in that very hour what you ought to say.” 

So you have this reference again. Then at the very end you have this great commission saying in Luke 24 
verse 49, which is unique to Luke and so it’s therefore L material, but Luke ends “and be hole the promise 
of my father upon you, but stay in the city until you are clothed with power from on high.” 

Then Acts 1:8 [16:30] picks that up, “you shall receive power after the Holy Spirit has come upon you.” So 
what we find here-then- is that by practicing- quote- redaction criticism- unquote- we find that Luke has a 
particular theological interest and emphasis on the importance of the spirit. Primarily in the life of Jesus, 
in the Gospels, but also [17:00] there is some allusions to the life- to the work of the Spirit in life of the 
believer and then in the book of Acts it’s quite clear now we have the Spirit coming upon the church. 
“And they are filled with the Spirit” and so forth. 

So, by comparing Luke to his Markan source, and sometimes to the Q material, we find that Luke has a 
particular theological emphasis on the role of the Holy Spirit and the importance of the spirit, both in the 
Ministry of Jesus and in the [17:30] life of a believer. 

What we’ve done is redaction criticism. I don’t see anything negative about this. I think on the contrary, 
it’s something very positive. 

What we’ve been able to do is see more clearly Luke’s theological emphasis. Now if we did not have a 
synopsis, if we did not have Mark to compare Matt-Matthew and Luke to, or in this case primarily Luke. 
Would we see Luke as an emphasis on the Holy Spirit. 

[18:00] I think we probably would, but not as clearly. When you do this, especially from here down 
doesn’t the references to the Holy Spirit kind of jump out to you now? I want you to see that. 

Alright- 

[pause] [18:13-18:17] 
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Alright, that’s an example of reduction criticism in Luke. It’s easy to do. Primarily because you’re 
comparing his use of Mark. We have his source in front of us. 

Alright, let’s look at another example. [18:30] Another important area is the-in Luke is prayer. It’s an 
emphasis on the importance of prayer. The first one, 1:10, the whole Gospel begins with an angel visiting 
Zechariah and verse 10 says “in the whole multitude of the people were praying outside at the hour of 
incense.” 

When people pray things happen in- and as they were praying now God reveals what’s going to happen 
[19:00] to Zechariah and his wife. 

In 321, we now have an addition to the Markan narrative. 321, that would be page 16. Notice that Luke 
follows Mark here. But when we read Luke he inserts something- that- “when all the people were 
baptized and when Jesus had also been baptized and was praying the heaven was opened.” 

Luke adds [19:30] that the baptism of Jesus and the coming of the Spirit upon Jesus is preceded by prayer. 

Everything that’s important in the Gospels and Acts is preceded by prayer. 

5:16, page 40, here we have “after the cleansing of the leper Jesus no longer could go openly [20:00] into a 
town. But was out in the country, but people came for him from every quarter.” 

But Luke has “But he withdrew to the wilderness and prayed.” -Not in Mark.- 6:12, page 47, here we have 
the choosing of the 12 disciples. 

Luke begins the account “in those he went up, out to the mountain.”-like Mark has, he went up on the 
mountain-[20:30] but Luke adds, “to pray and all night he continued in prayer to God.” 

So that the call of the disciples is preceded by prayer, an important event in the life of Jesus was preceded 
by prayer. 

6:28, “but I say to you love your enemies do good to those who hate you, bless those who curse you,” and 
then he adds, “pray for those who abuse you.” 

Matthew has [21:00], “love your enemies, pray for those who persecute you.” 

[Hesitation with words][21:05-21:08] 

This should be Q mat-a Q reference- let’s say. Matthew also has that. 9:18, 9:18, page 149, we need to 
discuss later in this mess. The importance of Peter’s confession in the ministry of Jesus. 

That is a turning point in the ministry. Mark reads [21:30] “and Jesus went up with his disciples to the 
villages of Caesarea Philippi and on his way he asks his disciples, ‘who do men say that I am?’” Luke has, 
“now it happened as he was praying alone the disciples who were with him and he asked him, ‘who do 
men say that I am?’” So preceding this, revelation of himself as the Christ, the Son of God, Jesus is 
praying. 

9:28, page 153, the transfiguration. Mark- “and after 6 days Jesus took with him Peter, James [22:00] and 
John and lead them up in a high mountain apart from themselves and he was transfigured before them.” 

Luke- “Now about 8 days after these sayings he took with him Peter, John and James and went up on the 
mountain to pray and as he was praying the appearance of his contents was changed.” So that it was in 
prayer that the transfiguration takes place.11:01 and 02, Jesus is praying when he sees this they say teach 
us how to pray as John taught his [22:30] disciples. 
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You look for the parallel in Luke- in Matthew- no reference to praying. It’s simply Jesus saying when you 
pray, pray this way. But Luke has he is praying and the disciples ask him. 

18:01, in the parable of the unjust judge, Luke introduces the parable this way, it’s L material.- uh- We 
don’t have the parable else were, but notice how intro- it’s introduced. [23:00] and he told the parable to 
the effect that they’re always to pray and not lose heart. 

Then in 10 and 11, is another parable only found in JohannineLuke. The parable of Pharisee and the 
Publican. And here a Pharisee goes to the temple to pray and he stood up and prayed with himself as 
follows, again about prayer, 19:46 in Luke. 

Alright- uh- this comes- follows the Mark material you- about the house [23:30] being called a house of 
prayer for all nations. Luke has the same references. He doesn’t change that. 

20:47, here he follows Mark again about a reference to widow- uh- Pharisees who devour a widow’s 
houses and for a pretense make long prayers they shall receive great condemnation. 

And then in 22:40 to 46, you have the Gethsemane [24:00], you have materials which involves prayer and- 
uh- in verse 45 Luke adds in that particular Johanninematerial, “and when he rose from prayer his 
disciples came.” Nothing particularly significant and alike there, but involved in prayer. So throughout 
the ministry of Jesus we find time and time again Jesus introduces the material by saying Jesus is praying 
or Jesus, as they were praying, or some reference to it. 

[24:30] Interestingly enough if you take a concordance and look up Spirit in Acts or prayer in Acts you 
find the whole list of references again. Everything that’s important in Acts occurs after prayer. 

Acts chapter 1, you have the election of a man by the name of Matthias to be the 12 disciple. It is preceded 
by prayer. You have [25:00] the coming of the first Gentile, Cornelius, to faith and the role Peter plays in 
that. Both of them are told when they are praying Cornelius -goes-bring this man Peter, he has something 
to say to you. Peter is told go and visit Cornelius and share with him the Gospel. 

When the first missionary team is organized it’s while the church in Antidote is praying that this takes 
place. And you have all these [25:30] various references to prayer throughout the Gospel or- uh-and- the 
book of Acts. 

What we’ve done is pretty simple, straight forward. It’s not complicated. It’s what we’re doing with this 
redaction criticism. Now when we talk about redaction criticism, we’re looking at the particular emphasis 
of Luke, Matthew and Mark. 

We are not dealing with- quote- the theology [26:00] of Luke the theology of Matthew, we are looking at 
the particular emphasis. It doesn’t mean that they’re way out and no one else has these emphasis. 

Quantitatively Luke emphasizes the role of the Spirit in the life of Jesus more. And qualitative- 
quantitatively he emphasizes the role of prayer more. The others have prayer, but not to the same degree. 
We are not saying that this is a weird theology [26:30] that no one else has. 

We’re just saying this is his particular theological emphasis. It doesn’t mean they have different 
theologies. It just means there’s certain different emphasis. 

Is the theology of Wesley’s different from the theology of Luther? Well, yeah, one has his emphasis one 
has- wait a minute- You put those to in the middle of a group of Buddhists and Muslims [27:00] and 
you’ll be amazed at how close their theology is. 
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In the overall theology they agree, but they have theological emphasis and differences. They’re not 
contradictory; they just have a particular one. And they usually come out of the person’s particular kind 
of theological background and training. 

Luther comes out of a background where people are thinking that they need to work and do certain 
things by indulgences to be saved and they emphasize justification of faith alone. 

Wesley comes from a background where everybody in England [27:30] is a Christian or a cow or 
something like that. And he wants to emphasize the necessity of being filled with the Spirit and having 
this experience of sanctification, which probably means the experience of conversion for the vast majority 
of these people; different entities different backgrounds. 

The theologies are very similar. If you compare them outside of Christian circles. The theology of Luke for 
instance, is not interested in the doctrine of [28:00] God. It’s not interested in discussing the inspiration of 
the Old Testament. It’s simply assumes it’s inspired. 

It’s not- so we are not talking about a theology that is only Lukan. It’s a theology that is primarily, it’s- uh- 
an emphasis of the Evangelist Luke, not an only kind of theology. 

Now let’s look at Matthew. One of the emphasis we find in Matthew [28:30] is references to the fulfillment 
of scripture. 

Alright, chapter 1 verse 23, and I have here M material because there is no parallel to it. Page 7, you, you 
have versus 22, 23, where the angel says “Joseph don’t be afraid to take Mary as your wife. What is in her 
is of the Holy Spirit. She will bare a son and you will call his name Jesus for he will save his people from 
[29:00] their sins.” 

And now you have in 22, 23- all this took place to fulfill what the Lord had spoken by the prophet. Quote 
“behold the virgin shall conceive and bare a son and his name shall be called Emanuel,” which means 
God with us. 

Chapter 2 verse 15, that would be page 10, Here you have the- uh- massacre of the innocence, where 
Herod seeks to destroy the anointed [29:30]that had come and that the wise men had told him about, by 
slaying all the children in Bethlehem two years of age or younger. This was to fulfill what the lord had 
spoken by the prophet out of Egypt have I called my son that- that’s the- involves the flight, now with 
regard to the- uh- destruction of the innocence, the killing of the innocence, we have “then was fulfilled 
what was spoken by the prophet Jeremiah, a voice was heard in Ramah wailing [30:00] in loud 
lamination. Rachel weeping for her children. She refused to be consoled because they were no more.” 
Now on the- there are no parallels to this so this has to be what we would call the M material. 

Now in 2:23, the childhood of Jesus, right across the page there, “and he went and dwelled in a city called 
Nazareth. That what was spoken by the prophets might be fulfilled; he shall be called a [30:30] 
Nazarene.” 

That’s one of the most difficult Old Testament quotations to try to put together with the mind of the 
author. Being born in Nazareth, what has that got to do with being a Nazarene? Nazarene was- uh- a 
child dedicated to the Lord who would not have his hair cut, would not drink wine from childhood on, or 
something like that, and confusing, but notice its emphases on M material. 

In 4:14 to 16 [31:00], that would be page 30, “And leaving Nazareth he went and dwelled in Capernaum 
by the sea and the turning of Zebulon and Naphtali.” 
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Line 18 of Mark –Matthew first- “that what was spoken by the prophet Isaiah, might be fulfilled. The land 
of Zebulon and the land of Naphtali toward the sea across the Jordan Galilee of the Gentiles, the people 
who sat in darkness have seen a great light and for those who sit, sat in the region and shadow of death 
[31:30] light has dawned.” 

Now that would be-uh- again M material about fulfillment, but now beginning at 8:17 of Matthew we 
start seeing how these are inserted into the Markan narrative. 

Turn with me to page 76. If Matthew is following Mark, and Luke is also as we argued for Mark in 
priority, after the summary [32:00]Matthew has added in verse 17 line 11 and following “this was to fulfill 
what was spoken by the prophet Isaiah, he took our infirmity’s and bore our diseases.” 

That’s an M addition to the Markan narrative. Notice it’s not in Luke Matthew has added that because 
that’s a theological emphases of his. 

Chapter 12 verse 17 and following that would be page 104 [32:30], here we have another summary, of 
Jesus healing activity and then beginning of line 18 Matthew adds to that summary and this is not found 
in Mark or Luke, this was to fulfill what was spoken by the prophet Isaiah, “behold my servant whom I 
have chosen my beloved with whom my soul is well pleased, I will put my spirit upon him,” and so forth 
and so on. Now it- uh- the very fact that he [33:00] has in this M addition on fulfillment a reference to the 
spirit coming upon Jesus makes it difficult for me to think that Luke saw this and decided to omit it. 

I don’t think Luke knew Matthew, otherwise with his love for the Spirit coming upon Jesus to me he 
would’ve included the reference there. 

In 13:14 and following we have added to page 115 the reason for Jesus speaking in [33:30] parabolas in 
Mark at the very end. 

Line 21, “with them indeed is fulfilled the prophecy of Isaiah, which says you shall indeed hear but never 
understand, indeed see, but not perceive,” and so forth and so on. You don’t find this M addition in Luke. 
It’s only in Matthew here. 

So in 30- 13:35, which is found in your synopsis on page 119, after the summary of Jesus teaching [34:00] 
in parabolas, which Matthew and Mark have. Matthew adds, “this was to fulfill what was spoken by the 
prophet, I will open my mouth in parabolas, I will udder what was hidden since the foundation of the 
world.” 

In chapter 21, versus 4 and 5, in our synopsis that would be page 234, here you have the story of the 
triumphal entry. Matthew, Mark and Luke are all [34:30] following the same- uh- account order, pretty 
much. Then at line 20 Matthew alone has, “this took place to fulfill what was spoken by the prophet. 
Saying tell the daughter of Zion behold your king is coming to you humble and mounted on an ass and a 
colt, the fowl of an ass.” 

Notice that M addition is in the middle of the account. After that, which is in neither Mark or Luke, you 
have the story continuing again. [35:00] M addition. 

26:54- alright- that would be page 300. Here you have the trail of Jesus, oh, excuse me, the arrest of Jesus. 

And after Jesus tells Peter to put his- the sword away, Matthew has some material, but then in line 52, 
page 300, “but how then should the scriptures be [35:30] fulfilled that it must be so,” reference to the 
fulfillment of scripture. 
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And in verse 56, “but all this took place so that the scriptures of the prophets might be fulfilled,” which is 
similar to what we have in Mark, so that comes out of his Mark material. 

What we have then-in- another emphases unique to- the emphases- ah- and the quantity is unique to 
Matthew. Luke also has references - uh - in some of his L material [36:00] to fulfillment of scripture. 

Not with that particular formula, but to scripture being fulfilled. So Matthew, Mark and Luke all believe 
that what’s taking place is in fulfillment of the scripture. 

Matthew particularly emphasizes this and then tries to show a Bible verse that is being fulfilled and in so 
doing -- some Matthean -- very famous fulfillment quotations from Matthew- known long before 1950, 
long before quote redaction criticism [36:30] came on the scene. 

Long before all of this people could talk in the days of Augustin in 400, about Matthew’s emphases and 
Luke’s emphases. 

What we are doing because we see now this relationship Matthew and Luke using Mark is we see better 
that those emphasis have an been added by the evangelists because they are not in the source they used. 
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Chapter 6

Father, we rejoice again at your love for us this day. We give you thanks for the gospels which we possess. 
We continue to pray for insight that will enable us to be good interpreters [00:30] of your word for we 
pray in Jesus' name. Amen. 

We looked at the similarities between Matthew, Mark and Luke, and we argued that there must me some 
sort of a literary relationship between them. Now, we demonstrated, hopefully, at least – I'm arguing that 
there is a literary relationship because of various evidence – the similarities in order and wording, 
parenthetical material, the quotations of scripture and so forth – and then we look [01:00] at that literary 
relationship, we argued for the priority of Mark. It's the shortest. It's easier to understand. People adding 
to it – we see theological difficulties in Mark that Matthew and Luke tend to eliminate or explain, which 
is more easily understandable that reverse. We find that sometimes Mark and Matthew agree against 
Luke, and Luke and Mark agree against Matthew, and other arguments of that sort. 

Now, we argued, therefore, that there is an – [01:31] a relationship in which Mark was probably the first 
gospel that was written and that Matthew and Luke used it. Now, we want to deal with other – the next 
step, and that is to observe certain material found in the gospels of Matthew and Luke that are very 
similar, and, needless to say, if it's not in Mark, they didn't get it from Mark. Let's look at some of that 
material. 

Turn with me in your synopsis to page 58. We want to look at [02:00] Matthew 6:24 and then compare it to 
its parallel in Luke 16:13 – Matthew 6:24 – now, I will read to Luke. You follow the Mark in parallel. "No 
servant can serve two masters, for either he will hate the one and love the other, or he will be devoted to 
the one and despise the other. You cannot serve God and man." Very close, isn't it? [02:30] There's only 
one difference is it? Second word – "no one" or "no servant". Other than that, they're identical word for 
word. 

Turn to chapter 7, the next page, page 61, Matthew 7:7 to 11. Again, I will read to you Luke. You follow in 
Matthew. "And I tell you, ‘Ask and it will be given to you; seek, and you will find; [03:00] knock, and it 
will be open to you. For everyone who asks receives, and he who seeks finds, and to him who knocks it 
will be open.'" Now, if you – coloring this, you don't have much broken lines here do you? It's a – just – 
you have a one solid red line. They're identical. 

Then you go on, "Which father among you if his son asks for a fish, well, instead of a fish, give him a 
serpent, or if he asks for an egg, [03:30] will he give him a scorpion?" Now, there some differ – d – 
differences there. "If you then, who are evil, know how to give good gifts to your children, how much 
more will the heavenly Father give the Holy Spirit to those who ask him," and you have, "We will have 
good things to those who ask him." We will note that this reveals something of the theological emphasis 
of Luke by pointing out the "goodest thing", quote unquote, that you could ask God for is the Spirit. 

[04:00] Turn with me now to Matthew 11:25 to 27. That would be page 108. Let's look at Matthew 11:27 
and following. Reading Luke, "And if I cast out demons by Beelzabub, by whom do your sons cast them 
out? Therefore, they shall be your judges, but if it is by the finger of God that I cast out [04:30] demons, 
then the kingdom of God has come upon you." Again, very, very close. Solid red lines for the most part in 
all those. 
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One more example of Matthew 23, Verses 37 to 39 – that would be 200 and – 253 – 253. Here we have a 
saying concerning Jerusalem. Follow Matthew as I read to you Luke – 253. [05:00] "O Jerusalem, 
Jerusalem, killing the prophets and stoning those who are sent to you. How often would I have gathered 
your children together as a hen gathers her brood under her wings and you would not." That's identical 
so far, isn't it? "Behold, your house is forsaken, and I tell you, you will not see me until you say, 'Blessed is 
he who comes in the day of the Lord." Very, very close agreements [05:30] on this material. 

Now, where did this come from? If we argued that Mark, Matthew and Luke in the common triple 
tradition, when you have a lot of blue that you have solid lines, that this agreement is such that it makes 
you think there must be some sort of a written agreements. What about this material, which has been 
called Q material? Uh, it's a written source. [06:00] Well, if we say there's so much of this, they must have 
had some source in common. The easiest explanation of why Matthew and Luke look alike here – the 
easiest by far is to say, “Well, maybe Luke used Matthew and Matthew used Luke.” Well, you say, “Well, 
wha – Well, what about Q?" There's no need for Q. The simplest explanation is Matthew used Luke or 
Luke used Matthew. Unless [06:30] – unless, this should reason for concluding Luke did not use Matthew. 
Matthew did not use Luke. Then, you have to say, "Well, then there must have been something else out 
there" – some other source – and a lot of this work was done in the nine, uh – 1700s and the 1800s by 
German scholars, and the word for source in German is quelle, beginning with a Q. So, this source – this 
Q [07:00] must have existed out there. 

The British came back and said, "No, we named the source Q because one writer earlier had written that 
Matthew and Luke have a source P, for Peter – Mark – Mark the gospel, which supposedly goes back to 
Peter – and there was another source – and the next letter after P was Q – so we coined the Q." I don't care 
who coined it. Uh, we're using the designation Q. I'll define Q for you. Pay attention. Q represents the 
material in common between Matthew and Luke that's not in Mark. That's all I mean by Q so far. They 
may want to describe it a little more, but for us, the definition of Q – the material in Matthew and Luke 
that they have in common not in Mark, okay? Is it written? Is it oral? Is it a one? That's a different 
question. For us, Q simply represents the common material in Matthew and Luke not found in Mark. 
Okay. 

A lot of the people who deal with these theories don't have any Doctrine of Inspiration, so it’s not a 
problem one way or the other. For the Evangelical Christian, it is, and the question we have to wrestle 
with, is there any reason why using other written sources would conflict [08:30] with the Doctrine of 
Inspiration? If you think of inspiration in the form of a dictation, yes. Unless y – y – Luke and Matthew 
are writing and as Matthew gets to a certain point, the voice from heaven says, "At this point, turn to 
source Q and copy," but most of us have to develop an understanding of inspiration that fits with the 
biblical text, and the clearest [09:00] biblical text we have is the prologue of Luke. We'll look at that 
shortly. Not today but another day – where Luke says, "Others have written. These things were passed on 
by word of mouth orally by the eye witnesses and ministers of the Word. I've looked and examined them 
from the beginning, so that I could write an orderly account for you, most excellent Theophilus." 

So, those who have read Luke are more open to the view that, yeah, Luke talks about early sources that 
he's looked at, but I don't think there's anything that [09:30] is diametrically opposed to God guiding the 
writers through inspiration with the view that God also guided them in their looking through materials 
of the past. The Old Testament refers to the writers using the Book of Jasher and some others, which have 
accounts of these things in them. So, I – I – I don't see any conflict between this. For some people's view of 
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inspiration, which is a kind mechanistic dictation, yes, it would be a problem, but not for the one who 
wrestles [10:00] with Luke 1:1 to 1:4. 

If you talk about the copy that Matthew and Luke used of Mark, it's very unlikely it was the exact same 
manuscript. Now, if they used two different copies of Mark, it's very unlikely that those two copies would 
have been identical without a single scribal mistake. Just think for a minute, if I asked any two of you to 
use [10:30] say an RSV – copy of Mark – and I gave to you that same RSV copy and I say, "Copy this by 
hand all the way through." Do you think they would be identically perfect? Identical – no – no spelling 
difference, no word missed out? Not likely. So, probably they're not going to be identical. On the other 
hand, that they would be so wildly different, as this is very, very unlikely. [11:00] So, there would be huge 
sections of Q that you could find that original copy of Mark and so forth and so on. So, not perfectly 
identical, and that might explain for some little changes which we'll talk about what we call the Matthew 
Luke Agreements Against Mark, but nothing that would have all this Q material in it. 

All right, now, again, there's no need for a Q if Matthew and Luke – one knew the other – I don't mean 
personally, but Matthew knew the gospel of Luke [11:30] and from – he had it or Luke vice versa. Very 
seldom is it Matthew having used Luke. It's usually Luke having used Matthew partly because of the fact 
that he refers to other written sources where Matthew doesn't. 

All right, now, one of the things that argues against Matthew and Luke knowing each other is the fact that 
when we have an M edition to Luke – an M edition to Matthew or an L edition to Luke, we’re not [12:00] 
– it's not found in the other gospel. Now, let me explain that. When you have Matthew, Mark and Luke – 
a triple account – forget double traditions where it's only Matthew and – and M – and Luke, think of 
Matthew, Mark and Luke – when you have those three together, if we have something in Matthew that's 
not found in Mark, that's called an M edition to the Markan narrative. All right, you're following Mark. 
Matthew adds something. All right, that's an M edition to Mark. Have Mark [12:30] – and you have 
something in Luke – an L edition. Okay? When you find an M edition in Matthew, it never shows up in 
Luke. If you have an L edition, it doesn't show up i – in Matthew. 

There are one or two exceptions w – which we have to talk about at another time, but let's look at the 
general practice. Let's look at some of these passages. Turn with me to page 102. Here you have the story 
beginning on the preceding page, [13:00] uh – Plucking Gain on the Sabbath. Now, turn, uh – in page 102, 
to line 15 – I'll just break in the middle of the sentence there – "Which it i – was not lawful for any but the 
priest to eat, and also gave it to those who were with him." You find that in Matthew, Mark and Luke, but 
notice Matthew has, at this point – line 18 – "Or have not you read in the law how on the Sabbath the 
priest in the Temple profane [13:30] the Sabbath, and are guiltless. I tell you that someone greater than the 
temple is here, and if you had known what this means, I desire mercy and not sacrifice. You would not 
have condemned the guiltless." An M edition to the Markan narrative, okay? It's not in Luke. It's not in 
Luke. 

Turn to page 103. You find here in Verse 11, on the story of the man with the withered hand, Matthew has, 
"But he said to them, 'What man of you, if he has one sheep and it falls into [14:00] a pit on the Sabbath, 
will not lay hold of it and lift it up." That edition to the narrative, lines 11 through 14 – an M edition – 
Matthew edition to the Markan narrative – it doesn't show up in Luke in that account. It may show up 
elsewhere but it's not in the account. So, whenever you compare the triple edition accounts, if Matthew 
has something, Mark – that Mark doesn't, Luke doesn't have it. 
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Turn to page 158, [14:30] Matthew 18:3 and 4. Here's the teachings about greatness, and reading the 
Markan account in line 13, "And he took a child and put it in the midst of them, and taking them into his 
arms, he said to them." Now, Matthew has an M edition beginning at Verse, uh – line 17, "Truly I say to 
you, unless you turn and become like children, you will never enter the kingdom of heaven. Whoever 
humbles himself like this child, he is the greatest in the kingdom of heaven." That M material is not found 
in Luke. 

Uh, turn with me to page 76, Matthew 8:17. Here you have a summary of Jesus healing in the evening, 
and Mark ends, line 10, "And he would not permit the demons to speak because they knew him," and 
then Matthew has, "This was to fulfill what was spoken by the prophet Isaiah. He took our offenses and 
bore our diseases." M edition [15:30] – not in – not in Luke. 

Page 115 – 115 – Matthew 13:14 through 16. Here you have Jesus' teachings concerning why he taught in 
parables, and then if you look at line 21, "With them it indeed fulfilled the prophecy of Isaiah which says, 
‘You will indeed hear but never understand. You will indeed see but never perceive, for this, uh – 
people's heart has grown dull. They're ears are heavy of hearing, [16:00] and their eyes, they have closed, 
thus, they should perceive with their eyes,’" and let’s see – next page – "hear with their ears and 
understand with their heart, and turn for – turn for me to heal them." M edition not in Luke, and one last 
one we can look at – I wanna show you there are a lot of these – page 150, Matthew 16, Verses 17 through 
19 – on page 150, if you look at line 22 – remember the line numbers are on the left [16:30] or the right 
columns – you have the famous rock saying, and Jesus answered him, "Blessed are you, Simon Barjona: 
for flesh and blood has r – not reveal this to you but my father was in heaven. I tell you, you are Peter, 
and on this rock I will build my church and the powers of hell shall not prevail against it. I will give you 
the keys to the kingdom of heaven, and whatever you bind on earth shall be bound in heaven. Whatever 
you loose on earth shall be loosed in heaven" – an M edition to the Markan narrative. It's not in Luke. It's 
not in Luke. 

Now, if Luke [17:00] had Mark in front o – Matthew in front of him – excuse me. If Luke knew Matthew, it 
is strange that never does he take any of this material in the tradition that's found only in Matthew and 
include it. You say, "Well, maybe he didn't like Matthew at much as Mark," but the material that he would 
have to have gotten from Matthew – that Q material – he copies that even more exactly. So, he doesn't 
have a denigrating, [17:30] low attitude towards Matthew if he's getting this material from him, but he 
has a very high attitude towards him. Well – well, maybe then, uh – maybe, Matthew used Luke then. 
Well, that doesn't seem to square either. 

Let's look at a couple pages. Turn with me to page 40, Luke 5:17. Luke begins, "On one of those days, as 
he was teaching, there were Pharisees and teachers of the laws [18:00] sitting by they would come from 
every village of Galilee and J – Judea and from Jerusalem, and the power of the Lord was with him to 
heal." An L edition to the Mark material – Mark has something there but it's not anywhere the same. Luke 
has added this and it's not in Matthew. 

Turn to page 43, 5:39 in Luke, after the saying about "No one puts new wine into old wine skins" and so 
forth, in line 34, Luke alone has, "But no [18:30] one after drinking old wine desires new for he says the 
old is good" – L tradition – Matthew doesn't have it. 

Page 153 – no, turn to page 133 first. Let's go consecutively here. (Luke 9:9) After this saying about 
opinions concerning Jesus, Luke adds in line 9 and following, "Herod said, 'John, I beheaded, but who is 
this from whom I hear all [19:00] these things,' and he sought to see him." A little comment there but not a 
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– a – great one. Uh, it's not as important to him, but, again, that addition in lines 10, 11 and 12 are lacking 
in Matthew. 

Uh, turn to page 153. To expedite time, just look at the material in lines 13 through 19 – found in Luke, 
[19:30] not found in M – Matthew – and then go to 156. Look at lines 32, 33, "And he healed him – healed 
the boy, gave him back to his father." You don't find that in the parallel in Matthew. What we have is this 
then, sometimes we have material that Matthew has added to Mark. None of that ever shows up in Luke. 

Now, if you look to Matthew, you would think once [20:00] sometimes something would show up like 
this. It doesn't show up. If you look at Luke, and he – when he adds something to the Markan narrative, 
that never shows up in Matthew. That doesn't look like Matthew was using Luke. So, here you now have 
– say, if you explain the Q material as Matthew using Luke, as Luke – Matt – using Matthew, why is it 
that never in the triple tradition when Matthew adds something to the narrative, Luke just doesn’t have 
it. [20:30] When Luke adds something, Matthew just never has it. It doesn't look like they knew each 
other. 

All right, let me focus on a couple other arguments. Uh, one of the things too, if you look at this Q 
material and note where it's located, it is not found in the same place that Matthew has this Q material. In 
other words, if Matthew used – if Luke used Matthew, you would expect to find some of this material 
located in the same place where Matthew has it located. It never is. 

Turn with me to the back [21:00] of your synopsis to page 343. Here you have a ordering of the different 
stories. I want you to compare with me where – what – that Q material found in the Sermon on the 
Mount is found in Matthew, and note where it's found in Luke. All right, we begin top of page 343 with 
the Beatitudes, number 51 on the left. Matthew has it. [21:30] The Beatitudes are in Luke, chapter 6. The 
next saying about the salt of the earth is found in Luke 14. The saying on the light of the world is found in 
chapter 8. The saying on the law and the prophets is found in chapter 16. The saying about murder and 
wrath, found in 12. On adultery and divorce, 16. On retaliation, chapter 6. Love of one's enemies, chapter 
6. Alms giving on prayer, not found at all in Luke. [22:00] the Lord's Prayer, chapter 11. On fasting, not 
found in Luke. On treasures, chapter 12. On the sound eye, chapter 11. Serving two masters, chapter 16. 
On anxiety, chapter 12. On judging, chapter 6. Profaning the Holy, not there. God's answering of prayer, 
chapter 11. The Golden Rule, chapter 6. The Two Ways, chapter 13. By Their Fruit, chapter 6. The Lord's 
Saying, chapter 6. [22:30] House building on the rock, chapter 6, and so forth. 

Now, if Matthew was the first when written and Luke was supposedly using Matthew, Luke, almost 
every time he came across these saying of Jesus, had to say, "I had to put it in a different place. I don't 
want to follow Matthew," or something like that. It doesn’t look like these are coming out of the Sermon 
on the Mount because they're so separate in so many ways. There are a couple of them that [23:00] 
apparently were already in the oral period associated together, but these sayings in Matthew are just 
scattered throughout all of Luke this way, and you can follow of the Q sayings in Matthew, and you'll 
notice they just are located in different places. 

Another thing to note is that in Matthew and in Luke, the sayings occur in a very different location. In 
Matthew, this material is found in chapters 5 to 7, [23:30] 10, 13, 18 and 23 to 25. If you look at the sayings 
of the Jesus, the red parts of a red-letter edition of Matthew, these are where you will find most of the red 
sayings – 5 to 7, 10, 13, 18, 23, 25 – these are sayings chapters, okay? 

Now, if you look at how they end these chapters, it's very interesting. Let's look at how the first sayings 
chapter section ends. [24:00] Turn with me to chapter 7, Verse 28. That would be page, um, 64. This is the 

!54



New Testament Survey I Dr. Robert Stein

first sayings section, and I want you to keep your finger there. After the Sermon on the Mount, Matthew 
ends, "And when Jesus finished these things," – all right – a conclusion to these teachings of Jesus. 

Turn with me now to page 97. [24:30] Chapter 10 is the next sayings chapter, and notice how here, we also 
have the ending. Matthew 11:1, towards the bottom of the page, "And when Jesus had finished 
instructing his disciples" – "When Jesus had finished instructing his disciples" – chapter 13 – the ending of 
chapter 13 is found on page – let's see – Matthew – 127 – okay, turn to [25:00] chapter 127. Bottom of the 
page – (Matthew 13:53) "And when Jesus had finished these parables" – okay – chapter 18 ends in 19:1. 
You have another set of sayings. Page 215 – top of the page – "Now, when Jesus had finished these 
sayings" – and the final ending is chapter 26, Verse 1. [25:30] That would be page 276. Each – you have a 
collection of sayings and they all end – now, look at 26:1 ends. "When Jesus had finished all these sayings" 
– let me read them real quickly to you. The first one, "And when Jesus finished these sayings" – the 
second one, "And when Jesus had finished instructing his 12 disciples" – the third one, "And when Jesus 
had to finish these parables" – the fourth one, "Now, when Jesus had finished these sayings" [26:00] – and 
the last one, "When Jesus had finished all these sayings" –All right? Matthew arranges his gospel very 
artistically. 

Chapters 1 to 4, stories about Jesus – section on teaching, which ends when Jesus had finished these 
teachings – eight – nine – stories about Jesus – ten – teachings [26:22] [inaudible] when Jesus had finished 
instructing his disciples – 12 – 11 and 12 – stories about Jesus – 13 – [26:30] parables ends, "When Jesus 
had finished these parables" – 14, 15, 16, 17 – stories about Jesus – chapter on teachings, which ends, 
"When Jesus had finished these teachings" – chapter 19, 20, 21, 22 – stories about Jesus – teachings about 
the end times, which end, "Now, when Jesus had finished all these teachings" – then 26, 27, 28 – stories 
about Jesus. Very artistically arranged. 

If you want to look and find the Q material in – in the gospel of Luke, they're in two sections. [27:00] The 
first, 6:20 to 8:3, and the second one, 9:51 to 18:14 – very, very different locations – if Luke used Matthew, 
he had a gospel in which this – these – this Q material was arranged very well. Artistically done – very 
nicely done – and he decided to break it all down and lump it together in that form. Not – not [27:30] 
extremely likely, and the reverse is more likely but of all the ones Luke is the most likely to be owing to 
other written sources than Matthew. It doesn't look like Matthew got this material from Luke or Luke 
from Matthew. 

Another area which I think is to me the most weighty is the fact that sometimes, if you look at the same 
saying in Matthew and Luke, it is more "primitive" – quote unquote – I'll explain that in a minute [28:00] – 
than it is in the other, and sometimes it’s more primitive in the other than in – in – in this comparison. So, 
sometimes, the Q material is more primitive in Matthew. Sometimes it's more primitive in Luke. What do 
we mean by that? We don't mean crude. Primitive here means less theologically developed. You might 
say probably closer to the original words of Jesus – less theologically interpreted in one way or the other. 

[28:30] The best way to look at that is by looking at some examples. Uh, turn to page 55 for a minute. Page 
55 – look at Matthew 5:44, which seems to be less developed – probably more primitive as such – and 
again, primitive is not negative – it means just less developed theologically in the – Matthew has, "But I 
say to you, love your enemies and pray for those who persecute you." Luke has, [29:00] "Love your 
enemies. Do good to those who hate you. Bless those who curse you. Pray for those who abuse you." You 
have four parallel lines in Luke, which is interesting because Luke likes to have fours in various ways. 
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If you go to the next page, 57, look at 6:12. Here you have Matthew saying, "And forgiving us our debts as 
we have [29:30] forgiven our debtors." Luke has, "And forgive us our sins, for we ourselves forgive 
everyone who is indebted to us." Now, in the Old Testament, debts is a metaphor for sins. Perfectly 
understandable – "forgive us our sins as we forgive those who have offended us," but maybe Theophilus 
would not be that familiar with that metaphor, and Luke changes debts to sins to help this Greek he's 
writing to, Theophilus, [30:00] to understand it better. Matthew is more primitive here. 

Uh, turn to page 61. Notice Matthew 7:11, "If you then who are evil know how to give good gifts to your 
children, how much more will your heavenly father who is in heaven give good things to those who ask 
him." That is not as developed theologically as Luke's. "If you then who are evil know how to give good 
gifts to your children, how much more will your heavenly father give the Holy Spirit to those who ask 
him?" [30:30] All right? Here Matthew is more primitive and you say, "Well, what exactly did Jesus say?" 
Probably, he said something more like Matthew has, but Luke is inspired of God to say, "You know what 
the goodest thing you can ask God for, and that is for the presence of His spirit." There's not contradiction 
here. It's just a development of helping his reader understand what the best of the good things that God 
can give you in your life. 

Page 77, [31:00] uh, Matthew 8:22, Matthew has, "But Jesus said to him, 'Follow me and leave the dead to 
bury their own dead.'" Luke has, "Leave the dead to bury their own dead, but as for you, go and proclaim 
the kingdom of God." Luke is here more developed – less primitive. 

Now, sometimes, however, the reverse is found. Turn to 66 – page 66 – here in Luke 6:20, the first of the 
Beatitudes, [31:30] Luke has, "Blessed are you poor, for yours is the kingdom of heaven." Matthew has, 
"Blessed are the poor in spirit, for theirs is the kingdom of heaven." Luke is probably more primitive – 
closer to what Jesus said. Matthew is helping his reader in his NIV translation through the thought-for-
thought version. He means poor in spirit. If you go to the next line, "Blessed are you that hunger now, for 
you shall be satisfied," that looks more primitive than Matthew. [32:00] "Blessed are those who thirst – 
hunger and thirst for righteousness." 

Page 67, Luke 6:31, "As you wish that men would do to you, do also to them." Matthew adds, "For this is 
the law and the prophets." That looks like a Matthean development. It fits very well his understanding of 
Jesus' the fulfillment of the law. 

Turn to page 57 – back you have to go – [32:30] look at the opening of the Lord's prayer on the upper 
right-hand page of 57, "And He, Jesus, said to them, 'When you pray, say, 'Father, hallowed by thy name 
thy kingdom come.'" It looks more primitive than, "Our father who art in heaven, hallowed be thy name 
they kingdom come," and then page 173, here you have Luke 11:20. [33:00] Luke here is more primitive, 
and if Luke knew Matthew, it is incredible that he would have changed Matthew because Luke has, "But 
if it is by the finger of God that I cast out demons, then the kingdom of God has come upon you." 
Matthew has, "But if it is by the spirit of God that I cast out demons, then the kingdom of God has come 
upon you." 

Now, Luke has a tremendous emphasis, as we will see shortly – not today but in coming days – on the 
emphasis of the [33:30] Holy Spirit in Luke. If Luke had Matthew in front of him, it is impossible for me to 
ever think that he would have changed Matthew's, "if by the spirit of God" to "the finger of God". Now, if 
this is – as we argue – if you had one gospel using the other, you would expect that almost always the 
gospel being used would be the more primitive one. The one using it, would be the more developed 
[34:00] one whether it was Luke or Matthew, but we don't find that. We find that sometimes one – 
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sometimes another. It doesn't look like Matthew and Luke knew each other or they got this common 
material with one another. 
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Chapter 7

sFather we give you thanks for Jesus Christ our Lord. We thank you for the cooler weather, which is a 
relief to us. We thank you Heavenly Father for the joy of being your children, and we bless you in Jesus 
Name. Amen 

[00:31] We are going to talk about the gospels in the order of Mark, first because I have been arguing for 
the priority of Mark. As we look at this in the material, one thing you will notice is that we don’t talk 
about the authorship of Mark until the end. Now the reason for that is that’s not that important a 
question. We want to look at what the book teaches. [00:59] The meaning of Mark, what Mark is seeking 
to teach — the gospel of Mark, the author of Mark — is not going to change if it was written by Mark or 
that plumber in Antioch we talked about named Herman. I mean it would be saying the same thing. So 
what’s crucial is not who wrote it but what it says. 

[01:24] Now, we are going to talk about who wrote it, but we will do that in the end. Now, one of the great 
clues in Mark is that the cross of Christ is central in this teaching. He spends a lot of time talking about 
the death of Jesus. In fact, one man by the name of Martin Kealer [phonetic] said the gospel of Mark is 
really a passion story with kind of an extended introduction. It so focuses on the death of Jesus. 

[01:55] Now, in the gospel stories, he talks about the role of the Jewish leadership in this. And it’s not 
really very politically correct to talk about any Jewish involvement in regard to the death of Jesus. Over 
the centuries some terrible things have been done against Jewish people because, quote, “They put Jesus 
to death.” 

[02:22] I don’t know if you ever saw the long, extended series called, “The Holocaust.” There is this one 
horrible scene in it where the women and the children are being lined up to go to the gas chambers. One 
of the Nazi guards says to them, “We are doing this because you crucified Jesus,” and I was very 
embarrassed at that moment. [02:50] There is a sense of shame because I knew a lot of Christians had 
done things, quote, with that as an excuse. 

[02:58] Now please note. Turn with me to a couple of passages. Page 244 – 244. When we talk about the 
role of the Jewish leadership in the death of Jesus, we must be very careful not to simply equate the 
Jewish leadership and the Jewish people. It’s very dangerous, foolish and wrong to say the Jews put Jesus 
to death. I mean, are you talking about Mary, his mother? Are you talking about the disciples? You have 
to be more specific than that. 

[03:38] And if you look at Mark 12:12 after telling this particular parable, the parable of the wicked 
husband, we read that they who are the Jewish leadership. They tried to arrest them but feared the 
multitude, another words the majority of the Jews, the average Jew, for they perceived that they told the 
parable against them so they left him and went away. [04:04] They feared the multitude. They feared the 
masses of the people, the Jewish people. 

[04:11] Now look at page 276, another passage here in Mark 14 in one and two which is the introductory 
scene to the story. It was now two days before the Passover and the feast of the love and bread. And the 
chief priest and the scribes, notice the leadership here, were seeking out to arrest him by stealth and kill 
him. [04:36] For they said, not during the feast, less they be a tumult of the people. 

[04:42] We discussed the arrest and trial and death of Jesus. The greatest obstacle to the Jewish leadership 
and putting Jesus to death as they desired was the Jewish people. They did not arrest them publicly 
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because there would have been a riot. Jesus was greatly respected and admired by the Jewish people. The 
leadership, something else again. 

[05:08] So as we look at this we can see on several occasions, we can look at one more example in 15:10 
which is which is page 312. Another such example and this is a mark and insertion, which he puts into 
the text here. When Pontius Pilate says do you want me, top page 312, Mark. Do you want me to release 
for you the King of the Jews? Then he has this marking comment and marking insertion. [05:38] For he 
perceived that it was out of envy that they chief priest had delivered him up. 

[05:45] And so you have the Jewish leadership being seen by Mark as primarily the one responsible for 
the death of Christ, and I think we need to be careful about saying, it was the leadership, not even all the 
leaders, but, you have Joseph of Eromosis [phonetic] [05:59], a ruler of the Sanhedrin. He is not evolved in 
that but. The leadership in general, not the people. 

[06:06] Yet when you look at the real cause of the death of Jesus it’s not any human being. Turn to page 
151. There is a divine case for the death of Jesus. Jesus dies for our sins, because this is the plan of God. 
his is why he dies. It’s not some tragedy, oh it’s unfortunate, maybe if the world were different, we could 
see that Jesus wouldn’t have to die. 

[06:39] Well, what kind of theology is that? Jesus is the Lamb of God who takes away the sin of the world. 
He must die, and we read in verse 31, and he Jesus began to teach them, that the son of man must suffer 
many things. 

[07:00] Why must he suffer for these things? Because that’s the way life it? No. Cause there are mean 
people in the world? No. Because it’s a divine necessity. There is a divine necessity line behind all of this. 
931, page 157, Jesus is teaching the disciples, the son of man will be delivered into the hands of men, and 
they will kill him. And when he is killed after three days, he will arise. 

[07:30] This is not simply a prophesy, he is talking about the will of God. He will be delivered, and God 
stands behind all of this. It is the will of God that this take place. 

[07:41] Page 224, the third passion prediction. 224…Beginning at the very bottom of the page, verse 33 in 
Mark, behold we are going up to Jerusalem and the son of man will be delivered to the chief priests and 
the scribes and the will condemn him to death. 

[08:02] Then in 1045 on the next page, Jesus says but the son of man also came not to be served, line 41 on 
page 226, son of man also came not to be served, but the served give his life for a ransom for many. 

[08:17] So you have this emphasis on the divine plan of God which causes the death of Jesus. Now Mark 
emphasizes this and if you look at a lot of commentaries, they will try to explain why he emphasizes. 
Maybe they are people in his community that could not understand if he was the son of God, why then 
did he die? [08:41] Or if he was the messiah why did he die or something like this. And maybe he is 
trying to assure them that it is all part of the divine plan. 

[08:49] I don’t know why he emphasizes it. I know he emphasizes it and he thinks it’s important and I 
think we can preach about the importance this in Mark. Not try to enter into the mind of Mark, into 
quote, his mental ax, unquoted. [unclear mumble] [09:08] who are taking it. And then you would 
understand that we don’t assess to that. But we do have access to his emphasis on the death of Jesus. 

[09:19] He emphasizes the call of discipleship and there is a kind of unique pattern in the middle of Mark, 
in which you have a passion predictions, in 831, 931 and 1033 and after everyone you have, you have the 
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same pattern. After every passion prediction there is an error on the disciples in some way. They talk 
about who will be the greatest. 

[09:45] Peter says no, it’s not going to happen; I won’t let it take place. And after that blunder there is an 
emphasis on teaching as to what it means to be a disciple. 

[09:58] If anyone would come after me, let him deny himself and take up his cross and follow me. It was a 
kind of contrast in some ways to some of the self-fulfillment kind of emphasis we have in following Jesus. 

[10:15] I know there is a sense in which it makes sense. But long before Christians started talking about, 
“Be all that you can be”, I think the Army used that as a slogan. Be all that you can be and join the Army 
or something like that. 

[10:33] There are probably few people in the world that have pure German blood that I have. My mother 
and father were born in Germany. The idea of realizing my great potential frightens me, because some 
Germans have potential to do very evil things and maybe my potential really is to be a commandant in 
Auschwitz or Buchenwald. 

[11:04] I became a Christian because by the grace of God I didn’t want to become what I could be. I 
wanted him to keep me from becoming what I might be. And allow him to make me what he wanted me 
to be. 

[11:17] And Mark says that if you want to follow Christ, you die yourself and you take up and cross and 
follow him and become what God wants you to be. Why is this emphasis on Mark again? We don’t know, 
it is emphasized. We have this emphasis on the teaching ministry of Jesus. If you know it I have here that 
various places where the term teacher, teach, teaching rabbi are used. 

[11:40] Let me just compare them with their use in the gospel of Matthew. There are 12 times the word 
teacher is used in Mark and 12 times in Matthew. Oh, see they emphasize it the same. Well, wait a minute. 
Matthew 66 per cent longer. If you had an equal emphasis it would not occur 12 times, but 20 times in 
Matthew. 

[12:12] You have the word, the verb, to teach 17 times in Mark and only 14 in Matthew, but again 
Matthew is 66 per cent longer. You would expect more of these references. Five times you find the noun, 
teaching, 3 in Matthew. Four times rabbi, four times also in Matthew. Great emphasis on the teaching of 
Jesus. I don’t know why. Why this emphasis? I can’t say. 

[12:43] Another emphasis we find in the gospel of Mark that is very, very famous. Anybody who reads the 
commentary on Mark will come across the expression, “The Messianic secret”. And by that the mean, the 
many times Jesus and the gospel of Mark tells people not to let anybody know what he has done. Tells 
people not to say who he is. 

[13:08] We find examples of that, there is a sense in which it makes sense to understand why Jesus did not 
want people to know that he was the messiah. 

[13:19] If you ever really want to get a sense in flavor of the Jewish people and nation at the time of Jesus, 
I recommend to you the book Pontius Pilate, by Paul Maier. It’s in the bibliography. [13:40] It’s a delight 
to read. Unfortunately, it’s a historical narrative, so it mixes history and fiction together. Sometimes the 
fiction gets to be a little, ah, strained I think. 

[13:49] But, if you read the book, get the sense that the land is a tinderbox. Ready to explode. A fire is 
going to light up the land. The people are in agitation and they are angry at the Romans. Their desire in 
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life is for the Messiah to come and to deliver them. [14:14] And they have people come and try to do this 
and its disaster on the people and it will lead to the disaster of the fall of Roman, ah or the fall of 
Jerusalem in A.D. 70. 

[14:24] If Jesus publicly says, “I am the Messiah”, what kind of messiah do you think they are looking for 
and think he is? The military revolutionary will get rid of these Romans. That’s their messiah they are 
looking for. And Jesus can’t say, I am the messiah but…and try to explain the differences in this 
understanding. It’s too late by that time. 

[14:54] A public decoration furthermore, would not be tolerated by Pontius Pilate. You talk about the 
kingdom of God. Rome is not interested in no kingdom of God, and so he talks in a Messianic secret way. 
How does he talk about the kingdom of God? What kind of a speech form does he use? 

[15:17] Parables, parables and so you can talk about the kingdom of God. Although, it’s an agitated 
subject, it doesn’t offer a lot of sense as far as the opponents are concerned. Pontius Pilate has one of his 
spies come and says, this man Jesus is drawing great crowds; he is talking about the kingdom of God 
coming. [15:41] Pontius Pilate says, well the only kingdom I am interested is the kingdom of Rome. What 
is he saying? Well, he says it’s like a woman who put lemon in some bread, but that is about all he said. 

[16:01] Well, the mystery nature of this allows him to speak about a sensitive subject, but the title messiah 
one that when Peter confesses that he is of Christ, said don’t tell anyone and the reason is clear. Because if 
he is openly claiming he is the Messiah, Rome will immediately step in, and Jesus is willing to allow his 
death and resurrection define the Messiahship that the people later on will understand. 

[16:29] And after his death, they can openly call him the Messiah, because they know it’s not a political 
kind of thing. And now it’s defined clearly it doesn’t matter. We have this Messianic secret, don’t tell 
anyone. Sometimes it’s kind of hard to wonder how you are going to keep it a secret. 

[16:48] Gyros is told don’t tell anyone what happens. What is this, there is a funeral going on and Gyros is 
thinking, what exactly is meant. Well, it’s hard to know. 

[16:59] But certainly some of the miracles are clearly evident and people will see it. But he does not want 
this to be proclaimed too broadly. 

[17:10] Concerning the nature of Christ various miracles preformed there the healing miracles, nature 
miracles, exorcisms. Um, by the way, the exorcisms are seen as quite distinct from healing miracles. 

[17:28] Let’s look at a couple of examples of that rather quickly. Turn with me to 134, that would be page 
forty somewhere, let’s see, um yeah. Thirty-six – actually 36. Here you have a summary and notice the 
distinction. That evening at sundown they brought all to them all who were sick or possessed with 
demons. 

[17:53] There is no confusion between them. They are distinct, and if you go to verse 34…And he healed 
many who were sick with various diseases and cast out many demons. The idea that they were all 
confused, that everybody thought every disease was demonic and so forth and so on. That’s not true. 
There is a distinction being made here. 

[18:14] But Jesus has power to bring healing in all those instances. There are assumption of Jesus and I 
will look at this more clearly when we look at the life of Christ and his own personal acclaims. But we 
find that he claims special authority, or unique authority you and I would never claim. The authority to 
forgive sins. He assumes that he has the right to cleanse the temple. When he cleanses the temple, the 
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question immediately is, “Who gave you the right? By what authority are you doing these things?” His 
acts is this way, he is master of the Sabbath and so forth. 

[18:48] Now the explicit Christology involves various titles, and the titles that Mark emphasized I think is 
the Son of Man, remember the opening verse 1:1 Beginning of the gospel of Jesus Christ, thus Son of God. 
And the very next account his baptism, God affirms that with the voice from heaven, “This is my beloved 
son”. 

[19:16] Another title that comes up, we are not going to talk about that title now, because we will spend 
time later, is the title, somewhat mysterious title, The Son of Man, which is Jesus favorite self-designation 
in the gospels. 

[19:29] And also we have the title Christ, it is used sparingly and often with the statement don’t tell 
anybody about this. Mark, there is also a theological emphasis the dullness of the disciples. Some people 
have said that, ah, Mark really has a vendetta against the disciples. 

[19:54] He wants to tell his readers that the disciples were not really great people, should not be followed, 
and had a false Christology and so on. That’s silly. That’s silly, um. The gospel ends with Jesus telling the 
disciples, I’ll go and meet you again in Galilee. 

[20:12] And unless it was very clear that he wanted to demean the disciples, the reader would not see it 
that way. In fact they didn’t see it that way until somebody found it in 1950 and 60 and so forth and so on. 
After 1900 years if you find something in the bible, that no one has ever seen before, take a deep breath 
for a while and just sit and think am I a genius or do I Just have a great imagination? 

[20:41] The traditional understanding was that Mark obtained much of this information from Peter and 
Peter was simply dull and disgusting. That is historically true. Now interestingly enough sometimes that 
dullness is minimized in Matthew and Luke. But not in Mark. 

[21:05] Personally, I find it very helpful, because if God could use dull disciples, maybe he can use dull 
professors too and dull pastors. So there is hope for that I think. I think of it a very practical way, it is very 
helpful for the reader, probably for Mark’s readers to realize that the disciples were not perfect. 

[21:29] Sometimes, we have, we have so sanctified the followers of Jesus, removed their flaws and we 
look at that and we can’t identify with them. We look at Adnear Judson [phonetic] [21:43] this great man 
of faith who was such a saint and it will never be like that. 

[21:48] The first biography of Adnear Judson [phonetic] [21:51]. The author talked about the time when he 
was imprisoned, when he lost his wife and child and almost lost his faith. That was excised from the 
book. 

[22:04] Wouldn’t it be wonderful for people to go through times of struggle like that, to see how this great 
saint went through it and came out of it and continued to serve the Lord. Sometimes we, you know, when 
you as a pastor start romanticizing the great commitment and dedication to the Lord of the early church, 
[22:30] I just want to remind you that it is probably very unlikely that you will ever preach a sermon like 
Paul says to the Ephesians, don’t be continually drunk with mind, but be filled with the spirit. 

[22:44] They were not saints, in the sense of perfect people. They were saints in that they were God’s 
people, set apart from him. So our people are that way and have their flaws as well and sexual 
immorality, all of that was in the early church too. They were not perfect. Yeah, let’s hope not get to that. 
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[23:05] Concerning the audience of Mark, it’s evident that Mark writes to an audience that does not know 
Aramaic and that does know Greek. So, it’s a Greek speaking, non-Aramaic audience. It’s also an 
audience that you have seen in your assignment that does not — that does not know Jewish customs very 
well. Probably therefore they are a Gentile audience, unacquainted with these things. 

[23:31] Another example of that is that he explains various Jewish customs in Mark 14:12, page 280. Mark 
begins the story of the Last Supper, page 280. Notice, he starts out and on the first day of unleavened 
bread, and then he comments, when they sacrifice the Passover lamb. 

[23:59] I don’t think you would have to explain that to a Jew. They would know that. The Gentiles 
wouldn’t. The audience seems to be familiar with some Latin terms and the like. One of the clearest 
examples of that is Mark 12:42. mark 12:42, that would be page 254. Now, it’s the story of the widow’s 
mights. [24:31] They are sitting opposite the treasury and watching the people come. Verse 42, a poor 
woman came and put in two copper coins. 

[24:41] Then you have Mark giving the comment, explanatory [phonetic] [24:46] comment, which make a 
penny. In other words, Mark’s readers do not know about these two copper coins and the value because 
that is the kind of stuff they used in Palestine. 

[24:58] But, a penny is a Roman coin. So, maybe this well means that it’s a Latin expression that he is 
writing to audience who understands what a penny is. It would be like saying, “Which make up a yen.” 
Well who are you writing to? A Japanese audience. “Which make up a marc,” a German audience. 
“Which make up a franc,” that’s a French audience you are writing to – or a Swiss perhaps as well. 

[25:29] So what we have here is some understanding of this that probably suggest an audience familiar 
with some Latin, coinage and probably Rome. There is a Roman reckoning of time in 648, page 138. Here 
you have verse 48 line 10. And they saw that they were making headway painfully, for the wind was 
against them. [25:59] And about the fourth watch of the night, he came to them walking on the sea. 

[26:03] Fourth watch of the night. Now a lot of translations will do that early in the morning or something 
like that. Which is fine, ah, because most people are not interested in observing some of the things we are 
observing. Theoroses [phonetic] very good this way. I am very satisfied in the most part with his 
translation. 

[26:23] In the Jewish reckoning of time, the night had only three watches. In the Roman reckoning of time, 
there were four watches. So, here you are using for your audience the Roman understanding of time. 
Which again, [inaudible] [26:41] talks about an audience that is further removed from Palestine. Probably 
a Gentile audience that may very well be Rome as the tradition argues. 

[26:53] Another one that you can look at would be the reference in 15:16 to the Praetorium. He explains 
the palace as follows…they brought Jesus during the trial, 1516, page 315, 315, Mark 15:16. And the 
soldiers lead him away into the palace and I had the explanatory comment the is the Praetorium. 

[27:23] I think he is explaining to a Roman audience here what the palace really was, “well it was like the 
Praetorium”, which they would have been more familiar with. 

[27:35] All this suggest that probably the gospel was written to an audience, Greek. Not know Aramaic, 
not know Jewish customs, using Latin terminology and Roman coinage, a Roman audience and that is 
what the tradition is saying so, I think the tradition is being supported by itself by these things. 
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[27:57] Now regard to the authorship of Mark, please note they are all anonymous. Not Mark and apostle 
Jesus Christ, to the church at Rome, to the being of the gospel of Jesus Christ the son of God and so forth. 

There is nothing like that. Every gospel is anonymous. Now that doesn’t mean the people did not know 
who wrote it when they came, it just means they didn’t put their names on it. 

[28:23] See, I would of never of done that, I would have done it and said the gospel of Jesus Christ the son 
of God, by Robert H. Stein copyrighted, you cannot use this without permission of the editor. But 
apparently the gospel writers are less concerned with who is writing it, then what is being written then 
what is being said for their audience. 

[28:45] But now there a long tradition and ah that tradition goes back to Tapeus [phonetic] [28:51] who 
said it, but it is recorded in Rocebeus [phonetic] [28:55]. Rocebeus was the great church historian around 
400, no actually 325 is it? 325? I think in the mid 300’s, who gathered many of the writings of the early 
writers and summarized the history of the early church. 

[29:17] He quotes Tapeus with regard to what he said about Mark’s gospels as follows. Mark became 
Peter’s interpreter and wrote accurately all that he remembered, not indeed in order of the things that are 
done by the Lord. That is an interesting insight on 130. That he sees Mark not as a chronological 
biography and a lot of Christians don’t understand it and the try and impose all biographical expectation 
on the gospel of Mark, this is not in order of the things that are done by the Lord. 

[29:55] For he had not heard the Lord nor followed him but later on as they said followed Peter who used 
to give teaching as necessity demanded. But not making as it were an arrangement of the Lord oracles. So 
Mark did nothing wrong and thus writing single points as he remembered them. For one thing he gave 
attention to leave out nothing of what he had heard and to make no false statements in them. 

[30:18] So you had this very early 130, maybe 60 years after the gospel actually came out. Time no doubt 
where original eye witnesses were present when that gospel was read, might spread it on to Tapius 
himself. 

[30:39] Now the Anti-Marcionite prologue. Marion his heretic wrote his own Christian canon or his 
Heretical Christian canon. It consisted of Luke and ten of Paul’s letters and he gave introductions to them. 
And the church counteracted his claims and comments by having Anti Marcionite prologues. Dating 
around 150 to 180 and in that prologue, Mark is described as one who is called “stump finger”, because 
for the size of the rest of his body, he had fingers that were too short. He was the interpreter of Peter. After 
Peter’s death, the same man wrote his gospel and the regions of Italy. 

[31:20] Justin Martyr, talks about Mark being the author and writer of the memoirs of Peter. Irenaeus, 170, 
after the death of Mark, after the death of Peter, Mark transmits these things. Comment of Alexandria 180, 
Peter having preached this. Mark choose to write them down and here is an unusual amount of comment 
of Alexandria, [31:49] because it’s not after Peter’s death, and Peter actually checks out the gospel and 
okays in some way or other. It’s very unlikely, because all the others have Peter dead when Mark writes. 

[32:01] Eusebius, also saying the same thing to tie with of Mark the author with Peter, Totelion [phonetic] 
[32:10] 200 and Jerome in 400. So you have all sorts of church f-. Further talks about the author of this 
book and they all unanimously agree, it’s Mark. 

[32:23] Now, when you look at tradition like this. How do you look at it? There was a time when the 
Roman Catholic Church tradition was placed almost the same level as scripture, and so there was never 
an error in tradition. You just believed that anything that tradition said was true, period. 
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[32:47] Now the pendulum of that extreme is now counteracted by some people today who when they 
look at tradition, there attitude is, the only thing we really know about this tradition is that it is not true, 
and you have the opposite extreme. I think what you have to do is you have to look at the tradition and if 
you look at tradition like this, they are some weighty things about it. It’s unanimous for one. 

[33:15] Secondly, do you remember the Apocryphal Gospels and some of the names given to them? Can 
you think of any names? [audience response][33:25] All right, Thomas, James, Bartholomew, What about 
those names. Who are those people? They are all apostles. The tendency is to credit what they write to an 
apostle. Here you have a tradition that doesn’t do that. They credit this book to a non-apostle, and that I 
think has to be weighted very strongly. 

[34:01] Because that’s against the tendency to have an apostle to write these things. An apostle didn’t 
write this book, it was Mark. A non-apostle who wrote it. I that says you have to weigh this tradition very 
heavily, and another thing is you have a tradition about the author of this book, which tends to be very 
negative. Not negative about him as a whole, but negative about some things. 

[34:29] For instance, if you were going to describe Mark, the writer of this gospel, I know how I would do 
it, I would say, “Mark, the writer of this gospel was given by God a beautiful pair of hands, because with 
them he would pen the very word of God concerning the gospel of Jesus Christ our Lord.” Heck, I’m 
Stumpfinger [audience laughter] [34:50]. Why would you call someone Stumpfinger, unless you had good 
tradition about that he had stump fingers in some ways. 

[35:03] When you find tradition that tends to be negative in some ways about the hero being discussed, 
here in the case, Mark. You have to way it more heavily and I think it argues for its historicity. 

[35:16] There is another tradition that doesn’t have anything to do with Mark, it occurs in the Apocryphal 
book called the Acts of Paul and Thectla. In that particular tradition, Paul, the hero of the story is 
described as coming, they see him from a distance, and he is described this way. He is short, he is 
bowlegged, he is balding, he has little hair, characteristic of great theologians in general, [audience 
laughter] [35:49], he has a hooked nose, full of grace, one eyebrow, from one side of the head to other. 

[36:01] Now, why would you do that, unless in some way, there is a tradition about Paul that goes back to 
his actual description? You wouldn’t create it. I mean if you had, if you are really creating things, you 
would talk about, “And Paul came jogging down the road, 6’2. Blond hair flowing in the breeze, carrying 
a hundred pound barbell in each hand, [audience laughter] 36:26] and running the last part of his 
marathon and so forth and so on. [36:30] You would build it up and it doesn’t do that so the fact that you 
have a tradition doesn’t do that but is contrary means that you take that tradition more seriously. 

[36:38] Probably Paul was bowlegged and short and so forth and so on. So the tradition here weighs 
strongly in favor of its being true. Now Mark is the author of this gospel. I think it’s just extreme 
skepticism that would argue against that. 

[36:56] Now, why is this such a big deal? Why is it that Evangelical Christians argue for Mark in 
authorship. Matthew, Luke and Joanne authorship, but let’s stay with Mark and non-Evangelicals, 
liberals arguing against Mark in authorship for Matthew, Luke and Joanne authorship. Why is it that you 
have the great attempt to defend Mark is, Mark’s authorship of this book and by [37:30]our side and to 
deny it from one part to the other? What’s at stake here? 

[37:37] Yeah, it deals with our view of the book. Now you say, we want Mark to be the author because 
probably that would be a better argument for its historicity. It’s easier to assume the truth of these things 
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if Mark who worked with Peter was actually the author. So we have no bias. But think of the other side. 
There is no way Mark can be the author. [38:09] Because you see Mark is writing about a Jesus who did all 
these miracles and he didn’t do any miracles. Therefore, you have to separate the author of this gospel 
from Jesus and such as the eyewitness, such as Peter. 

[38:28] So, therefore this tremendous concern to argue against Mark in authorship of the Lord. So there is 
a bias there as well and we need to know that. This has to do in Hermeneutics of the significance we 
attribute to the book, not the meaning. What the book says is the same as Mark wrote it or someone else 
did, because we are dealing with the meaning of this book, whoever wrote it, and that is why we deal 
with it first. 

[38:56] Authorship issues involves how people tend to respond to the meaning of this book. If they 
accredit Mark in authorship, Evangelicals, are they readily able to believe it. Some of them are affected 
that way. But, on the other hand a non-Evangelical can’t have that because you have to separate Mark 
from Peter, who is an eye witness to these things. But we deal with authorship issues. We are not dealing 
with meaning. We are dealing with the significance of this book for us as believers. That means it’s 
important, but it has nothing to do with meaning. 

[39:34] Concerning the date. None of these books have dates on them. Wouldn’t it be nice to get a scroll 
and it say that the original gospel of Mark, written A.D. 67. You are not going to find it. But we have our 
traditions and our traditions all date this shortly after the death of Peter. So, tradition argues that this 
book was written before 70 A.D. Sometimes 69 to 70 A.D. [40:04] Comment of Alexander’s commentary is 
just strange, just strange, ah. 

[40:08] There is probably a second kind of thing that bares witness to earlier, pre A.D. 70 dating and that is 
there does not seem to be anything in the sayings concerning the destruction of Jerusalem. That would 
make you think that it was written after the fact. If it was written after, would you mind express the 
destruction of Jerusalem more graphically. 

[40:38] And we do find in Luke, for instance, a much more graphic description of prophecies concerning 
the fall of Jerusalem. Jerusalem being surrounded by armies. They rant and raised against it and so forth 
and so on and we know that kind of thing took place. 

[40:56] Mark doesn’t have any that so it looks like it’s before A.D. 70. So I would date Mark 67 to 70 right 
after Peter’s death. I argue for Mark in authorship. I think the tradition is solid here and the tradition 
being negative at times and also attributing it to a non-apostle. Very strong arguments for Mark in 
authorship. 

[41:19] The meaning of course is not dependent on that but somehow the way we respond and evaluate 
the material, maybe. 
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Chapter 8

Let's have a word of prayer together then. Our Father, we are thankful for these four gospels through 
which we've come to know your son, Jesus Christ better, his teachings [00:30] and what he will for us to 
do. We rejoice at the grace shown to us in them that we had a savior who died on our behalf, and we 
come not because we are good but because we come in Jesus' name and we are needy and we ask for 
your forgiveness and that you'd be with us this day in Jesus' name. Amen. 

I need you to look at the gospel of Matthew today, and needless to say, when we look at a gospel in 50 
minutes, [01:00] we do not go to a quote "in-depth" unquote look at this. So, if you look the mate – your 
notes on the gospel of Matthew. We notice once again we start out with questions of authorship but on a 
theological emphasis of the gospel writers. The titles, the Gospel of Matthew and Mark and so forth, are 
later additions to them. They — they were distributed without a name. They're anonymous in that sense. 
[01:30] I have no doubt at all that the original readers who – to whom these were sent, knew who sent 
them, and so, traditions have been passed on from that. Some of them are more worthy than others to be 
given full credence. 

Now, we talked about the emphasis and when we looked at Matthean redaction criticism on the 
fulfillment quotations – and we will not look at them this morning but simply to remind you that these M 
editions to Mark mean that when Mark [02:00] and – and the parallel statement has uh, an account, 
Matthew has – and it's not in Mark and it's not in Luke if Luke has the same account – a fulfillment 
quotation. This was done to fulfill what was written by the prophet and that he has added, frequently, 
these fulfillment quotations. It's very important for him to tie the life of Jesus with the fulfillment of the 
Old Testament prophesies. 

Elsewhere, we have references to "it is written in Matthew". [02:30] Now, notice M material, the first 
reference in 2:6, which means it's only in the unique material found. M editions to Q and the material that 
Matthew and Luke have in common, Matthew has, at that point, a r – reference to "it is written." Mark – 
from Mark – Mark has three of those "it is written" references and Matthew copies them, and then Q has 
three of them, and Matthew copies them as well. 

There are numerous additional quotations. Uh, turn, for instance, to page [03:00] 83 – 83. Here, we have 
an account in which, uh – in the call to Levi, you have this reference uh, to scripture, "Go and learn what 
this means. I desire mercy and not sacrifice, for I came not to call the righteous but sinners." Now, Mark 
and Luke have that same account of the call of Levi or Matthew, but in the midst [03:30] of line 21 and 22, 
he adds the Old Testament prophecy – or Old Testament quotation from Hosea 6:6, "I desire mercy and 
not sacrifice." 

Turn with me to page 102. Here we have in Matthew 12:7 in the account of plucking grain on the Sabbath, 
we have this M edition to the Markan narrative. Matthew adds – what he adds is a quote [04:00] from the 
Old Testament, "Or have you not read in the law how on the Sabbath, the priest and the temple profane 
the Sabbath and are guiltless. I tell you someone greater than the temple is here.” 

Here is not a quotation as much as a reference, but then in Verse 7, "If you had known what this means, I 
desire mercy and not sacrifice, you would not have condemned the guiltless." So, he quotes a reference to 
the Old Testament – or quotation – in the middle of an account, not found in Mark and Luke. It's a – an 
addition to Matthew. Uh, [04:30] it's certainly isn't contrary to what Mark and Luke are saying, but it is an 
emphasis that he wants to bring about the fulfillment of the Old Testament prophesies as such, and if you 
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look at that, they are a number of M editions from that that he adds to Mark. A lot of references to Old 
Testament ref – quotations in Mark. He carries them over. So, strong emphasis in Matthew about the 
fulfillment of scripture – stronger than in the other gospels, [05:00] although, Luke, uh – Luke had some 
AD Old Testament references or quotations I should say. Matthew has 93. So, we shouldn't say that Luke's 
not interested in the Old Testament and quoting the Old Testament. Matthew is more so. Matthew is more 
so. 

There is a particularistic strain in Matthew – a very Jewish dimension. Remember the opening verse 
which talks – [05:30] the Book of the Genealogy of Jesus Christ, the Son of David, the Son of Abraham – 
the opening verse on page one. Uh, it's quite clear that we have this strong Jewish e – e – emphasis on the 
fulfillment of the promises that God made to Abraham, Isaac and Jacob and to the people of Israel and 
that you should understand from the beginning that Jesus is the Messiah, the son of David, the promised 
King and also the decedent of Abraham. 

Turn to page eight. [06:00] You find that in the birth stories, strong reference once again. Jesus is born in 
Bethlehem of Judea (Verse 1). Then Verse 6, "That this is to fulfill what the prophet said, ‘And you, O 
Bethlehem, in the land of Judah are by no means least among the rulers of Judah, for from you shall come 
a ruler who shall govern my people, Israel.’" See, Jesus comes in fulfillment of the Old Testament 
promises. He has come to fulfill the law. [06:30] "Think not that I have come to destroy the law and 
prophets. I have come not to destroy them but to fulfill them." Matthew's emphasizing that Jesus coming 
is not the establishment of a new religion of sorts, not a rejection of Israel but it's the coming of the true 
Israel and the people who are truly Abraham, Isaac's and Jacob's children, not just by physical decent but 
by faith decent as well, they come and welcome the Messiah. [07:00] You have a couple references, page 
91, which are not found in the other gospels, but they are references that particularly single out Jesus 
coming for the people of Israel. On page 91, line ver – line 40, uh – 44 and following, “These 12 Jesus sent 
our charging them,” and you don’t find this in Mark or Luke because this is no longer of concern for 
them. [07:30] Those days are over and the gospel is spread to the Gentile world, but in the ministry of 
Jesus, Matthew wants to point out to his readers that Jesus said, “Go nowhere among the Gentiles. Enter 
no town of the Samaritans, but go rather to the lost sheep of the house of Israel. Jesus’ ministry is limited 
to the Jewish people. One Forty-four, you have another such reference – page 144 [08:00] – in 15:24, line 
12, Jesus says to the woman of Syrophoenician, "I was sent only" – line 12 – "I was sent only to the lost 
sheep of the house of Israel, but she knelt before him. This is my coming. I came for this purpose." 

Now, that would be very important if your audience is a Jewish Christian audience to show that [08:30] 
look, there's no sense thinking of going back to Israel and to the faith of Israel that ended with the -– that's 
the wrong way wording it. It's no longer enough to go back to the Old Testament and stay there. This 
Jesus came for the people of Israel. He's the fulfillment of the promises. We are the true Israel of God. 

Having said that, there's also no gospel in which there's a stronger condemnation [09:00] of many of the 
people of Israel – other Jewish leadership in particular it is dealt with harshly. Uh, let's look at a couple 
examples of them. Five:twenty on page fifty-two Jesus says, "I tell you, unless you're righteousness 
exceeds that of the scribes and Pharisees, you will never enter the kingdom of heaven," and then that 
righteousness is further described in the rest of chapter five. "You've heard it said that but I say" – "You've 
heard it said but I say," [09:30] because the – my understanding of that is that the religion of the scribes 
and Pharisees and the righteousness that they're talking about is an external righteousness, and Jesus 
says, "Yours must exceed that. It must be an internal righteousness, not just the outside of the cup that's a 
little clean but the inside,” and so, if you say you don't commit adultery, do you look and lust? [10:00] You 

!68



New Testament Survey I Dr. Robert Stein

need to clean that up in the inside. "You say you don't kill, but do you hate," and so the righteousness 
Jesus is teaching exceeds the external righteousness that the Pharisees inscribed were primarily concerned 
about. 

Turn with me to page 243. Here in 21:43, after the parable of the wicked husband and the story of the 
vineyard let out the tenants, [10:30] Matthew alone has on line 46, "Therefore, I tell you the kingdom of 
God will be taken away from you and given to a nation producing the fruits of it." Only Matthew has that 
statement, and then you have, when you start getting to page 245 and following – turn rather to 250. 
That's 250. Here you have woes to the scribes and Pharisees. Uh, let's start looking at the Verse 12, line 36, 
on [11:00] 250. "Woe to you scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites." Line 50, "Woe to you scribes and Pharisees, 
hypocrites." Line 54, "Woe to you blind guides," – religious teachers – "who say." 

Next page, line 66, "Woe to you scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites." Line 72, "Woe to you scribes and 
Pharisees, hypocrites." Seventy-eight, "Woe to you scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites." Eighty-four, [11:30] 
"Woe to you scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites. Fill up then the measure of your father. You serpents, you 
brood of vipers, how are you escaping sentence to hell?" Uh, my goodness, that's a harsh, harsh rebuke. 
Now, it's coming from a Jew to other Jews. Just always remember that. There's a lot of talk about anti-
Semitism in the New Testament. Uh, there aren't harsh things that are [12:00] said like here to various 
Jewish leaders, but this in an intra-Jewish rebuke. Jews are saying this to other Jews – Jewish Christians to 
other Jews. It's not Gentiles pronouncing a kind of judgment like that. 

Also, if you were to look at intra-Jewish squabbles outside of Christians and non-Christian Jews, it's even 
more heated. If you look at what [12:30] Qumran says about the Pharisees, those seekers of smooth things 
and the way it castigates them, and the way – way Sadducees and Pharisees talk to one another you'd say, 
"This is anti-Semitic," but it's an intra-Jewish squabble. It's a sect of the Jews, the Pharisees, and the 
Sadducees or the Qumran group and the Pharisees. Well, this is an intra-Jewish squabble. It's between a 
sect of the Jews [13:00] called Christians. The truest real as they w – and Jews that had not come to believe 
in Jesus. So, there is a harsh condemnation by Matthew of fellow Jews who are hypocritical in nature, and 
I – I think if people say that i – it was undeserved, the Jewish faith in Jesus today would be the only 
religion in the world that never had [13:30] hypocrites. I mean they had to have some. 

Now, not all the Pharisees are like this. There are some good Pharisees. Some Pharisees would become 
Christians. Some Pharisees in Jesus' ministry that warn him that Herod's out to get him. A Pharisees by 
the name of Nicodemus. So, we should not castigate the Pharisees universally. Some of the finest piety in 
Israel came out of the Pharisees. You know [14:00] hypocrisy can only grow as a parasite off of true piety. 
[joking] You know, you don't have lot of religious hypocrites in Hugh Heppner’s group. 

[laughter] 

You have piety and hypocrisy among them in churches, and so, many of the Pharisees were very devout 
people, but there were also those, and particularly the ones that seem to be confronting Jesus, who are 
hypocritical in nature, [14:30] and if you look at the Talmudic literature, they themselves criticize other 
Pharisees and the like, but remember, again, as a Gentile, I can't say think – things like that, but this is a 
Jew criticizing other Jews. It's an intra-family squabble. 

There is also, in Matthew, a universal concern. So, that here is this gospel that emphasized Jesus comes for 
the Jewish people, [15:00] yet from the very beginning of the gospel, we read that there are concerns 
broader than this. For instance, turn with me to page eight. Isn't it interesting that it is not in the writing 
of a gospel by a Gentile like Luke but in this very Jewish gospel, which is about Jesus, the son of 
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Abraham, the son of David, the Messiah, [15:30] that we read of Gentile Wiseman coming from the east to 
be present at the birth of Jesus. So, that the very beginning, this universal understanding that Jesus is not 
just limited to a particularly ethnic group or the Jews, it's for the Gentiles as well, and at the very birth of 
Jesus, you have present here, Gentiles. 

Turn to page 30. The beginning of the ministry of Jesus you have a reference that Matthew adds [16:00] 
which summarized the ministry of Jesus. Look at line 14 and following. "And leaving Nazareth, he went – 
he went and dwelt in Capernaum by the sea and the territory of Zebulun and Naphtali that what was 
spoken by the prophet Isaiah might be filled." The land of Zebulun and the land of Naphtali, well, that's 
Jewish scribes. "Toward the sea across the Jordan, Galilee of the Gentiles – the people who sat in darkness 
[16:30] have seen a great light, and for those who sit in the region in the shadow of death, light has come." 
So, you have this beginning of Jesus' ministry that the Gentile, Galilee, is also going to see the light in that 
regard. 

Turn with me to page 104. In 12:18, after this summary, Matthew adds one of his fulfillment quotations. 
"This was to fulfill what was spoken by the prophet Isaiah. Behold, my servant whom I have chosen, 
[17:00] my beloved with whom my soul is well-pleased, I will put my spirit upon him, and he will 
proclaim justice to the Gentiles. He will not wrangle or cry aloud, nor will any hear his voice in the 
streets. He will not break a bruised reed or quench a smoldering wick, till he brings justice to victory, and 
in his name will the Gentiles hope." The prophets in the Old Testament already saw that, and they saw 
that the – the promises and the covenant God made with Abraham and his descendants [17:30] was to 
reach out to the Gentile world. Matthew continues that and makes that perhaps even more explicit and 
clear. 

All right, a couple more – page 243, Matthew 21:43, here we looked at this already about the kingdom of 
God being taken away and given to a nation the Gentiles, of course, being implied in that, but perhaps 
the – the – the – clearest of them all is the very concluding [18:00] versus of the gospel – how does this 
gospel end? Matthew 28, uh – 28 and 9, page 335, the ending of the gospel of Matthew shows this 
universal understanding. The gospel is for the – "And Jesus came and said to him, 'All authority in 
heaven and earth is given to me. Go, therefore, and make disciples of all nations, baptizing them in the 
name of the Father and of the Son and of the [18:30] Holy Spirit, teaching them to observe all that I have 
commanded you and, lo, I am with you always to the close of the age.'" In the ministry of Jesus, the 
disciples were not, during that limited time, to go the Gentile world, but now with the death of Jesus, the 
purpose of the gospel is to be uh, given to the entire world, so there’s a very strong universalistic concern 
in the gospel of Matthew, more so than, I think, even in Luke. 

Matthew also has a great concern [19:00] for the church. It's the only gospel in which the word church 
ecclesia occurs. He is concerned about church discipline, especially chapter 18, and he has organized the 
material. Uh, why was Matthew the most used, uh – the most used gospel in the church? Well, because 
it's organized so well. It – it's a good gospel to teach and catechize from. 

We looked already at the alternation between [19:30] narrative and teaching materials, all of which end in 
a very distinct way. The chapter 23 is arranged so that there are 7 woes. The genealogy is arranged so that 
there are 3 sets of 14 in each. In chapters 8 and 8, there are 10 miracles. In chapter 13, 7 parables and so 
forth and so on – so, it is a very useful gospel for teaching in that way, more so than Mark or Luke, in fact, 
and that's why it was so – such a popular one. 

!70



New Testament Survey I Dr. Robert Stein

[20:01] The Christological emphasis, I think we talked already about looking at various references to the 
son of David and noticed that that's a redactional emphasis. We don't have to do that. Uh, Jesus is being 
superior to the law and to the temple. That he is the Christ emphasized more heavily than in Matthew 
and in Mar – than in Mark and Luke – excuse me. There's also, in Matthew, a strong eschatological 
emphasis. Uh, if you look at the verses d – devoted [20:30] to the end times Mark has 37, and Luke has 31. 
Matthew has 97. Strong emphasis in the number of parables not found elsewhere. The emphasis of the 
ending of history, where there will be weeping and gnashing of teeth, not found often – only once in 
Matthew and Luke – references to the parousia or the coming of the Lord and the rebirth – very, very 
strong emphasis on [21:00] eschatology and Matthew. 

Now, if you thought I'd say, "Well, exactly then who did he write to – whom did he write to?" Excuse me. 
Well, it's evident that the people he wrote to understood Greek because he wrote in Greek, all right? He 
intended to be understood. So, it's a Greek audience. Now, it seems rather clear that he also wrote to an 
audience whom he expected to understand [21:30] Jewish customs. Remember the p – uh, the exercise on 
Mark 7:1 to 23? In Verses 3 and 4 you have this explanation by Mark, which he inserts for his readers, 
explaining Jewish customs. Matthew doesn’t have it. Why? He doesn’t need to. He doesn’t need to. In 
that same passage, you have two Old Testament quotations. In Mark, [22:00] they appear, a quotation 
from Isaiah following by a quotation from Moses on the law. In Matthew, they don't occur in that order. 
They're reversed. The first quotation comes from the law and then from the prophets. That's the way Jews 
argue. First the law and then the prophets – and so he arranges that according to Jewish understanding 
other aspects in which he expects Jewish [22:30] customs. 

Uh turn with me to page 251 thereabouts. In this section of woes, in Verses 16 and following – let's see. 
That would be page 251. Uh, here you have line 54, "Woe to you blind guides who say if anyone swears 
by the temple, it is nothing, but if anyone swears by the gold of the temple, it's bound – he is bound by 
and oath. [23:00] For which is greater, you fools, the gold of the temple that has made the gold sacred – 
the gold or the temple that has made the gold sacred?" Now, notice he talks about the swearing of oaths, 
and he doesn’t explain it to his readers. What is this matter of swearing oath, a temple or gold or things 
like that? Well, Jewish – Jewish readers understood that. You don't have to explain it to them. 

When you get to page – l – line [23:30] 66 and following on the next page, "Woe to you scribes and 
Pharisees, hypocrites, for you tithe mint and dill and cumin and have neglected the weightier matters of 
the law justice and mercy and," what is this tithing of mint dill and cumin? What is all of that about? He 
doesn’t bother explaining that. 

Uh, 25, "Woe to you scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites, for you cleansed the outside of the cup and the 
plate." What, uh – what did he mean by that? What's this ceremonial washings and things of this nature? 
He assumes his audience knows? [24:00] He doesn’t have to explain that to them. Why explain it to 
people who already know that material? He uses other kinds of devices. Uh, for instance the word David 
– the name – if you add up the consonants, D, V, D – not – the vowels are not counted, uh – you come up 
the number 14. Well, the genealogy has three groups of 14, so that, again, is – that would be a very 
common, [24:30] uh, use of what we call Gematria in Exegesis. 

Expressions – kingdom of heaven versus kingdom of God – why, in all but four instances, are all the 
kingdom of Gods in Mark changed to kingdom of heaven? Y – you only can understand that by a Jewish 
practice and that is to avoid God's name. "Thou shalt not take the name of the Lord, your God, in vain," or 
if you don't take it in vain, maybe the best way of doing it is [25:00] avoid it all together. Substitute 
something else. So he substitutes – heaven – Jesus practiced that. A Jew today never will mention the 
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name of Yahweh. Yahweh is the way that the word LORD with capital letters, L-O-R-D, translates the 
Hebrew word Yahweh. "Thou shalt not take the name of the LORD" – L-O-R-D – capital letters – 
"Yahweh, [25:30] your God [25:32] [inaudible] in vain. To protect against doing that, devout Jews, way 
back before Jesus' day, simply would not pronounce the sacred name Yahweh. They would substitute 
something, and in the Septuagint, they substitute a – a different name for that. 

I remember having a professor who after her graduated, he became a pastor for a while and to learn 
Hebrew and already work on his Hebrew [26:00]. He – he – he knew Hebrew well, but he wanted to 
perfect it. Every Monday morning, he would study in the home of a Jewish rabbi – an orthodox – rabbi – 
and they would read the Old Testament together, and he said one day he was tired and he was not paying 
attention, and he came upon the sacred name and he read it out loud, and the rabbi exploded, "No, no, 
we never utter the sacred [26:30] name because you don't know if you utter it, whether you're using that 
name reverently enough, and, therefore, you substitute something," and what they would do in a normal 
reading was substitute the Hebrew word Lord Adonai in its place. Jesus did that. 

He made up a parable once called the par – we call it the Parable of the Prodigal Son and when the son 
comes back to his father in repentance, [27:00] what does he say? "Father I've sinned against heaven and 
against you." So, even Jesus practices that piety of avoiding the name of God, and here, this is what we 
have, by the way, in the kingdom of heaven, which Matthew uses instead of Kingdom of God. 

By the way, I think, on that – I think we're very flippant in our use of the name God [27:30] – very flippant 
– and there are people who would, say, don't really know the Lord God like we do, but they're reverent 
towards the name in way that we're not. Maybe we ought to be more reverent. Maybe we ought to be 
careful. Maybe be careful about jokes about God or something like, God will get you for that, or oh, God, 
uh – no, no, you'll never hear an orthodox Jew talk that way. [28:00] You wouldn't hear Jesus talk that 
way. So, I think Matthew knows that and he practices that. 

Also, the expression Kingdom of g – uh of the Father in the heavens – plural usually – very Jewish – very 
Jewish – because the word heaven in the Old Testament is the plural, Shaliam. He emphases the Jewish 
belief in the need for righteousness [28:30] before God. Your righteousness must exceed that of the scribes 
and Pharisees. He was a righteous man and things of that nature. 

We talked about fulfillment of the Old Testament, the privileged position of the Jew and Jesus' role as the 
son of David. With all that, it seem rather clear that the author of Matthew is a Christian, of course. His 
native language is Greek and he is Jewish, and he is writing to a Jewish audience. [29:00] There have been 
some attempts to say that he was a Gentile but – I mean there's always somebody who'll take an opposite 
side of anything that most people think and believe, so, uh – but he has to be a Jewish – Jewish Christian 
writing in that way. 

Now, the next stage is, well what was the situation to which he was writing? Why did he emphasize these 
things? Was it a Jewish community that was beginning to falter in its faith, maybe relapsing back to their 
original Jewish faith, and he [29:30] argues this way, and -– yeah, your guess is as good as mine if that – 
but we don't know for sure. We know what he is saying and what he is emphasizing. That's far more 
important than to try to reconstruct, well, why did he say this, and what's going on here, which would be 
very hypothetical, but that he writing to a Jewish Christian audience seems quite clear, and the reason we 
know that is from the evidence of the gossip – the gospel itself. It's quite clear. 

[30:01] Now, concerning authorship, now, it has to be Mar – Matthew, of course, because that's the way it 
reads in my Bible. Now, all of that is tradition some traditions better than other tradition – I argued about 
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the tradition concerning Mark that it was a very good tradition. Early, it goes against the views that 
normally you would associate an apostle with the gospel. This is a non-apostle who wrote it, and the anti-
marcionite prologue around 150 [30:30] is he's described as being stump-fingered – he's called stump 
finger. Uh, why would you say something like that? You wouldn't make that up. That must be good 
tradition and so forth. Uh, so, that – good tradition – 

Now, we have tradition also. Here Papias, this tradition's about 120. Here he’s quoted in Eusebius by 
saying, "Matthew collected the oracles Teologia in the Hebrew language and each translated them as best 
as he could. [31:00] Irenaeus about 180 – Matthew also issued a written gospel among the Hebrews in 
their own dialect. Origin 200 – “The first of the gospels was written according to Matthew who was a tax 
collector but afterwards, an apostle of Jesus Christ who published it for those who from Judaism, came to 
believe composed in the Hebrew language.” Eusebius, "Matthew had first preached to the Hebrews. 
When he was on the point of going to others, he transmitted in writing, in his native language, the gospel 
according to himself." [31:30] Augustine, "Of these four" – how where at about 400 – "it is true only 
Matthew's reckoned to have written in the Hebrew language; the others in Greek." 

All right, you have a pre-universal tradition. Now, the last people, may be building on the tradition of the 
people before that said these things, they may not have direct independent contact with that tradition, but 
what you have is, Matthew wrote it. He wrote it in Hebrew. [32:00] Now, our Matthew, the one we have 
in front of us, was not written in Hebrew. It was written in Greek, and if what we said earlier in the 
semester is true, he used Mark for part of that. Mark was written in Greek, and that's why they look so 
much alike in Greek. By people who are good at the languages, I'm told that Matthew is not easily 
translated simply back into Hebrew. Now, if you get – you can [32:30] translate that especially the law, 
easily back into Hebrew because there's a translation from Hebrew. Matthew doesn't function quite like 
that. 

Furthermore, the Logia, the oracles, is not a reference to the gospel necessarily. He doesn't – the earliest 
tradition about Papias is not that he wrote the Evangelion, the gospel in the Hebrew language, but he 
wrote the oracles, and each [33:00] interpreted them as best as he could. So, there's lots and lots of 
suggestions about this. Some say that the Logia that Papias is referring to is quote “the Q materials.” He 
wrote Q documents, and later, it was translated into Greek. Others say, "Well, no, what he wrote was a 
first draft – a proto-Matthew, which maybe a disciple took and he t – re – he translated it into Greek using 
Mark [33:30] or something like that. 

Others, that the Logia refer to a collection of Old Testament prophesies, "Thus, was fulfilled what was 
written by the prophet," that that's what he wrote. He made a collection of the Old Testament prophesies 
in that regard – a kind of, um – what do we call that? Um, mm – 

Audience Member: Testimony. 

Testimony – bless you. Who – who said that? 

Audience Member: [33:56.24] [inaudible] 

C – uh, congratulations, yes. 

[laughter] 

[34:00] Others say that he wrote a gospel to the Hebrews, which was an apocryphal gospel. Boy, i – i – i – 
it's really hard. Of all the authorships of the gospels, this is the one I – you have tradition. Matthews 
associated with it, but if you say, "Well, that means Matthew had to write it," but yet part of that tradition 
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makes you kind of waiver because they said this gospel was written in Hebrew, and [34:30] it doesn't look 
like it was written in – this – this gospel was written in Greek, and if you use Mark, like we've been 
arguing, it was in h – in Greek for sure. Um, so, what do you do? Somehow, I think Matthew is connected 
with what we have in this first gospel. It's about as much as I can say. [35:00] I think he's somehow 
connected with it, but I don't know where. I don't think the final product, which would b – been written 
after Mark probably AD 90 – there's some – some thoughts, for instance, uh – there's some sayings in – in 
– and illusions in the gospel that looks like it's written on the other side of AD 70, after the destruction of 
Jerusalem. 

For instance, in one of the parables in the parable in which – o – of the Great Supper, a man goes out and 
invites [35:30] people to come and – the King – he's a king. He invites people to come. They don't come to 
the banquet, and then the king becomes angry and says, "Go out and bring others in," but then you have 
the statement, "And the king will destroy that city." Boy, no, if you're looking on the other side of AD 70, 
you probably know what that means. Uh, it means the destruction of Jerusalem. He's adding an illusion 
to it, and some of the prophecies about the city l – look like some of the [36:00] dots – and the T's are 
crossed and dotted – some of the I's and T's are crossed and dotted because they seem to be described in 
more detail than in Mark. So, if it's written after that time, the final product of Matthew was not written 
by Matthew. Somewhere before that, he is connected with something that eventually becomes our 
Matthew, but the final product is not, quote, "written by Matthew," unquote. [36:30] Less difficulty with 
Mark in authorship, with Johannine authorship uh, and Luke in authorship, but Matthew's something of 
a problem here. 

Let me comment. Does it affect the meaning of the gospel of Matthew, who wrote it? No, it means the 
same. That's why we emphasize that. 
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Chapter 9

Today we are looking at the gospel of Luke. Of all the writers in the New Testament — the one who has 
not written the most in the New Testament is not Paul with all his letters but Luke and the book of Acts, 
which are such long portions of scripture.

[00:32] Again we are going to wait and talk about authorship later. Want to talk about some of the 
theological emphases found in the gospel of Luke. And one of the interesting concerns of Luke is this 
great concern for the outcast, the oppressed, the down and out kinds of people.

[00:50] A great concerns, for instance with tax collectors, and you say well, I though Matthew was a tax 
collector and he would be concerned this way. 

[00:57] Luke has great concern for these. Turn with me to page 99. You have here in the midst of a 
reference to account 107, line 27 on page 99. Luke has, when they heard this all the people and the tax 
collectors justify God, having being baptized in the baptism of John. But the Pharisees and the lawyers 
rejected the purpose of God for themselves. Not having been baptized by him, John the Baptist. 

[01:26] So we have tax collectors rejoicing of the coming of John the Baptist, the Pharisees and lawyers, 
not. You go to page 194, and here you have in the opening verses of this chapter, which has three 
parables, the parable of the prodigal son ending it. Verse one, Luke in this — Luke's introductory 
material. Now the tax collectors and sinners were all drawing near to hear him. And the Pharisees and 
scribe murmured saying this man receives sinners and eats with them. 

[02:04] We have on page 205, the parable of the Pharisee and the publican [tape skipped] [02:09] and here 
you have he also told this parable to some who trusted themselves that they were righteous and despised 
others too. And two men went up to the temple to pray when a Pharisee and the other, a tax collector. 
And you know the story the Pharisee boost in his righteousness, the tax collector is repentant and ask 
God for mercy. And Jesus says the tax collector that goes away justified because he had humbled himself.

[2:35] And then you have the story of Zacchaeus, 19 we won't look at that, but here you have a tax 
collector who receives forgiveness, welcomes Jesus and all this, of course, stands in sharp contrast with 
the Pharisees and scribe.

[02:52] In that same passage in Luke 15, back to page 194, you his great emphasis and concern for sinners. 
This man receives sinners and eats with them, verse two. That's right, he does. And then after the first 
parable, the parable ends in line 14, Luke 15:7. I tell you there will be more joy in heaven over one sinner 
who repents then over 99 righteous persons who need their repentance.  
 

[03:20] And then after the parable of the lost coin, verse 10. Just so I tell you there is joy over the angels of 
God over one sinner who repents. Here you have the concern for again outcast. Pharisees are opposed to 
the message of Jesus, but the tax collector and sinners are in favor of him. 

[03:42] You have a great concern for the poor in Luke. Page 192, here you have ethical teachings of Jesus. 
And he says, in verse 12, line 10, at the top of 192, when you give a banquet or a dinner or banquet, do 
not invite your friends or your brothers, or kinsman or rich neighbors. Unless they invite you in return 
and you be repaid. But when you give a feast, invite the poor, the maimed, the lame and the blind and 
you will be blessed because they cannot repay you. You will be repaid at the resurrection of the just. 
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[04:18] And then in the following parable, the parable of the Great Supper, you have when those who 
have been invited to the banquet or reject the banquet invitation, you have then the master, in line 19, 
page 193. Then the householder, in anger, said to his servant, “Go out quickly to the streets and lanes of 
city and bring the poor and maimed and blind, and lame.” So you have this great concern for the poor.

[04:48] Turn to page 198. Here you have the parable of the rich man in Lazareth and it's the poor man that 
goes to Abraham bosom and the rich man is the one who parishes as a result. Then in 228, the last line 19 
here is the story of Zacchaeus and verse seven, when they saw it, they being those who oppose Jesus, the 
Pharisees and scribes. When they saw it they all murmured gone to be a guest of a man who is a sinner. 
Another reference to the concern for the sinners. So Zacchaeus stood and said to the Lord, behold Lord 
my good I give to the poor and if I have defrauded anyone of them of anything, I restore four fold. And 
Jesus said, today salvation has come to this house and is also the son of Abraham. 

[05:43] You know it's really interesting. I think most of us probably would find it very easy to preach 
about the love of God to the poor and the need to help the poor. If we had poor congregations. It's when 
you have a rich congregation, that it takes more courage to do this. And notice whom Luke is writing to. 
Most excellent Theophilus.

[06:12] So he is writing his gospel to a man who is undoubtedly well to do, nobility. And he is 
emphasizing the concern for the poor. He has a great concern for widows, 204. Here you have this parable 
of the unjust judge and it shows that women like this, this widow will be vindicated. The whole parable 
talks about will God ignore the cries his poor, the widows who cry out for justice. No there is a day 
coming.

[06:46] And if this unjust judge, just to get rid of this woman's cry will do justice, how much more will her 
Father in heaven, in that final day, bring justice upon the earth? Whoa to those who are unjust this way. 
But you who are poor, you who are widows there is a day coming when things will be changed.

[07:07] We looked already at these references to the poor, the maimed, the lame and the blind. And then 
we can look at the special concern for another outcast group, the Samaritans, and that carries over into 
the book of Acts.

[07:20] But there is another emphasis and that is his concern for women. It's a very unusual gospel this 
way. It fits right in to the concern for treating people equally in our own day. Turn with me to page two. I 
want you to notice something that is cursed time and time again throughout the book of Luke. 

[07:42] In Luke, chapter 1:5 we have the story of how God visits a man by the name of Zachariah. Now if 
you go to the next story beginning at verse 26. Now God visits a woman named Mary. Turn to page nine. 
We have a story, when the purification takes place Jesus is presented in the temple and there is present 
there and man, and devote man named Anus, let's see ah, okay where does he, oh Simeon, Simeon excuse 
me.

[08:21] Now line six, now there was a man whose name was Simeon, a man who is righteous and devote 
and so forth. Now if you go to line 21 on the next page, verse 36, this is followed by a story of the blessing 
of the son of God by a woman that follows.

[08:42] Turn with me to page 73. Here you have a story of a Centurion who comes to Jesus for healing. But 
turn to the next page, 11:17 on page 75 you have a woman who comes to Jesus. And the woman's story 
right next to each other.
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[09:01] Turn to page 188. Here you have the parable of the mustard seed in verse 19. It's like a grain of 
mustard seed which a man took and sowed in the garden.

[09:13] Then turn to the next parable, in verses 20 and 21, top of page 189. And he said, “To what shall I 
compare the kingdom of God. It is like lemon which a woman took.” A parable about a man followed by 
a parable about a woman. 

[09:29] Page 194 you have the parable about the lost sheep. At the bottom of the page line five in Luke, 
verse four. What man of you having a hundred sheep who is lost, when does the 99 in the wilderness and 
so forth. That's followed by a parable or what woman having ten silver coins.

[09:47] And he places side by side, stories about men and women He has a great concern for women who 
are part of the outcast of his day. It's rather ironic in some ways that the new RSV in these two collections 
of parables which place a parable about a man and a parable of a woman together. And Luke 
intentionally places them side by side.

[10:10] The introduce the first parable in each instance a certain man and in the second one a woman. No, 
they don't have a certain man, a person lost their sheep and then they have a woman losing a coin. And 
then they have a person having planted a garden and then a woman planted yeast and so forth and so on.

[10:35] And so I wrote the editor who is one of my professors, Bruce Metzger [phonetic] and I said, that's 
strange to do that because Luke intentionally throughout his gospel places stories of men and women 
side by side. And he wrote a very nice note back to me and said that probably the next time they come 
and discuss those passages in Luke again they will give it careful consideration. 

[10:59] Sometimes you are so eager to maybe have an agenda, and a lot of them in the committee perhaps 
had a egalitarian agenda that they undid that man and made it a person but they left the person a 
woman. And Luke puts men and women together. Side by side honoring both. So that he is very much in 
favor of supporting women that way.

[11:20] And then if you look at page 67 and you look at the passage on the love of enemies. Again I will 
press, notice that if you look at the Matthean [phonetic] parallel which is on line 15, you've heard that is 
was said, you shall love you neighbor and hate your enemy, but I say love your enemies and pray for 
those who persecute you. Luke adds, but I say to you love your enemies, do good to those who hate you, 
bless those who curse you, pray for those who abuse you.

[11:48] You have four lines repeated about the same concern for one's enemies. So there is a great concern 
in Luke for the outcast of society and if you were interested in understanding something of the 
implications of the gospel and of Jesus concern for the outcast of society. Luke's the gospel to turn to. The 
other gospels have this as well, but not to the extent and emphasis as you find in Luke.

[12:18] When, if you turn to page 31, Luke in his gospel begins with a sermon at the first point where he 
really can give it. A sermon by Jesus at kinda outlines the whole ministry of Jesus, message and so forth. 
Right after his baptism, he comes to the city of Nazareth where he was raised. He goes to the synagogue; 
they gave him a book to read from the prophet Isaiah. He opens it up. 

[12:47] And if you look at line 13 and following verses 18 of Luke four. Jesus reads, the Spirit of the Lord 
upon me, because he has anointed me to preach good news to the poor. He has sent me to proclaim 
release to the captives and recovering the site to the blind. To set a liberty those were oppressed. to 
proclaim the acceptable year of the Lord. Close the book, give it back to the attendant, sat down, the eyes 

!77



New Testament Survey I Dr. Robert Stein

of all the synagogue were fixed upon him. Luke is pointing out, every bodies wondering what is he going 
to say now, and he is drawing our attention as readers to Jesus reply which is very important. 

[13:21] Today, this scripture has been fulfilled in your hearing. This is the fulfillment of the...but notice 
preaching good news to the poor, release to the captives, recovering the sight to the blind, liberty for the 
oppressed and so forth.

[13:36] And interestingly enough, when in the book of Acts, the apostle Paul gives his testimony. His call 
to the ministry is repeated now before King Agrippa and in Acts 28, verses, Twenty-six rather verses 16 to 
18. He says, and the Lord said to me, I am Jesus whom you are persecuting, but rise and stand upon your 
feet for I have appeared to you for this purpose to appoint you and serve to bear witness to the things 
you have seen in me. And to those who will try will appear to you delivering you from the people and 
from the Gentiles to whom I send you. To open their eyes that they may turn from darkness to light. And 
the power saying to God, that they may receive forgiveness of sins in a place among those who are 
sanctified by faith in me. 

[14:23] Same kind of thing Jesus is giving in his message at Nazareth. A great concern in the gospel of 
Luke for the outcast. In Luke as you might expect, Luke being a Gentile there is a great concern. If you 
look at the genealogy on page 19, there are a number of differences in the genealogies. We will look at that 
later on. If you are looking for a perfect explanation to harmonize all these, don't hold your breath.

[14:56] When we come to them I am going to be very frustrated in myself and I don't know exactly, but 
here is some suggestions. But the important thing for us now is to know is that when Jesus, when Luke 
begins his genealogy of Jesus he begins and ends in a different place.

[15:14] Matthew ends with Abraham. Luke goes beyond Abraham on page 19, the son of Enos, the son of 
Seth, the son of Adam, the son of God. Matthew's Jesus is clearly the fulfillment of the Jewish promises. 
The Jesus of Luke is the fulfillment of all the promises for everyone.

[15:38] He is the son of Adam and therefore benefits the Gentile world as well. There are in Luke there are 
a number of concerns that place the gospel in the framework of the world of his day. 

[15:54] Turn to page seven, Luke 2:1. Here is the centering of the story of Jesus. In those days a decree 
went off from Caesar Augustus that all the world should be enrolled. This is the first enrollment. When 
the [inaudible] [16:09] was governor of Sirius and went to be enrolled each to its own city.

[16:13] Takes place in the Roman Empire. In the context of the emperor and the world being taxed and so 
forth. Then in chapter three once again, verse one, you have another kind of opening this way. 

[16:26] In the 15th year of the reign of Tiberius Cesar. Pontius Pilate being governor of Judea, Herod being 
tetrarch of Gala and his brother Phillip tetrarch of the region Iterea and Trachonitis and Lysanias tetrarch 
of Abilene and the high priest of [inaudible] [16:40] the word of the Lord came to John, the son of 
Zachariah in the wilderness.

[16:44] See you are getting a placement in not just Judea, but in the world of the Roman Empire. There are 
various kind of missions that are implied. Turn with me to page 193. Here you have the parable of the 
Great Supper.

[17:02] It’s debated exactly as to how this parable of the Great Supper is related to the parable in Matthew. 
There are numerous differences between them as well as similarities. But one of the differences is as 
follows. When you have in the, messengers going out to bring people to the banquet, in line 23 of 193.
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[17:25] The masters go out quickly into the streets and lanes of the city and bring in the poor, maimed and 
blind and lame. This gives you the immediate area. The servers say, sir when your command has been 
done and still there is room. And the master said to the servant. Go out to the highways go beyond the 
hedges and tell people to come in, that my house may be filled. 

[17:44] Most commentators on Luke see this two fold sending out as implying not are the poor and the 
outcast of Israel all entering the kingdom of God, but those even further out. The Gentiles are entering the 
kingdom as well.

[18:01] You have then the explicit mention in regard to the last commission in page 335. Let's look real 
quickly at that. In verses 46, 47 Jesus says, thus it is written that Christ should suffer on the third day rise 
from the dead and that repentance and forgiveness of sin should be preached in the name through all 
nations. Beginning from Jerusalem.

[18:27] And then you pick that up in Acts 1:8. You shall receive power after the Holy Spirit has come upon 
you and you shall be my witnesses in Jerusalem. Then Judea, Samaria and to the ends of the earth. 

[18:39] So you have this universal in Luke as well. Warning concerning riches abound. There is great 
danger in being wealthy in Luke page 66. Remember he is saying this to Theophilus. You have verses 24 
and 25, whoa to you that are rich, at the very bottom of 66, for you have received your constellation. 
Whoa, that you are full now for you shall hunger.

[19:09] Page 182, 182, very top of the page you have somebody saying, teacher bid my brother divide the 
inheritance with me. But, he said, man who made me judge or divider over you. And he said to them, 
take heed and be aware of all covetousness, for man's life does not consist in the abundance of his 
possessions.

[19:31] Then you have the following parable of the rich fool, which ends, so is he who lays up treasure for 
himself, and is not rich toward God. Page 196, you have the parable of the unjust steward which there 
talks about making yourselves friends by unrighteous mammon, verse 9. So that when if, when money 
fails they will receive you in the eternal habitations.

[20:01] Then you have faithfulness with regard to what you possess in verses 10, 11 and 12. Yeah, there is 
great concern on this. Uh, repentance and other strong emphasis in the gospel. Forgiveness that we have 
already looked at and we looked at two other areas, we are not going to repeat the emphasis of the 
coming of the Spirit. The importance of the Spirit, which it carries over into the book of Acts. Importance 
on prayer, which likewise carries over and follows in the gospel of Acts, in the book of Acts, excuse me.

[20:35] Many times people in scholarly circles talk about Luke-Acts. Because you really can't understand 
one without the other. And if you ever want to know what Luke is getting at in the book of Luke and you 
are not sure, well the best book next to go to is the book of Acts. Not another gospel but another book. 
The book written by the same man, with much of the same theme carrying it through. So Luke-Acts, 
when you preach from Luke, you refer to Acts very easily and visa verse as well. 

[21:10] Now it gives us some of the theological emphasis, needless to say, ah, we have less than an hour to 
talk about a whole gospel and I can't do a great deal. But, I wanted to show you some of the specific 
emphasis on the gospel. Somewhat different then Matthew, not contradictory but somewhat specific.  
 

[21:33] Now with regard to the authorship again it’s an anonymous work. The Moratorium Canon 
towards the end of the one hundreds maybe 190 or so. Writes the third book of the gospel according to 
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Luke. Luke left [inaudible] [21:48] after the ascension of Christ when Paul had taken his companion of his 
journey, composed it in his own name on the bases of report.

[21:56] Ireneus. about 180, Luke, the follower of Paul recorded in the book the gospel that was preached 
by him. And later, Luke preached with Paul and was entrusted with handing on the gospel to us. Origin, I 
would say maybe 200. Is quoted by Eusebius, thirdly that according to Luke who wrote for those who, 
from the Gentiles the gospel that was praised by Paul. 

[22:21] Eusebius, the great church historian writes around 325. But he is bringing together the traditions 
he is familiar with that are much earlier. Luke who was by race a Antiochian and a physician by 
profession was long a companion of Paul and had careful conversation with the other apostles and two 
books left us examples of the medicine for souls which he had gained from them. 

[22:48] The gospel which he testified that he had planned according to the tradition. Received by those 
who were from the beginning eyewitnesses and ministers of the word, all of them he says moreover he 
had followed from the beginning and the acts of the apostles which he pose, no longer on the evidence of 
hearing, but of his own eyes.

[23:05] Teetallon, 190 or so Luke's gospel is described as the gospel of his masters. Again, you have very 
strong tradition. Once again you have to realize that the non-apostle is attributed this book. Which I think 
lends weight to the care and the credibility I think of that tradition.

[23:26] This connection with the book of Acts I think is very clear. Acts refers specifically to the preceding 
book, it talks about the same person being the same recipient of that book. In the first book Otheotheus 
[phonetic] [23:43] dealt with all that Jesus began to do and teach, until the day when he was taken up.

[23:50] All right, you go through chapters one of Luke to 24, he ascends to heaven. And then you have 
here, in verse four, while staying with them he charged them not to depart from Jerusalem, but to wait for 
the promise of Father, he said you heard from me. For John baptized with water, but before many days 
you shall be baptized with the Holy Spirit. And the Spirit comes at the day of Pentecost.

[24:13] And the once again in 1:8 they are told to remain for that coming of the Spirit. So, the style is alike 
the vocabulary is alike, there is reference in the book of Act 2 the proceeding book. I think you have to be 
extremely skeptical that they same author did not write both books. Its kind of, you know if you are that 
skeptical, you can get to the place where he said Jesus never lived or something like that. Are you going 
to be negative in regard to, but the evidence I think is irrefutable that Luke, the gospel was written by the 
same author as the Acts of the Apostles.

[24:56] Now, let me refer to these three resections in the book of Acts. In Acts 16:10 to 17. We have the first 
we section. Okay now in the proceeding for instance verses you read, when she was baptized with the 
household, let me read a few verses earlier so we get a context. And they went through the region Freesia 
and Galatia, having been forbidden by the Holy Spirit to speak the word in Asia. And when they had 
come opposite Mysia, verse nine. And a vision appeared to Paul in the night, a man of Macedonia was 
standing and beseeching him and saying come over to Macedonia and help us. And when he had seen 
the vision immediately we sought to go into Macedonia, concluding that God had us to preach the gospel 
to them. Setting sail therefore for Troas, we made a direct voyage. 

[25:54] Alright now after you get to the verse 17 you go, verse 16 reads as we were going to the place of 
prayer we were met by a slave girl who had a [inaudible][26:04] and brought her own as much gain by 
sooth saying. She followed Paul and us, saying these men are servants of the most high God 
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[26:14] Now you have, and this she did for many days with Paul was annoyed and turned to said the 
Spirit, but when her own, from now on it's back to the third person. The we is all gone. Now when you 
get to chapter 20:5 the we section begins again. Verse one of chapter 20 after the [inaudible] [26:34] Paul 
sent for the disciples and having exhorted them took leave. When had gone through these parts and so 
forth.

[26:41] Then in verse five, these went on and were waiting for us at Troas. But we sailed, verse seven on 
the first [inaudible] [26:50] We were gathered. And so from 20:5 to 21:18 you have another we section 
where everything is in the first person plural.

[27:00] But then in verse 19 of chapter 21, we switch back to the third person. But, in chapter 27 to 28:16 
we have another we section. I think the author of Acts is saying I was there. The we, is not some sort of 
genre or some sort of a pretending a situation. It's a real we. We were together in these at this time. 

[27:34] There have been attempts to discredit that and say there was a particular we journey form genre 
that Luke is using here, which after about a decade of that, Cilea nous. they realized there was never was 
a genre to start with. It's clearly a claim by the author that he is part of that.

[27:55] That helps us with regard to trying to understand the authorship of this book. Because you can 
roughly put together from Paul's letters who his companions were. If you went through the letters of 
Paul, you can list Timothy, Barnabas, Luke the physician, Tychicus and you can list them all out.  
 

[28:17] Now if you look through the we sections, they mention a lot of these people in the third person. 
When we came to such and such place there, we saw Timothy. Well you know Timothy can't be one of the 
we person with Paul here. And you can eliminate them, those that are specifically mentioned. Now do 
you, you don't eliminate everyone but one, but you narrow down considerably the people we know are 
associated with Paul who are not mentioned objectively as not being in the we group. And one of them is 
Luke. One of them is Luke, so that I think helps support the Luke authorship as not a perfect proof that 
way, but it helps.

[28:59] A man by the name of Hobart in the nineteenth century tried to prove that this book had to be 
written by a physician, Luke-Acts, because he has particular concern in describing the illnesses and the 
healing of various people. And Hobart argued that this was written by a physician and that all accords 
with that Luke was the physician.

[29:24] Well, I am trying to think of the man's name that did a Harvard dissertation on the subject. But 
what he did was to look at other writings of intelligent people of that first century or so. And notice 
various use of medical terminology and he found out that other people who were not physicians could 
write using some of that language. And so it was not proof that a physician had to write that particular of 
work. I wish I would remember his name right now. But there was a little ditty at Harvard that he 
received his doctrine from Harvard, but taking away the doctrine of the author of Luke-Acts. So, he didn't 
have to be a doctor to of written this. 

[30:07] I think there is evidence this fits nicely a doctor even though you can't prove that it had to be a 
doctor. And I would support Luke in authorship as well. Luke is referred to of course as Luke the 
physician in Colossians 4:14.

[30:22] With regards to his sources, we have Mark we have that Q-material, we have that L-material. 
Noticing that some of the we sections are written during a stay in Palestine, where this information was 
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possible. We for instance in the book of Acts notice that he talks about the story of the Ethiopian eunuch, 
and we find out that in one of the we sections of Acts he stays in the home of Philip, the evangelist who is 
one who leads the Ethiopian eunuch to Christ. What better would you have gotten that story then from 
Philip himself?

[31:01] Luke does not have as much of Mark as Matthew has. He has the same amount of Q-material, can 
you guess why? Well the only way you know Q is if they both have it, so they have to have the same 
amount. But then if you look at the L-material you will have a great deal more. Whether some of this L-
material also was Q-material is impossible to say.

[31:25] As to the Audience of Luke, the tradition suggest that he wrote to Gentiles most excellent 
Theophilus. As I say that is used of the governors of Judea, Felix twice and Fetus once. I think I 
mentioned Agrippa, but it's not Agrippa, but Felix and Fetus the governors of Judea.

[31:50] You have some other suggestions. If you look at page 40 for a minute, you have Luke doing 
something to his mark and account. When you get to line 14:4 in Mark, and when they could not get near 
him because of the crowd, they removed the roof above him. And when they had made an opening they 
unroofed the roof, and the word used made an opening as a word used for digging your canal, gouging 
out an eye, it's a digging kind of thing. Talks, well what do you do? What kinda of roof is it that you dig 
out? Well a mud thatch kinda roof that was typical in Palestine.

[32:33] But when you get to Luke, you have him saying because of the crowd they went up on the roof 
and let him down with his bed through the tiles into the midst before Jesus.

[32:47] This looks like it’s a home outside of Palestine and the kind of home that Theophilus was familiar 
with which would have tile roofs and so, to show how he was lowered through the roof. Luke used the 
vocabulary of going through a tile roof.

[33:01] Page 67, you have another change in these two sayings. If you look at line six, Matthew has do not 
resist one who is evil but if anyone strikes you on the right check turn to him the other also.

[33:15] If anyone would sue you and take your coat, let him have your cloak as well. what is envisioned 
here is a legal situation in Israel where you could sue a person for the inter-garment which here is 
referred to as the coat. But, you could not sue him for the outer garment which was a cloak, because a 
person slept as well in their cloak and take would give him warmth and he needed that for life. So that 
humanitarian reasons would say you can take the underwear but you can't have the pants or something 
like that, right cause you need the outer one for warmth.

[33:50] Well, Luke has it if anyone would take from you your coat; do not withhold even your shirt. He 
has the same work in a theft situation, which probably be more understanding to a Gentile who would 
not know about the suing for clothing and so forth. And here you have a reversal. Because you can't hold 
up a person and steal his shorts. The first thing you take is his pants. So now, he had the outer garment 
being taken. And the inter-garment left and so forth and so on.

[34:25] Now this is an example of hyperbole here and needless to say, if somebody steals you pants, you 
also say would you like my shorts as well. But, you simple say, don't resist, turn your other cheek kinda 
mentality.

[34:39] And it looks like this is being [audience laughter] [34:41]. I have to remember that sometimes you 
say things that are even more witty or more embarrassing. It's all according of how you look at it than the 
other.
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[34:53] All right, let us go on quickly. Now, as to the dating of this if Luke is using Mark it has to be 
written after Mark, which is towards the end of the sixties. They are a couple places in the book of Luke 
that looks like it might be referring to things that involve the fall of Jerusalem and describing that.

[35:20] Turn with me to page 369, oh excuse me 236, 236. Here you have Jesus weeping over Jerusalem 
and verses 43 and following he says, for the days will come upon you when your enemies will cast up a 
bank about you and surround you and hem you in on every side and dash you to the ground and you 
and your children with in you. And they will not leave one stone upon another in you because you did 
not know the time of your visitation.

[35:51] Some have suggested that this looks like it is describing some of the some of the events in the fall 
of Jerusalem. Another words, Jesus predicted the fall of Jerusalem and in that prediction Luke now dots 
the i's and crosses the t's that Jesus gave about the destruction and makes it more specific.

[36:10] Turn to page 258, for another one of those. Here you have in Luke 21:20, when you, at that very 
bottom of 258, but when you see Jerusalem surrounded by armies you know that its desolation has come 
near. Then let those who are in Judea and flea to the mountains and so forth and then in verse 24 they will 
fall by the edge of the sword and be lead captive among all nations. And Jerusalem will be trodden down 
by the Gentiles, until the time of the Gentiles are fulfilled.

[36:40] Some have suggested in, I don't think you would be dogmatic on that. But, it looks like he maybe 
was describing this from the prospective of what has happened in Jerusalem and said Jesus has predicted 
this, which he of course did. And that would suggest it also a post A.D. 70 in that regard. 
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Chapter 10

Now in the explicit Christology, the use of the titles is much more evident in John than in the synoptics. 
For instance the title Son of God is found 12 times in Matthew, six or seven times [00:30] in Mark, eight in 
Luke, but 29 times when we get to John. 

Uh, it’s found in the places I’ve listed there and uh, it seemed very clear that Jesus seems to be teaching 
much more explicitly that he’s the Son of God in John than in the synoptics. When we get to the title 
Christ, we find a similar phenomenon. Uh, Matthew has it 16 times, Mark seven, Luke 12, John 17 times 
[01:00] and it’s found rather openly. 

Turn with me, for instance, to page 29. In John 4, verse 25, we have the woman of Samaria saying to Jesus, 
that would be line 22, the woman said to him, “I know that Messiah is coming. He was called Christ. 
When he comes, he will show us all things.” Jesus said to her, “I, who speak to you, am he.” 

So you have this [01:30] openness of his Messiahship here, whereas when Peter confesses him to be the 
Christ, he says don’t tell anybody. Uh, so you have much more of an openness. 

Let’s look at another example. Page 222, this would be John 11:27, line 24, well, actually line 22, verse 25, 
Jesus said to her, “I am the resurrection and the life. He who [02:00] believes in me though he die, yet 
shall he live, and whoever lives and believes in me shall never die. Do you believe this?” 

She said to him, “Yes, Lord, I believe you are the Christ, the Son of God, he who is coming into the 
world.” Uh, you have a much more open expression of who Jesus is in regard to his Christology. You also 
have in John the explicit use of the title God for Jesus [02:30]. 

Uh, turn with me to the opening page in your synopsis where we have the opening account. Here you 
have page 1, “In the beginning was the word and the word was with God and the word was God.” 
Despite what Job, his witnesses say, this is the only way in which you could say that Jesus is God [03:00] 
in that particular Greek format. 

If you put an article in front of God here like they suggest, that would leave no room for the Father or the 
Spirit. So it’s the only way you can say he is truly God here and you go on and say he was in the 
beginning with God. So not only is he called God, he is attribute eternality. 

He has always been there. All things were made through him and without him was not anything made 
that was made [03:30]. 

Now in the Greek world, you might have a lesser beings in the heavens who create the things in 
Gnosticism in which the matter and world looks evil, you want to get as far away from God as possible in 
the creation but this is written by a Jew and when he writes about the creation, he’s thinking of, ‘In the 
beginning, God created,’ and here you have the creation being attributed to Jesus. 

Uh, then when we get to verse [04:00] 18, no one has ever seen God, the only Son. Now you have a ‘B’ 
here, which is a, says there’s a footnote and the footnote says, ‘Other ancient authorities read God, the 
only God, other authorities read, who is in the bosom of the Father has made him known.’ 

Now you have a textual problem and you have to now say, well, which reading is more likely [04:30]. In 
textural criticism, when you have various readings, one of the guides to go by is what is the reading that 
scribes would most likely want to change. 
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Would they want to change only begotten God to only begotten Son or would they change only begotten 
Son to only begotten God? I think very honestly [05:00] they would have probably wanted to change the 
only begotten God to only Son, because only begotten Son comes up in John 3:16 and so when you think 
of the only begotten, you don’t think of God, you think of the only begotten Son. 

So only begotten God is what we would call the more difficult reading and, therefore, it’s more likely to 
be the original one. Interestingly enough, in the new RSV, even though it has a a lot of things [05:30] I’m 
unhappy about, they translated the only God who is the bosom of the Father, his reveal of him. 

So here, 1:18, he is explicitly referred to God, as well. Uh, when we get to 5:18, page 130 beginning of line 
14, “But Jesus answered them, my Father’s working still and I am working. This is why the Jews sought 
all the more to kill him, because he not only broke the Sabbath, [06:00] but also called God his own Father, 
making himself equal with God.” 

Uh, 10:33, page 221, another such reference, page 221, John 10:33. Here you have on line 9, “Jesus 
answered, ‘And I have shown you many good works from the Father. For which of these do you stone 
me?’ The Jews answered him, ‘It is not for a good work that we stone you, but for blasphemy, because 
you, being a man, [06:30] make yourself God,’” and in 331, John 20:28, here Jesus appears before Thomas 
and Thomas says, “My Lord and my God.” 

It’s a member, a Baptist woman called me once, because she was having a friend who’s a [inaudible]
[06:58] this witness trying to talk about [07:00] Jesus not being very God, a very God, arguing against the 
Trinitarian doctrine of Christianity and so we were talk-, and she asked me to talk to her and I talked to 
her on the phone and she said some things and I said, “Look, when Thomas prays to Jesus and addresses 
him, ‘my Lord and my God,’ and when the early church prays, ‘Maranatha, come quickly, Lord Jesus,’ let 
me ask you something. Do you ever pray to Jesus?” [07:30] 

“No, we pray to God in Jesus name but not to Jesus.” I said, “Well, there’s something between your faith 
and the early church’s faith and do you ever call him God?” “No, we call him the Son of the God.” “Here 
in the Bible, he’s directly called God. Something, something’s different between your view of Jesus and 
the biblical understanding that way.” 

So John, he has this explicit reference to the deity of Jesus very explicit where there are illusions to this 
[08:00] in the synoptic gospels and when we talk about the Christology of Jesus, certain of his actions are 
actions that are only the prerogative of God, who can forgive sins but God alone and Jesus says, “I can. I’ll 
show you,” but John has explicitly the references to his being God. 

Uh, the implicit Christology there the miracles, the signs of who he is, various ‘I Am’ sayings, I am the 
bread of life, I am the door, I am the way, I am the truth [08:30], I am the life, a lot of ‘I am’ sayings, which, 
by the way, when you preach, you want to avoid. 

Keep the I’s out of the pulpit uh, talk about Jesus and you don’t have to talk so much but I just, unless 
you need an example of something, some time to the person who, as a Christian, can become a buffoon, 
then you can use yourself but that’s when I come and use myself as the example but Jesus has a real 
egocentric [09:00] view of himself. 

He thinks the world rotates around himself but it doesn’t rotate around Bob Stein. That’s why the ‘I Am’s’ 
are not appropriate for a Bob Stein or for you. It’s for Jesus [inaudible][19:16]. He has a number of places 
where he refers to himself as being where John points out that Jesus is greater than John the Baptist. 
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Some have suggested that there may have been some in his audience that were followers of John the 
Baptist [09:30] like in Acts, chapter 19 but that’s an hypothesis and we don’t know of that for certainty. 

It’s glorious spoken of and the theme of the whole gospel, on page 336, is John 20:30 to 31, where John 
now, the writer says, “Now Jesus did many of the signs in the presence of the disciples, which are not 
written in this book but these are written. This is why [10:00] I wrote this, that you may believe that Jesus 
is the Christ, the Son of God and that believing, you might have life in his name.” 

It’s a very clear explicit Christology. That, which in the synoptic gospel, tends to be more hidden and less 
obvious and explicit becomes much more explicit in the gospel of John. Uh, we talk, for instance, about 
the emphasis on the Holy Spirit in the gospel of Luke [10:30] but notice that the promise of the Spirit 
coming in Matthew occurs twice and Mark twice and Luke twice but in John 13 times and the references 
to the Paraklete are unique to John in that regard. 

There is also, in John, a kind of dualism. Uh, turn with me to page 209. In John 8:23, you have these 
words, “You are from [11:00] below. I am from above. You are of this world. I am not of this world,” and 
then you got to 7:7 on page 206, John 7:7, “The world cannot hate you but it hates me, because I testify of 
it that its works are evil.” 

Uh, jump to 293, you have, again, this kind of dualism [11:30]. I’ll have to explain that, though. John 15:18 
and 19, “If the world hates you, know that it has hated me before it hated of you, hated you. If you were 
of the world, the world would love its own, but because you are not of the world, but I chose you out of 
the world, therefore, the world hates you.” 

You have this strong dualism in, in John. This world is evil. Jesus comes from another world [12:00]. He is 
the light and this world is darkness. He is of the spirit. The world is of the flesh and so forth, and you 
have this contrast. 

Now you have to be very careful about this kind of dualism, because the world of Jesus day knew a 
dualism through Greek philosophy, particular [Platonism][12:22]. That was what we call an [oncological]
[12:25] dualism. That means that it’s a dualism [12:30] in essence. 

In the very beginning, there were two things, matter and Spirit. They’ve always existed. The one is evil, 
matter. The other is good, Spirit. It’s [untheological][12:44]. It’s in the essence of things. This dualism is a 
moral dualism, not an [oncological][12:52] one. 

We’re not talking about material things. We’re talking about a moral dualism of good and evil [13:00], of 
light and darkness, of flesh and spirit and so forth and we’re not talking about material things, we’re 
talking about moral, moral ethical things, whereas Greek dualism is materialistic. 

It is of the essence. Matter substance is evil in and of itself. There’s no such thing as a good piece of 
matter. The only thing that is good is spirit. That’s not the dualism here [13:30]. This is a ethical moral 
dualism that is going on, not platonic, and we know that because once you read, in John 1:14, “And the 
word became flesh.” 

That means that there is nothing innately evil about the flesh, the body, nothing innately evil about the 
body, or you could not have a incarnation and those, in the early church, [14:00] whose mind was filled 
with this dualism, eventually could not except the incarnation and they would deny it and they came 
across a different kind of understanding. 
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The incarnation never took place. It is only that Jesus disguised himself as if he really had a body but he 
didn’t have it and that’s the year of Gnosticism and Docetism was a, a subpart of that. We have in John a 
unique vocabulary, doesn’t mean it’s not, these words are not found [14:30] in any other gospel but look 
for a minute. 

The word ‘life,’ Matthew 13 times, Mark seven, Luke 14, John 53 times. ‘Truth,’ once in Matthew, three in 
Mark, Luke three, 25 times in John. The, ‘to witness to’ or ‘a witness by Jesus,’ one in Matthew, three in 
Mark, two in Luke, 47 times in John. You have others, ‘love,’ Matthew nine, Mark five, [15:00] Luke 14, 
John 44 times. 

‘Faith,’ Matthew 11, John 10, Luke nine, John 98 times. So it’s a, a particular kind of theological emphasis 
that occurs in John that reveals some of his interests, whereas, in other words, we read a lot about the 
kingdom of God in Matthew, Mark and Luke, and John, we’ll hear about eternal life and their synonyms 
[15:30]. 

“What must I do to inherit eternal life?” the rich man asked Jesus in the synoptic gospels and when he 
departs said Jesus, “How are, how hard it is for a rich man to enter the kingdom of God! What must 
except a man be born again, he shall not enter the kingdom of God,” Jesus tells Nicodemus, and then in 
3:16, “For God so loved the world, he gave his only Son that whoever believes in him should not perish 
but have eternal life.” 

There’s synonyms with the emphasis [16:00] in, in the synoptics being more like what Jesus talked about, 
the kingdom of God, in John, eternal life. In the introduction of the gospel, we notice a difference again. 
Mark begins with the baptism. Matthew and Luke begin at the birth, Matthew tracing the lineage back to 
Abraham, Luke going all the way back to Adam. 

John begins at the beginning of all things. That is before creation. In the beginning was the word [16:30]. 
When we talk about the kingdom of God in the next coming two weeks or so from now, we’re gonna talk 
about the kingdom of God being something in the future, by kingdom come, but also of present reality. 

Already now, the kingdom is partly realized, even though there is a future dimension, as well, and we 
have here the tension be between what in theology we call the now, the already [17:00] realized, and the 
not yet. We already have eternal life. It’s now a possession of ours. 

It will never end but it’s full realization the way it’s the resurrection, so now, not yet. Uh, in John, the now 
is emphasized a great deal. Turn with me to a couple of examples, page 26. Here you have in John 3, verse 
36, actually it’s on page 27 [17:30], the last verse, “He who believes in the Son has eternal life. He who 
does not obey the Son shall not see life but the wrath of God rests upon him.” 

So already now, you either have life or the judgment of God is upon you. This is already now realized. 
No, he doesn’t say, ‘He who believes in the Son will one day have eternal life,’ but he has now eternal life 
[18:00]. Turn to page 130, John 5:24, about line 21 or so, 22. “Truly, truly I say to you, he who hears my 
word and believes who him who sent me has eternal life.” 

He does not come into judgment but has passed from death into life. There is an already now aspect of 
eternal life that we would possess [18:30]. In the similar way, the resurrection life has begun with the 
coming of Jesus or right now, there’s a quality of life that we have. 

There are future dimensions of it. John 14, “I go to prepare a place for you and if I go, I will come again 
and receive you unto myself that where I am, there you may be also.” So you have a consistent 
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eschatology in which judgment is future, the resurrection [19:00] is future, the second coming is future, 
but in many ways the already now is emphasized. 

Already now, we have life everlasting. We don’t ask a person, “Do you want, one day, to have eternal 
life,” but do you want eternal life now? God so loved the world that he gave his only Son that whoever 
believes in him should not perish but have, not some, someday but have now, everlasting life. 

In critical [19:30] circles, the gospel of John is demeaned as a source of history for the life of Jesus. The 
only way you can find about Jesus, you go to the synoptic gospels, and John is “the spiritual gospel has 
been completely rewritten and fictionalized in the life of Jesus.” 

Uh, that’s why I want to point out some of the historical matters that we have here with regard to the 
gospel of John. There’s some interesting references through the geography [20:00] of Israel that the author 
is familiar with. For instance, he knows that Capernaum is down from Cana. 

If you’re in Cana, you have to walk downhill if you wanna get to Capernaum. You get to a pool of 
Bethesda and it’s called a [Columbetha][20:17], which is a swimming pool and that’s true and it mentions 
in this pool about the five porticos, the five porches of this pool. 

Now something’s very interesting [20:30] about that. In AD 70, when Jerusalem was destroyed, the pool 
of Bethesda was covered with ruins. It remained covered for 1,900 years. It was only later when Israel 
became a nation and you had the seven day war where Israel now took over and the entire city of 
Jerusalem that people finally began to dig and do archaeological research [21:00]. 

They came to the pool of Bethesda. Sure enough, it had seven porticos. Now the person who knew that 
must of been an eye witness, most probably. The tradition was come from a eye witness before AD 70. 
Otherwise, they would have never known that kind of thing. 

The Pool of Siloam is also that way. You can talk about the Stoa of the temple, which we know existed. 
When we talk about the Kidron Valley, it’s referred to [21:30] as, by a term, which really means a dry 
riverbed, a wadi, as we call it. That’s exactly right. Uh very, a good description. 

Uh, the location of the tomb is carefully pointed out that near the place of he was crucified, there was a 
garden and in it a tomb, which he has brought to, so that, it’s a very close proximity between those, and 
that seems to be correct. Other kinds of information about Peter [22:00] warming himself at the fire, that 
Annas, the high priest was the father-in-law of Caiaphas. 

Uh, John’s statement that the Jews do not have the right to uh, inflict or exercise capital punishment. Uh, 
it goes very well. We’ll talk about that later at the life, when we talk about the life of Jesus. He is the only 
one that points out, in the gospels, that Barabbas happened to have been a revolutionary, a [lacethus]
[22:28]. 

If you wanted to talk about [22:30] the length of Jesus ministry, when you say that Jesus had a three year 
ministry, that is all due to the gospel of John, because in the gospel of John, in 2:13, it refers to a Passover. 
In 6:4, it refers to another Passover, which is a different one, and 11:55, it refers to still another Passover, so 
you have three distinct Passovers mentioned in the gospel of John. 

You have only one that’s referred to in the gospel [23:00] of Matthew, Mark, the gospels of Matthew, Mark 
and Luke, and if you wanted you could fit all those events if you’d thought of it, as chronological within a 
little over a year or so. So it’s John that helps us to understand the length of Jesus’ ministry. 
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John’s the only one that reveals that Jesus had a early Galilean ministry. Remember Matthew, Mark and 
Luke don’t talk about any early Galilean, early Judean [23:30] ministry, excuse me, because they don’t talk 
about Judea until chapter 11, but John points out that Jesus traveled back and forth from Galilee, 
Jerusalem at times. 

He’s the only one that talks about Jesus having a ministry in Samaria. We’re not in the synoptics, about a 
trial, talks about Annas, the high priest, to which, to whom Jesus is brought first. That is, again, only in 
the gospel of John. We wouldn’t know that otherwise [24:00]. 

Also that two of his disciples were disciples of John the Baptist we find also there. The story of a wedding 
feast at Cana, an encounter with Nicodemus, the resurrection of Lazarus, various words of the cross, the 
involvement of Nicodemus at the burial of Jesus. 

That information is only found in the gospel of John, so it’s a, a wonderful edition to the synoptic 
tradition. Now there are some interesting differences. When you look at the stories [24:30] in the synoptic 
gospels, they tend to be short. You know about the healing of the paralytic, what we have eight, nine 
verses. 

When you get to John, you don’t have short stories. You have long stories. All of chapter 9 is a story about 
a blind man that’s healed. You have another long chapter about the resurrection of Lazarus, [25:00] much 
lengthier, six, seven, eight times the length of a story in the synoptic gospels, raises an interesting 
question. 

What was the oral tradition like? Were they long stories or the short stories of the synoptic gospels and 
where does this other tradition that John has come from? An interesting question that I wish I had an 
answer to it. It’d become famous. Uh, there’s a difference uh, we [25:30] already pointed out between the 
clear statements as to who Jesus is. 

Uh, the gospels synoptics have a veiled statement. There are a number of different kinds of incidents and 
stories of John’s baptism of Jesus, his different one, but it’s not mentioned. There’s contact between Jesus 
and John but the baptism itself is not mentioned in the gospel of John. 

The temptation of Jesus, the events of Caesarea Philippi, the transfiguration, various healings, exorcisms, 
[26:00] kinds of teachings, the beatitude, the Lord’s prayer, a lot of the parables. Uh, those are not in John, 
so you have differences here, and we looked at something of the difference of the terminology. 

Now one of the things that I want us to look at is a kind of intermixture between the life of Jesus in the 
first Sitz im Leben and the situation of the evangelists in the third Sitz im Leben [26:30]. There seems to be 
a tendency of John to write his gospel and write the life of Jesus in light of the present situation that he 
finds himself in. 

Turn with me to page 25. Now in Jesus’ conversation with Nicodemus, we have a number of very 
interesting things. Turn to page 26 and, and notice the [27:00] vocabulary here. Verse 11, “Truly I say to 
you, we speak of what we know and bear witness to what we have seen but you do not receive our 
testimony.” You have the plural, ‘we.’ 

Then when you get to verse 12, if I told you, go switch back to first verse, “If I told you where these things 
and you do not believe, how can you believe it [27:30] if I tell you of heavenly things?” And in verse 13, 
“No one has ascended into heaven but you descended from heaven.” 
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Now you switch to the third person. Furthermore, do you see any problem in verse 13? Yeah, no one has 
ascended into heaven but he descended from heaven. When Matthew’s reader, excuse me, when John’s 
reader reads that, that’s not a problem [28:00], because it’s true, isn’t it? 

No one ever descended from heaven but the one Jesus Christ who ascended into heaven but if you read 
this back on Jesus’ lips, it’s not yet done. So now you, it looks like we’re reading this and it makes 
perfectly good sense if we’re reading it from John’s situation. 

That raises an uncertain question. If you have a red letter edition of the Bible, where does the red, which 
starts with Jesus’ conversation [28:30] with Nicodemus ultimately end? 

Does it end at verse 21, when Jesus is talking about, to Nicodemus he says, “How can, you say I say to 
you unless one is born of water and spirit, he cannot enter the kingdom of God that which is the flesh, 
flesh,” and so forth but what about verses 13, 14 and 15, “No one has ascended into heaven but you 
descended from heaven, the Son of man and as Moses lifted up the serpent in the wilderness, some with 
the Son of man,” third person, [29:00] “be lifted up that whoever believes in him,” third person, “may 
have eternal life. For God so loved the world that he gave his only Son, that whoever believes in him 
should not perish but have eternal life.” 

Does that look like John writing this or Jesus saying it? When you wrestle with this most of the red letter 
editions of the Bible have red down to 21. As I wrestle with, now, did Jesus did say this? Is now John 
[28:30] commenting on it? I start bright red and then it starts getting pinkish and then it gets really light 
pink by the end and I don’t know and if I were to say, “John, how does that figure out?” 

He’d probably say, “It’s true. That’s all you need to know. It’s true,” and I, I, I’m not simply quoting Jesus. 
I am his interpreter, and so it, it seems difficult, sometimes, to know [30:00] exactly what goes back to 
Jesus and what comes from the evangelist himself. 

He feels free to write and interpret this way. Now let’s go back to John 3:3 and 5 where Jesus says, “Truly, 
truly I say to you, unless one is born anew, born from a heaven or born again, he cannot see the kingdom 
of God.” Nicodemus said to him, “How can a man be born when he’s old? Can he enter a second time 
into his mother’s womb and be born?” 

Jesus answered, “Truly, truly, I say to you, unless one is born of water and the spirit, he cannot enter 
[30:30] the kingdom of God.” Now turn, keep your finger there and turn with me to page 206, 206. 
Alright, now, on page 206, look at lines 25 and following. 

“On the last day of the feast, the great day Jesus stood up and proclaimed, ‘If anyone thirst, let him come 
to me and drink. He who believes in me, as the scripture [31:00] has said, out of his heart shall flow rivers 
of living water.’” 

Now in verse 39, we have an interpretive comment by the evangelist. Now this he said about the spirit, 
which those who believed in him were to receive, for as yet the spirit had not been given, because Jesus 
has not yet been glorified. 

Alright, spirit’s not yet given, John tells us. He talks about the coming of the spirit in the future. Well, 
then we go back to [31:30] John 3 and he starts saying to Nicodemus, you must be born again, you must 
be born of the spirit but the spirit’s not yet given. 
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Is it possible that John is telling not Nicodemus but he’s telling his readers, his audience, what they must 
do to be saved in AD 90, whenever he wrote, and after Pentecost [32:00] and the coming of the spirit, 
how’d he describe conversion? 

You describe it as the need to be born again of the spirit, who’s now been given, and so is he “updating in 
light of the change at Pentecost where Jesus said to Nicodemus so that is reader will understand what it 
means for him today?” 

That’s what I mean by the intermixture of, of the time and situation [32:30] of Jesus in his own day. I don’t 
know. I, if you want to read and say, no, the spirit was present in Nicodemus, he expected to be born 
again right then and there, what do you do with the comment of the evangelist that the spirit’s not yet 
given and that rivers of living water can’t come out of his belly until the spirit is given, which is not quite 
yet. 

There are some other kinds of suggestions that way and the references to the Jews and their expelling 
[33:00] people from the synagogue in 9:22, 12:42. 

Uh, that looks like, for many people, something that takes place around AD 80 or 90 when Christians 
now, are pretty much excluded from the synagogue, because in the prayers and the benediction, there 
now comes a curse that is prayed on the Nazarenes, the Christians, which, I mean, how do you attend 
[33:30] a synagogue service if they’re gonna put a curse on you as a believer in Jesus and that pretty much 
means the end of any Christian Jewish Christian participation in the synagogue. 

Is that what’s being referred to or already in the time of Jesus, there’s something like that going on but 
the, as we know, as we think of it, there’s nothing in the Book of Acts that seems to suggest that the 
Christians were kicked out of the synagogues immediately, already in the life of Jesus during Jesus’ life, 
because [34:00] they’re in the synagogues all the time witnessing. 

Does that look like that what John is saying is that this, ultimately, will lead to what we now have and 
that is the expulsion from the synagogue. So there is this kind of intermixture of the historical situation of 
Jesus and that of John. Barker, Lane and Michaels in the book ‘The New Testament Speaks’ writes the 
following. 

“Interwoven [34:30] with what Jesus said in a variety of historical settings is the truth of what the risen 
Christ says to the church of John’s day and, of course, of our own. The contemporary quality that even 
the casual reader senses is no accident. It is theologically based.” 

“If John were asked to justify the freedom he is exercised in handling the tradition of Jesus words and 
deeds, he could appropriately reply, ‘Who but Jesus has the authority to interpret Jesus?’ The risen Jesus 
is not another Jesus [35:00]. He is the same one who lived among us in the flesh.” 

“He taught us once and he still teaches us through the spirit, [promise paraclete][35:06]. This, of course, is 
a theological assertion, a kind of confession of faith. It’s not open to proof or disproof. The reader of today 
like the reader of John’s day must accept whether or not he will stand with the evangelist and accept the 
witness as a true witness of the spirit.” 

I think there’s something to reflect on there. Now, now, the question is would you want me [35:30] to skip 
over all of that and not raise that issue or can we, in the community of faith we have here, wrestle with 
that together so that we’re not struck sometimes by that and have questions that we were never prepared 
for in seminary? 
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When I went to Seminary, I took a Life of Christ Course and when I went on my doctoral work and 
started to study the gospels, issues came up that were never touched [36:00] there and I wondered, ‘Are 
there no evangelical answers for that?’ How do we wrestle with, with an issue like that? 

No, I don’t think you should spend all your life wrestling with an issue like that. You need to be aware of 
it and, as I suggest you, I believe that John himself promises that the spirit, the paraclete, who bring all 
things into remembrance to you and teach you all things and that John is being taught by the Spirit 
[36:30] as to what this conversation that Jesus had with Nicodemus really involves with regard to our 
present situation. 

Alright, now authorship, the tradition about Johannine authorship is strong how he mentioned some of 
the dates and people that refer to this. Uh, I’m gonna skip that because of time and let me go on to what 
would Barclay says. Uh, Barclay argues that really only great skepticism would cause a person [37:00] not 
to accept some of this but he then tries to argue using Westcott’s argument from the internal evidence. 

He said the fourth gospel was written by a Jew. He knows messianic expectations, the law festivals the 
low view that Jews have towards Samaritans. The, he, it was written by a Jew in Palestine. We looked at 
some of the geography that indicates he must have, have been there and known that area. 

It’s written by an eye witness of some of the events, because he describes various details [37:30]. Uh, why 
does he report there’s 153 fish, and you look at all the critical scholars and they try to find some 
symbolism in 153. There is no symbolism in 153. 

The only thing is, must’ve been 153. That’s why I put it down. That’s why I have this weird number. If 
you want symbolism, you’ll say uh, it’s a multiple of 12 or 7 x 70 [38:00] or something like that but 153 
just doesn’t work out. Looks like you were having an eye witness report in this way. 

It’s written by a, an author who seems to have been an apostle, because he knows what the apostles are 
thinking. He talks about the calling of the early apostles and then, finally, he says, he, it was written by 
John, who was the beloved disciple, and because he’s one of the few disciples whose name is never 
mentioned as such [38:30]. 

He’s just referred to as the beloved disciple. Now I think there’s some weight in that, although there, it’s 
not a perfect argument by a long shot. As to the unity of this book, you can read some of this, but turn 
with me to page 337, verse 24, the next to the last verse. 

“This is disciple who’s bearing witness to these things and who has written these things and we know 
[39:00] that his testimony is true.” It looks like the ‘we know’ is not the person who wrote the book but 
followers of that person, disciples of John, who record that we know the testimony of what he has said is 
true and if you look at the proceeding page, does not John 20:30 to 31 look like a conclusion of a book? 

Uh, “Jesus did many other things [39:30] in the presence of the disciples which are not written in this 
book but these are written that you may believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God and that believing, 
you may have life in his name.” Uh, looks like one now is probably, in my understanding, an addendum 
placed on this gospel by the disciples of John and in so doing, it is uh, been also led by the Spirit in so 
doing, and the church has accepted it as such. 

There are other kinds of critical theories [40:00] various stages of, some see 2, just chapters 1 to 20 and 21 
added. Others have additional materials in that second stage. Some have four stages. Some have five 
stages and so forth. 
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Robert Kysar, who’s, by no means, an evangelical rights, “My point is that the theories advanced by 
[Brown and lenders][40:27] of several different stages,” one of ‘em has seven, I think [40:30], “are such 
that no amount of analysis of the gospel materials will ever produce convincing grounds for them.” 

“If the gospel involved and evolved in a manner comparable to that altered by Brown and Lenders, it’s 
totally beyond the grasp of the Johannine scholar and his story and to produce even tentative proof that 
such was the case.” 

So as to how it came to being, I, I don’t think we can know. I think it’s very speculative. What we can 
know is what [41:00] the Book, as it now stands, is trying to say and I think that’s our goal. It’s not to 
reconstruct how it came together. You’ll never know that anyhow but to know here is a Book, inspired of 
God. 

How do we understand the purpose of this final product we have forgetting about the stages? As to its 
date, as late as 1936, Alfred [Loyzie][41:28] wrote an introduction [41:30] in which he dated the gospel of 
John through AD 150 or 160. Unfortunately, for him, six years earlier, fragments of the gospel of John 
were found that can’t be dated later than 130. 

Uh, kind of embarrassing that your book’s not even out yet and it’s been refuted in that way. Tradition 
says that it is written probably in the 90’s when John is elderly and, [42:00] uh that seems to make good 
sense for me. 

The idea that John has to be late because of its theological emphasis, one of the great discoveries of the 
Dead Sea Scrolls is that the theology of John, which had to be late, about the light verses darkness, good 
versus evil, is all found in the Dead Sea Scrolls and you only have to go 12 miles from Jerusalem to find it. 

So the idea that this is a late Greek [42:30] guy’s, the gospel is down the tubes. The Dead Sea Scrolls point 
out that right in Judaism, in the heart of Judea, you have this came kind of theology and when they began 
to look at the Dead Sea Scrolls, they were amazed how close that kind of dualistic philosophy and 
theology was to John’s gospel. So no need to date it in the Greek world. It’s right there in the Jewish 
world [43:00]. 
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Chapter 11

This month, just a few days ago, Muslim terrorists came into a Karachi meeting place, took out seven 
Protestant and Catholic workers, and executed them. The freedom you and I have should never be taken 
for granted. Let’s pray.

Father, we pray for those who have suffered and are suffering for righteousness sake, who name Your 
name [00:49] throughout this world. Our Father, we pray that we may never succumb to a little 
embarrassment because what we say is not politically correct. We pray that You’d give strength to those 
especially in places like Pakistan, Indonesia, other parts of this world where Your people are giving their 
lives for the gospel's sake.

Grant us courage, our Father, and when and if that time [01:19] does come that we, too, will bear 
testimony that Jesus Christ is Lord through the shedding of our blood. Give us the joy at that moment, be 
present and real, that we, too, may have the privilege of bearing our testimony in such a way. For those 
who are suffering this time, we pray for Your special presence and courage. In Jesus name. Amen.

The day and age where people are very skeptical [01:49], especially in Biblical circles and the burden of 
proof is to say prove that Jesus really said something that’s found in the gospels, they have arisen in the 
discussion certain historical tools that will give assistance to the claim that Jesus really spoke these things.

These are called the criteria for authenticity, criteria that help us authenticate that something in the 
gospels was really [02:19] said by the Lord Jesus. There are a number of these that I want to discuss with 
you.

One of the criteria for arguing that you can demonstrate Jesus really said something is called the criteria 
of multiple attestation. It goes on the basis of this.

If you are in a court of law and you had one person witness to something having taken place or someone 
having said something, would that be as convincing [02:49] to you than if you had five people who bear 
witness to that person having said something.

The more witnesses you have to attest, the more credibility you give to that witness. Now if in our 
gospels, we have a number of different sources where this material is coming from, the priority of Mark, 
which would be responsible for Mark and the triple [03:19] tradition in Matthew and Luke but you have 
also another kind of source, year old traditions in which we associate or written tradition we associate 
with Q.

Then you also have Luke’s special source, another traditional witness and Matthew’s special source and 
then you have the [Johannine][[03:35] tradition. Now let me give an example of this and how this works.

If we wanted to say did Jesus really teach that in some way the kingdom of God had occurred and taken 
place in his ministry that it had arrived, it’s realized, we’ll talk more about that when we talk about the 
kingdom of God in length, how would you go about demonstrating this?

One way is to say well look, there are five different sources that bear witness to this [04:05]. In Mark, if 
you want to turn with me to page, to 43, Mark 2, verses 21 and 22. Here, you have a saying in which Jesus 
announces that something new has happened. The kingdom of God has taken place.
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The Old Testament has become old. A new covenant, the new covenant, the kingdom of God has arrived. 
Look at lines 21 in Mark. “No one sows a piece [04:35] of unshrunk cloth on an old garment. If he does, 
the patch tears away from it, the new from the old, and a worse tear is made. And no one puts new wine 
into old wine skins. If he does the wine will be loss and so are the skins but new wine is for fresh skins.”

The kingdom of God has come. There is new wine that’s taking place. That’s why we don’t fast. We’re in 
the rejoicing of the kingdom of God having arrived. That is what we [05:05] find in Mark. Now there’s 
also material in the Q tradition of page 173 in which Q material, another separate source, also bears 
witness to this.

If you look at the material on lines 31, notice that Matthew and Luke have this material, it’s Q material. 
Jesus says, “But if it is by the finger of God that I cast out demons, then the kingdom of God [05:35] has 
come upon you.”

See, there’s another source that bears witness to the kingdom of God having come. Now in Luke 17, this 
would be page 201, you have L material unique to Luke in which you also have the understanding that 
the kingdom of God has come. The bottom of page 201, Luke 17:20.

“Being asked by the Pharisees when the kingdom of God was coming, he answered them [06:05], ‘The 
kingdom of God is not coming with signs to be observed, nor will they say, ‘Lo here it is, or there,’ for 
behold the kingdom of God is in the midst of you.”

Now the old liberal theology that this was to be interpreted that the kingdom of God is within your heart 
is very strange if you, in the context of Jesus teaching. He never says the kingdom of God is in your heart. 
He says the kingdom of God is in your midst.

I am here. The kingdom of God is in the presence of you. Now that’s [06:35] L material. In M material, in 
Matthew 5:17, page 52, you have another such saying, which witnesses to the kingdom of God having 
come and here you have top of page 52, “Think not that I have come to abolish the Law and the Prophets. 
I’ve come not to abolish them but to fulfill them.”

This is the age of fulfillment, Jesus says. The kingdom of God has come. Then you could also find in John 
4 verse [07:25] 23, that would be page 29 of saying from the Johannine witness here, where in verse 23, 
that would be line 20, Jesus says, “The hour is coming and now is when the true worshipers will worship 
the Father in Spirit and truth, for such the Father seeks to worship it.”

The hour has come. The kingdom of God is at hand. Did Jesus teach [07:35] that the kingdom of God was 
in some way a present reality? Well, Mark says so. Another source, the Q material says so. The L material 
says so. The other source of that we call the M material and John all witnessed to this.

You have multiple attestation. To deny this takes a much greater skepticism than if all the I, all the sayings 
that the kingdom of God had come in Jesus ministry were found in Mark alone [08:05] spread all over.

You have multiple attestation. It’d be extremely skeptical to argue that the kingdom of God was not in 
some way pronounced by Jesus and even in European scholarship that is very skeptical, no one would 
argue that Jesus did not in some way say the kingdom of God is at hand.

It has too much multiple attestation, too many separate witnesses. Now another such criteria is the 
criterion of multiple forms [08:35]. Supposing you found that the teachings of Jesus at the kingdom of 
God had come was only in parables and nothing else.

!95



New Testament Survey I Dr. Robert Stein

You’d begin to wonder whether, somehow, behind these parables or maybe it wasn’t Jesus but someone 
else, ‘cause you’d expect, well, this should show up in other kinds of material, as well, not just in the 
parables.

What we find, for instance, and I will not read them for you, that the kingdom of God is, announces 
having come [09:05] in various miracle stories. We find them in the parables. I gave you one. I could have 
given you a lot more. They are found in various pronouncement stories.

They are found in various forms of sayings. So the kingdom of God as a present reality and the ministry 
of Jesus is not only in multiple sources but in multiple kinds of material. This also adds an additional 
weight to the authenticity [09:35] of that particular kind of teaching.

No, it’s not the exact same teaching. It’s different forms that have that same teaching and talk about the 
kingdom of God as a present reality. Now other kinds of arguments go this way. Supposing you found 
something in the gospels that witnesses to being part of an Aramaic tradition.

You have the Greek [10:05] gospels. You have the Greek oral tradition. Now we’re working our way back. 
You have Aramaic oral traditions and you have Jesus who teaches in Aramaic. Do you have something in 
Aramaic, you’re closer to Jesus than the gospels.

You, you’re working your way back. For instance, we have some say-, some words in the gospels that are 
in Aramaic. One that’s of particularly important is a title [10:35] that he uses for God, Abba. Where does 
this come from? It doesn’t come from Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John who write gospels in Greek.

It doesn’t come and arise during the Greek oral period. Well, you, you have to get back to Aramaic. Well, 
now, you’re getting real close to Jesus and I have a suggestion as to who may have referred to God as 
Abba Father and spoke Aramaic. It’s Jesus.

So you’re working your way [11:05] back further and further to, to Jesus and you give greater and greater 
credibility to that. There are also kinds of literary forms that we know Jesus tended to use. Turn with me 
to page 151. We have a lot of sayings of Jesus that are in parallelism. We’ll talk about that next week.

We’ll talk about various literary forms. One is poetry parallelism [11:35]. Now, in Mark 8:35, the bottom of 
page 151, we have a saying, which is in good poet-, poetic form. “Whoever would a save his life will be 
lose it. Whoever loses his life be for my sake and the gospels will save it.” A) save me a life, you lose it. If 
you lose it, you’ll save it. Very much the kind of poetry that we know is associated with Jesus.

You [12:05] have some sayings in our gospels that if you translate them back into Aramaic, not in the 
present form, but in Aramaic, they come to be a pun. Matthew 23:23 is a good example of that. That 
would be on page 252. Now you won’t see the pun here but let me explain it to you.

Matthew 23:23, that would be page 252, line 66 [12:35]. “Woe to you scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites! For 
you tithe mint and dill and cumin and you have neglected the weighty matters of the law, justice and 
mercy and faith.”

They tithe everything that came into their possession, because they didn’t know that somebody perhaps 
had not tithed it originally, so they wanted to be exact, and even their herbs in the garden, they tithe it 
very carefully, so God got his tenth and then he says, “These you ought to have done [13:05] without 
neglecting the others. You blind guide, straining out a gnat and swallowing a camel.”

Now there’s no, nothing unusual about that here but in Aramaic, the word for gnat is galma and for 
camel is gamla. You have a reversal of these two letters. It’s a hilarious pun, I think. You blind guide 
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[13:35] your strain out a galma and you swallow a gamla and I think Jesus’ audience just roared. One for 
Jesus. [laughter]

Yeah. That, that’s good. Well, the fact that this is a pun in Aramaic, is that just coincidental? Not likely. It 
quite likely, Jesus actually used this Aramaic pun here. So, again, Jesus spoke Aramaic, you, back into the 
area where Jesus spoke puns that way.

Other [14:05] kinds of plays on words, typically, associated with Jesus when you come across one looks 
like, like the other ones, this probably comes from Jesus, Aramaic linguistic phenomena.

Another argument in favor of authenticity is if you should find something [inaudible]14:23] Palestinian in 
nature, who do you know that did a lot of teaching in the uh, early, the, the first third or, or the middle 
third, I should say, of the first century who lived in Palestine.

I can tell you one and a number of sayings of Jesus typify that. Turn with me to page 114. We may cover 
some of this again when we talk about parable but let’s look at this right now [14:53], 1:14. Here, you have 
a parable of the soils. Have you ever been troubled? Any of your parents’ farmers?

Have you ever looked at that parable and say there’s something weird about this parable? I mean, do you 
throw your seed out in the field and then you decide to plow it up? No, first you plow and then you seal 
here, and if you do it in one step, you have the the five bottom plow or the drag [15:23] that whatever 
you’re using and behind it, you have the drill press.

This guy seeds first and then plows. Well, it just so happened that that was fairly typical of the method of 
farming in Palestine. Not the rest of the Mediterranean, but in Palestine, you would sow first and then 
you would plow afterwards. Interesting.

Well, who do you know in Palestine that was going around telling parables? That leads to the authenticity 
of this parable. Another [15:53] one that you could look at now is page 120, a parable here. You have the 
parable of a net at the bottom of the page.

“The kingdom of God is like a net which was thrown into the sea and gathered fish of every kind. When 
it was full, men drew it ashore and sat down and sorted the good into vessels but threw away the bad. So 
it will be at the close of the age, the angels will come out and separate the evil from the righteous and 
throw away into the furnace of fire, throw them [16:23] into the furnace of fire. There were men will weep 
and gnash their teeth.”

Alright now, you’d assume that this parable takes place among people who know something about 
fishing. Well, the Mediterranean, a lot of people fish. The Sea of Galilee, people fished. You don’t fish in 
the Dead Sea. There’s nothing there but a lot of fishing in Sea of Galilee, major staple for the people of 
Israel where the fish are in the Sea of Galilee but that’s not very specific.

You need to have a place where you can fish [16:53] but there’s something unusual about this fishing. You 
have people separating good fish from bad fish. Now what’s going on here? Oh, so, well, it’s the di-, dead 
fish. You throw them away. Now wait a minute, dead fish don’t swim into nets, do they? There’s 
something very specific here.

This betrays a very Jewish background [17:23]. What are the bad fish? Fish without scales. So you have 
after the fishing, the separation of the catfish and the bullheads from the trout, the bass and the salmon. 
Well, they’re different kinds of fish, of course, but anyhow, you have here a very Jewish situation.
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So you have people fishing who are Jewish fisherman [17:53] but where’s the best place that you know of 
where there’s a lot of Jewish fisherman? How about the Sea of Galilee? Now who did you know was 
telling a lot of parables like this? So now you have an Aramaic uh, a Palestinian, rather, environment that 
bears witness to the authenticity of the parables of this particular parable.

Page 220, another kind of parable, the parable of the laborers in the vineyard. This also [18:23] bears 
witness to the coming out of the land of Palestine. There are two things in this parable about the laborers 
in the field. One is that the laborers are being paid. Most farming in the Mediterranean were large estates, 
which use slaves, so in Egypt, Rome, Italy and places like that.

One place where they still hired a lot of people [18:53] to do farming was in Israel or Palestine. So now we 
have a situation that fits Palestinian kind of farming where people are paid and it is even more specific 
than that, because at the end of the day, they are paid. They’re not paid at the end of the week. They don’t 
get a biweekly check or end of the month check. They get it at the end of the day. Does that ring a bell 
with any of you Old Testament scholars here?

The law requires you [19:23] to pay people at the end of the day. You have another, a Jewish custom. So I 
would say, look, you have a situation which fits the agricultural scheme where a lot of hired workers are 
done and you have a situation, if it’s a very Jewish nature of the, of the, of their understanding, that they 
are paid at the end of the day you’d have to be pretty skeptical to say this parable didn’t originate with 
Jesus.

So you have the criterion of Palestinian environmental phenomena [19:53]. Now one criterion that was 
used with great frequency is called the criterion of dissimilarity, also sometimes called the criterion of 
discontinuity.

Now, Rudolf Bultmann had brought such skepticism as to the ability to find out what any real sayings of 
Jesus in the gospels, that the quest for the historical [20:23] Jesus that existed in the 18th and 19th Century, 
What was the real Jesus like? What did he really say? just died.

After World War I, it just died and it was great skepticism until a Bultmannian scholar by the name of 
Ernst Kasemann said, ‘Hey look, we can’t be that skeptical. There are pieces of evidence that we have to 
agree go back to Jesus,’ and so the beginning of 1952, what was called the new quest for the historical 
Jesus [20:53] and one of the tools used was this. If you found a saying that you knew the early church 
would have never created, if you knew a saying that is attributed to Jesus that couldn’t have arisen out of 
a Jewish Rubinek kind of background, then who else could it have come from but Jesus himself.

It’s distinctive. It comes from Jesus himself. It must therefore go back to him. For instance, the use [21:23] 
of the word Abba for God, that term, we really don’t know if Jews ever used that term for God. Men who 
did the most in doing that research was a man by the name of [Euwoken Euromeis][21:38] and he said, 
‘Well, the earliest I can find in any Jewish literature where that intimate name Abba,’ and we’ll talk about 
that in a couple weeks, ‘where that term is ever used of God is in a prayer dating in a Jewish prayer book 
around 1400, can’t find anything that intimate.’

No, God can be referred to as a father but he’s never [22:08] addressed in prayer as Abba Father. Well, 
where would something like this have come from? Well, it’s attributed to Jesus. It doesn’t come out of 
Judaism as such, must be associated with him.
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The title Son of Man, where does this title come from in the gospels? Well, we know the early church 
didn’t like the title, especially. In Acts to Revelation, it kind of just dies out. Once used in a sense Jesus 
used it in all of Acts [22:38] to Revelation, there are titles they prefer are Lord and Christ.

Where would this have arisen from? Well, church doesn’t seem to have created, it must come from Jesus. 
Well, what about, was this a title that Judaism used for the Messiah? No, never. The title of Son of Man is 
not used that way. So here you have a Christological title coming into existence. It’s not a title that seems 
to be at all popular in Judaism [23:08], if ever used.

It’s not a pop-, title popular among Christians, because it appears so seldom in Acts to Revelation and if 
you thought they were the ones that created it, you’d think that you’d find it also in the gospels. Well, 
there’s only one other place to look and that is that Jesus used that title and that’s why it, we find the title 
attributed to him in the gospels.

He alone used this. Alright, so that would be criteria of dissimilarity. Now there’s a danger here and what 
happened was they began [23:38] to be and say the only sayings of Jesus that we really know that he said 
are those that fit this criterion. Well, think by definition then, the Jesus that you’re accepting as the real 
Jesus is one, Christian.

You like saying, you know, I don’t think we ev-, really can ever know what exactly what Martin Luther 
said but if a Catholic couldn’t have said it and if a Lutheran couldn’t have said it, then [24:08] it goes back 
to Luther. Well, if that’s the only thing you accept, you have a non-Lutheran, non-Catholic Luther, which 
is a real weird Luther, that says you would have a very weird Jesus who doesn’t have ties with Judaism.

Now you can get bits of information that are helpful but if this is all you use, by definition, you’re going 
to have a Jesus that just doesn’t fit either the Christianity or Judaism. Some pieces of information like 
Abba, the Son of Man [24:38], yeah, that’s very helpful but you don’t wanna universalize this and make it 
the only way.

You have here the fifth one, the criterion of divergent patterns from the redaction. That’s a mouthful. 
What does that mean? Supposing you found something in a gospel writer that tended to go against the 
emphasis of the evangelist. He wouldn’t include it [25:08] in his gospel, then, unless it was such a sure 
part of a tradition that even if it doesn’t go with a particular emphasis I have in mind, Jesus said it and it 
has to come.

Now turn with me to page 99. Here in Matthew 11:13, we find something that Matthew records Jesus as 
saying. Beginning at line 20 on page 99, Matthew has [25:38], “From the days of John the Baptist until 
now, the kingdom of heaven has suffered violence, men of violence take it by force.” That’s a pun that’s 
not self-evident but then he goes on.

“For all the prophets and the law prophesied until John. And if you’re willing to accept that he’s Elijah 
who’s to come.” All the prophets and the law prophesied until John. What does that give you the 
impression of? Since john what? The law and the prophets have come to an end [26:08] but now, think of 
the emphasis of Matthew.

What is his emphasis? The continuity. Jesus came, not to destroy the law and the prophets, but to fulfill 
them. This, thus was fulfilled what was written by the prophet, and here you have a saying that at first 
glance could almost look like the law and the prophets had come to an end, which would not be his 
particular theological emphasis [26:38].
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Why would he include it? It must be good tradition. It must go back to Jesus. It must have been so well 
known that Jesus said these words that he put it in even though it doesn’t particular forward or advance 
his particular emphasis on the fulfillment of the law and the prophets in that the uh, teachings of the law 
and the prophets continue for Jesus did not come to bring them to an end to destroy them but to fulfill 
them.

So here’s a saying that seems to [27:08] go contrary to the particular emphasis of the evangelist. As a 
result, it must be very good tradition. Now those are the positive one. There another one I can say in this 
area is the gospel of John makes great efforts to demonstrate that Rome was not the cause, the main cause 
of Jesus’ death.

I think he wants to emphasize that Jesus is not a revolutionary. Jesus was not put to death, primarily, 
because [27:38] Rome saw him as a revolutionary. Yet their active part in the crucifixion is very clearly 
portrayed. Well, that’s, that’s because he can’t change the story. The tradition’s too good.

So you point out that the Roman culpability and the crucifixion but you elsewhere have been 
emphasizing, oh, it’s primarily the leadership that are the result of that, but, yeah, talk about their 
[pardon][28:05] anyhow.

It diverges from the general pattern of the editorial redaction and emphasis. Now those are the positive 
criteria for trying to demonstrate the authenticity of a saying and teaching of Jesus. There are some three 
negative criteria that work on the reverse, something that meets its criteria supposedly refutes the 
authenticity of a saying.

One of these is to [28:35] say, we know the tendencies of the tradition and if something goes contrary to 
that tendency, then we can argue against its authenticity. For instance, turn with me to page 300 and we 
find something here and this is often used as an example to explain the development of the tradition.

For instance, in Mark 47, beginning at line 38 [29:05], page 300, Mark has, in the garden of Gethsemane, a 
story, “But one of those who stood by drew his sword, and struck the slave of the high priest and cut off 
his ear.” Now they argue, see. Now notice how the tendency of the tradition is to develop. Luke becomes 
more specific and one of them struck the slave of the high priest and cut off his right ear.

See, you become more specific [29:35] as the tradition goes on, and John, which is later, still, as then 
Simon Pete having sword, drew it and struck off the high priest slays slave, struck the high priest’s slave 
and cut off his right ear. The slave’s name was Malchus and I had not only his right na-, the right ear but 
his name.

See, that’s the way traditions develop. So the more developed the tradition, the more late you will find it 
to be. Well, I don’t think it works exactly that way [30:05]. We talked about this under, when we discussed 
form criticism but turn to page 125.

Now in Mark 5:22, line 4, we read, “There came one of the rulers of synagogue Jairus, [inaudible][30:22] 
and seeing him.” Luke has there came a man named Jairus who was the ruler of the synagogue. So you 
have Jairus, a ruler of the synagogue in Luke, but notice Matthew, which, by our understanding, is later 
than Mark has.

While he was thus speaking to him, a ruler came in and knelt by him. He’s not only not specified as a 
ruler of the synagogue, but his name is not given. Now you have a tendency to become [30:52] less 
specific and to eliminate names. Well, how do you make a general rule out of that?
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If, in the former example, we have, tendencies tend to become more and more developed, here you have 
just the opposite. It tends to be less developed. That was page 125, Mark 5:22 and parallels [31:22], 5:22.

So right now, the whole idea that there’s a single development tendency is, has been pretty much uh, 
thrown into, into doubt and if you, if you don’t know how tendencies are, if you know, if you, you get to 
the conclusion that traditions don’t follow a single pattern of development.

That rule becomes very questionable [31:52]. Another criterion would be the criterion of environmental 
contradiction. In other words, if Jesus says something that’s not possible, then you know that he didn’t 
say it. For instance, if we have in the gospel, ‘no man can ride two motorcycles,’ that can’t be authentic, 
because they don’t have motorcycles in Jesus’ day.

So if you have a saying of Jesus that violates the environment of Jesus, then he could not have said [32:22] 
it. One verse that’s often used as an example of this is on page 215, Mark 10 verse 12. This is the saying on 
divorce, 216, line 26, following Mark, verse 11, “And he, Jesus said to them, ‘Whoever divorces his wife 
and marries another commits adultery against her and if she divorces [32:52] her husband and marries 
another, she commits adultery.’”

Frequently, it’s argued that last thing about a wife divorcing a husband can’t be authentic. The reason is 
Jewish wives could not divorce their husbands in the time of Jesus. That’s right, and so the conclusion by 
many is that this is a [Mark in][33:14] addition, because he’s writing to a Roman audience and in Rome 
and Italy [33:22], women could divorce their husbands, but Jesus couldn’t have said it, women could not 
divorce their husbands in, in a Jewish society.

Well, there’s, that may, that may be very well true. They couldn’t divorce their husbands but do you 
know why John the Baptist had his head cut off? Why? He criticized a woman [33:52] for divorcing her 
husband to marry Herod. So the most famous marriage in all of Galilee is one in which a woman divorces 
her husband.

John the Baptist, probably a cousin of some sort of Jesus, has his head cut off, because he told that this 
was sinful. Now is it impossible that Jesus would have said something like that? We have to be very 
careful [34:22] about ruling out what the environment would have permitted or not.

Here’s one I that’s often imbues as the example for that but I think it’s simply fallacious. Jesus could very 
easily have said it. I think he probably he would’ve said it, and this is perfectly possible, because there 
was a woman, a very famous woman, who married the most famous person in all of Galilee, Herod, 
Herod the [34:52] Tetrarch, and the result was that we know John the Baptist said something like this.

Now Jesus couldn’t have said? No. So we have to be very careful as to what we eliminate as possibilities 
of Jesus saying. Now the third and last one is the criterion of contradiction of authentic sayings. If you 
know Jesus said something and you’re sure by other various criteria that he said x, saying y [35:22], 
which contradicts x, Jesus could not have said it.

Well, alright, I, I, I can handle that in some ways but, you know, technically, you always say, well, maybe 
Jesus contradicted himself once in a while, but leaving that aside, one of the dangers we have here is that 
we lose sight of the fact that he may have used exaggerated terminology, which looks like it might [35:52] 
have be contradicting something else he says but they, but it doesn’t. At least in the mind of the 
evangelist, it doesn’t.

On page 60, Jesus says in Matthew 7:1, judge not that you be not judged but look on page 61, Matthew 
7:6. “Do not give dogs what is holy and do not throw your pearls before swine lest they trample them 
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under foot and turn to attack [36:22] you.” How do you kno-, know who not to give what is holy to and 
who not to throw pearls before unless you judge in some way?

What you have to realize is that judge not that you be not judged is a proverb and it allows for 
exceptions. It doesn’t mean never judge anything [36:52]. Life isn’t like that, but when you give a proverb, 
you don’t say judge not, well, except in the following instances, of course, you have to judge.

It’s not the way Proverbs run so you have to be very careful about Jesus having said something and, 
therefore, something being contrary to it. Turn with me to 193. Here, you have a saying of Jesus. Uh, is 
this a saying Jesus could not have said, because it contradicts his [37:22] emphasis on loving a neighbor, 
loving enemies and so forth.

If anyone comes to me and does not hate his father or mother and wife and children and brothers and 
sisters, yes and even his own life, he cannot be my disciple. Jesus couldn’t have said that, because he talks 
about hating whereas he talks about loving your enemies.

Well, you have to realize that the literary form being used is, is hyperbolic and exaggerated terminology. 
So we have to be very careful before we talk about something being contradictory unless we know that 
both are using [37:52] the same literary genre and, therefore, they can be judged one on one.

Otherwise, you have to start saying, what does Jesus mean by this saying and does it conflict with what 
he says when he says you have to love even your enemies? I don’t think it’s contradictory at all. In fact, a 
very exaggerated form of this is something that I can’t imagine anybody in the early church making up.

It must be authentic. Now in the discussion of the criteria of [38:22] authenticity, we are dealing with how 
can we present to people who are skeptical and strengthen the argument of the gospels are reliable. You 
can’t prove every saying of Jesus this way. Some of them don’t fit these particular criteria.

They just don’t, do not work, but is it possible, perhaps, that we can show enough ties with various 
sayings of Jesus that we create a kind of [38:52] propensity to see, yeah, these make sense. This looks like 
they go back to Jesus and give then an idea that maybe we should not be so skeptical.

The ones that fit the criteria like this that we can test out seem to be authentic. The ones whose criteria we, 
which don’t meet the particular criteria are simply ones that we can’t test out but probably we, they are 
also authentic, as well, but we just can’t prove it in these instances.

What I think [39:22] we’re trying to do is to draw some lines here. Another thing I think that is helpful 
here is simply our cur-, our own curiosity.

Maybe I’m the only unspiritual person in this group but sometimes I wonder, I wonder if Jesus could’ve 
really said something like this, and there are some tools that help us to get a kind of feel for this material, 
just like when, at times, you [39:52] cannot demonstrate this alleged contradiction to be harmonizable, 
you’ve done it enough other instances where you’ve worked out an understanding, which they do 
harmonize with one another well enough, the result is that I’ll just leave this in a kind of a limbo and say, 
I, I just don’t think we have enough information, but if I had enough, these other instances where there 
was more information were provided, I came to understand it and it worked out well.

So [40:22] hopefully, that this will be, be of some use to you. I don’t know sometimes I, I use examples in, 
in, in two classes and another class and I don’t know if I said it. Did I ever explain to you the place I 
stayed on my sabbatical in 1984?
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In 1984, I spent my sabbatical in Germany with my wife and my [40:52] youngest son and while we were 
there in Switzerland, we went skiing a couple, oh, wait, wait a minute. Were you in Germany or 
Switzerland? Make up your mind. [laughter] Most people would say that’s a contradiction. It won’t be 
when I explain it to you.

We were in a village called [Bizingham][41:15]. It was part of the German province of Baden-
Württemberg. That little village in Baden-Württemberg is totally land lock and within Switzerland. In the 
1500s, the prince of that little village was arrested by his Swedish neighbors, died [41:45] in prison and he 
willed that little village, about a square mile, to the province of Baden-Württemberg.

If you go there, the post office uses German money and German postage. We lived in Bizingham. We 
were about 50 feet from the Swiss border. The border was the City of Schaffhausen. My son, we tried to 
enroll in the gymnasium [42:15] in Schaffhausen.

You don’t live here. You live in Germany. My son had to get up, be driven to the bus station, take a bus, 
go through the Swiss border to the other side into Germany, get to a train station, and take a train to the 
City of [Zingen][42:38], because we lived in Germany, but we live in the Switzla.

It looks contradictory but it makes sense. You can see how a person could say Germany or Switzerland, 
because both are true. If you know enough information, you can figure it out but the vast majority of 
people, if I said those two things, would think it’s contradictory, and they would say well, was it really 
Germany or was it Switzerland [43:08]?

I say what do you do with a square mile in the middle of Switzerland and you had to go through Swiss 
customs all the time to get out and to get back, you had to go through German customs.

So there may be things in our Bible that we simply do not know how to reconcile, but there are enough 
things that I’ve worked out that I’m simply willing to say, “If there was enough information, I think it 
probably would work out alright. I’ll give God [43:38] the benefit of the doubt. I’ll trust my Bible and 
simply say, “In this life, if I don’t have enough information, it’ll be fun to find it out in the next one.”
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Chapter 12

In your syllabus you will notice that we’re dealing now with the method of Jesus’ teaching, and then 
we’ll deal with the message shortly thereafter. Uh, notice the title of one of your books, “The Method and 
Message of Jesus’ Teaching.”

[00:32] What impressed me was not only that Jesus taught great things, but He taught them in a way that 
made people excited. It wasn’t simply that Jesus made some pronouncement and lightning would strike 
from heaven or something like that, and people would say, “Oh, I’d better pay attention,” or the like. He 
presented his teaching in ways, first of all, that were memorable.

[00:58] Now, one of the literary forms Jesus used in His teaching was the use of exaggeration. Now, I have 
divided that up into two parts. Hyperbole, which is exaggeration so great that it’s impossible to think of it 
literally, and the other, overstatement, where you could literally think of this taking place, but you’d be 
wrong in doing so. They’re both forms of exaggeration.

[01:26] Throughout the history of the Church, many Christians have intuitively been guided by the use of 
common sense and other things to interpret which words were exaggerated in form. However, that’s not 
always so. There have been some tragic instances in history where people have mutilated themselves, cut 
off an arm, plucked out an eye or so forth, because they took the words of Jesus literally rather than the 
meaning of those words literally.

[01:57] Rather than just depending on tuition, I want to list here some rules and guides that help us to 
understand if Jesus is using a saying in a sense of exaggerated form. Now exaggeration is perfectly 
legitimate if—underline “if”—both parties understand it to be exaggerated. If only one is using this 
literary form, then it can be rather dishonest.

[02:30] Both speaker and hearer must understand this genre to make it legitimate. For instance Mary 
who’s a—a—bank teller at Fifth Third here in Louisville, when the examiners come and examine the 
books, they can’t say, “Ah, I guess Mary’s using hyperbole again here.”

Audience: [Laughter.]

[02:54] Uh, that’s dishonest, and furthermore it is criminal. But, when two people in love speak, it’s 
almost impossible to express yourself without using exaggeration. Because this is a form of commissive 
language that conveys, not just specific meaning, but also emotions and feelings. And thus, it’s a very 
powerful form of genre. Now, sometimes Jesus uses a form of this, which is hyperbolic and everyone 
immediately knows that it cannot be taken literally.

[03:34] Turn with me to Page 60 in your synopsis, at some sayings here. Matthew 7:3-5, line 27 on Page 60 
in your synopsis, Jesus says, “Why do you see the speck that is in your brother’s eye, but do not notice 
the log that is in your own eye?”

[03:58] “Or how can you say to your brother, let me take the speck out of your eye, when there is the log 
in your own eye? You hypocrite. First take the log out of your own eye, and then you will see clearly to 
take the speck out of your brother’s eye.” Now, when Jesus said that, no one in His audience said, “Well, 
that’s dumb. You can’t get a log in a person’s eye. Doesn’t make any sense.”
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[04:22] The fact is I remember an—a—Christian artist trying to portray this in a visual manner, and it was 
a disaster. I mean, there are some things you can do with art, you can’t do with other forms. But there’s 
some things you can do in prose that you can’t do with art. Here’s something that you just can’t picture.

When people heard this, they didn’t say, “Well, that’s dumb.” They said, “No, isn’t that true? It’s so easy 
to see the speck, the little things in one’s own lives—in other people’s lives—excuse me—and then, lose 
sight of the big flaws in your own life.”

[04:59] I remember teaching his one night and driving home, and, um, there happened to be a woman in 
the—in the—car ahead of me. Came to a corner—uh uh, uh—a crossroad, and at the last minute, she hit 
the brake and turned right. And I was mad. We got signal lights.

Well, she happened to use the signal lights, but it was after the brake, and as she was turning. It’s too late 
to use the signal light then, it makes no sense. You use the signal light first, then you hit your brake, then 
turn.

[05:31] I was really mad. Uh, not noticing that I had—had—happened to go through the red light that was 
at that street corner. But that’s understandable. You see, going through red lights is one thing, but not 
using signal lights, that’s next to kind of the unpardonable sin, I think in the Bible. Isn’t there something 
like that? It’s so easy to see the flaws in your own—in other people’s lives and not notice the big ones in 
your own. So it’s a powerful way of saying this.

[06:00] And that, you can’t visualize it. It’s not meant to be visualized. It is meant to be understood as a 
hyp—hyperbolic form, which conveys the meaning very, very powerfully. Now, if you go to Page 56, 
Matthew 6:2-4, you notice there, Jesus says, “When you give alms, sound no trumpet before you as the 
hypocrites do in the synagogues and the streets that you may be praised by men. Truly I say to you, they 
have received their reward.”

[06:28] “But when you give alms, do not let your left hand know what your right hand is doing. So that 
your alms may be in secret and your Father who sees in secret will reward you.” Well, this Sunday, when 
you give your offering, say, “Don’t look, left hand.” Doesn’t make any sense.

I mean, how can your left hand not know what your right hand is doing? When you think of it, how can 
your left hand know n—anything? Hands don’t know anything. What you’re kind of saying is, don’t pay 
attention to what you’re about to do.

[06:57] Which of course means you—you’re gonna know—even more clearly what you’re about to do. 
But the meaning is clear. You are to do your alms giving in secret. It’s not to be known to others what 
you’re giving is.

It is between you and God. And the IRS, the Internal Revenue Service. Okay, but it’s something between 
you and God that should be done in private. On Page 252, you have this pun that Jesus uses.

[07:28] It’s very, very powerful. See lines 67 and following—66. “Woe to you scribes and Pharisees, 
hypocrites, for you tithe mint and dill and cumin and have neglected the weightier matters of the law: 
justice, and faith, and mercy and faith. These you ought to have done without neglecting the others. You 
blind guide, straining out a gnat and swallowing a camel.” Well, have you looked at a camel recently?

[07:58] Really. A little too big to swallow. But the point is well made, and we’ve pointed out this is also a 
pun, because camel is [foreign] and gnat is [foreign]. So, here you have this idea that you can become so 
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piquing with your religious duties, that you do these little things like tithing the mint and dill in your 
garden, but you don’t practice love, and justice, and mercy, which is more important.

[08:29] So, you have this use of hyperbole in all these instances that’s literally impossible, and you know 
right away that it has to be uh an exaggerated form. Now, there are other kinds like overstatement where 
you could possibly take something literally, but in so doing, you would make a mistake. One of the clues, 
I think, that’s available for us, is that if Jesus makes a saying that conflicts with what he says elsewhere, 
then you should have to see this as a red flag waving. Say, “Wait, are we using hyperbole in—in this 
particular instance?”

[09:01] Turn with me to Page 193. Here you have Jesus’ saying about what it means to be a disciple. And, 
and Luke fourteen, twenty-five, “Now great multitudes accompanied Him and He turned and said to 
them, ‘If anyone comes to me and does not hate his own father and mother and wife and children and 
brothers and sisters, yes, and even his own life, he cannot be my disciple.’”

[09:27] Now in the ‘70s when there was a—a—large Jesus movement in the country, there were a lot of 
these groups that—the—literally this is almost like their theme verse. And families were just torn apart 
and parents were deeply hurt by these young sons and daughters who had now decided to follow Jesus 
and were going to hate them. Well, it’s clear that if you look at this and compare it to what Jesus says 
elsewhere, you can’t take this literally.

[09:58] Jesus says, “Love your enemies.” But now, if you hate your parents, then they at least qualify for—
for—being enemies and then you have to love them anyhow. So it—something here has to give, and what 
it is, is it’s exaggeration. There’s a sense in which, when you choose one person over another, means you 
love one and hate the other. Just as Jacob loved Rachel more than he loves Leah.

[10:29] And the next verse says, “When the Lord saw that Leah was hated.” He didn’t hate Leah. They 
had five children. Something’s going on here other than hatred for one another, I would think. But he 
loved Rachel more.

And when you love one more than the other, you love one and you hate the other. It’s kind of an 
idiomatic expression. And there’s a sense in which our love for Jesus Christ must be so much greater than 
any other love that even the most noble form of human love must pale in comparison.

[11:02] In our last home, we had white walls, but if you put a sheet of white typing paper next to it, you’d 
say, “The walls are not white. They’re gray.” And there’s a sense in which your love and my love for Jesus 
Christ must be such that all human love, as great as it is, has a grayish tinge in comparison to it. You must 
love one more than the other.

[11:29] But, you use this form of overstatement to get the point across there as well. Uh, Page 56, here you 
have in Matthew 6:6, Jesus teaching about prayer. “And when you pray, you must be—not be like the 
hypocrites, for they love to stand and pray in the synagogues and the corners of the street that they may 
be seen.”

“Truly I say to you, they have received their reward. But when you pray, go into your own room and shut 
the door and pray to your Father who is in secret. And your Father who sees in secret will reward you.”

[12:02] Alright when you pray. But there are times when you pray outside of that situation. Look right 
across the—the page. Here, Jesus teaches His disciples the prayer. “Pray, then, like this: Our Father who 
art in heaven.” How do you pray “our” if you’re alone? Right? This is a corporate prayer. What Jesus 
knows is there’s time for corporate prayer.
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[12:28] But prayer is not to be made an item of show to indicate your pride. It is between you and God. 
But not everybody has a closet they can bring along with them. They—jump into it to pray whenever 
they need to.

When my wife and I go out to eat, we always pray before the meal. Now, I don’t stand on top of the table, 
waving my arms, and say, “Listen, you pagans out there. My wife and I are gonna pray before we eat.” 
No, we just quietly, and unobtrusively as we can, thank God for the food.

[12:59] In light of the fact that we’re not hungry. That God’s been good to us. I’ve never seen my children 
hungry and never had an—had a situation where I didn’t have something to give them to eat. And so I 
take food, not for granted, but I thank God for it. But it’s not to be done as a show.

It’s to be done privately between you and God. Then you have another statement in Matthew 23, 22, two 
and three, Page 250.

[13:27] This has to be understood somewhat ex—as—as overstatement. When you don’t qualify 
something that has exceptions, that’s an overstatement. Here he says Page 250, line five. “The scribes and 
the Pharisees sit on Moses’ seat to practice and observe what—and so practice and observe whatever they 
tell you, but not what they do.”

“For they preach, but do not practice.” In general, you can pay attention to what the Pharisees and scribes 
teach. They—Their teaching’s alright. Do what they say.

[14:02] There are exceptions to that. But Jesus is not interested in listing exceptions. He gives the general 
rule. Here are teachers. You can listen to what they say, but don’t do what they do, because they’re 
hypocrites.

Now, if a statement conflicts with what Jesus says elsewhere and Jesus criticizes the Pharisees time and 
time again, in that very same chapter, “You brood of vipers,” and so forth He gives to them. But in light of 
what He says elsewhere about the Pharisees, this should warn you that this is an overstatement.

[14:31] Sometimes, an action of Jesus conflicts with His own behavior. For instance, Luke 14:26, about 
hating father and mother. Well, when He’s on the cross, he doesn’t seem to manifest that in His behavior. 
“Woman, behold your son. Son, behold your mother.”

He’s concerned about his mother, so it’s evident that, here is something in Jesus’ behavior that does not 
fit. He respects—loves His father and mother.

[14:59] Later on in His ministry, when His father has died, He honors His mother in this way as well. 
Alright, Page 95, you have another example of that. In Matthew 10:34, another example of exaggerated 
terminology. Bottom of the page. “Do not think that I have come to bring peace on earth. I have come not 
to bring peace, but the sword.”

And yet, many times, we have sayings of Jesus, behavior of Jesus, that conflicts with that.

[15:29] “Blessed are the peacemakers.” Shouldn’t that somehow warn you that a Beatitude towards those 
who make peace, and a saying that He doesn’t come to bring peace, but a sword, don’t really go together 
if you take them both literally. And that this must be figurative in many ways.

We had His behavior with regard to prayer. There are many times Jesus prayed out in the mountain by 
Himself. He prayed at Gethsemane. How do we know what Jesus prayed at Gethsemane?
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[16:00] His prayer was overheard. They heard him pray. It wasn’t as private as the teaching about praying 
in private, if you take that literally as such.

Matthew 5:33 and 37, Page 54, “Again, you’ve heard that it was said of men of old, you shall not swear 
falsely, but shall perform to the Lord what you have sworn. But I say to you, do not swear at all, either by 
heaven, for it is the throne of God, or by earth, for it is His footstool, or by Jerusalem, for it is the City of 
the Great King.”

[16:31] “And do not swear by your head, for you cannot make one hair white or black. Let what you say 
be simply yes or no. Anything more than that comes from evil.” It’s interesting to note that Jesus, at His 
trial, was silent up to one point.

At the very bottom of Page 303, the high priest says to Jesus, “Have you no answer to make? What is it 
that you testify about those who testify against you.”

[17:01] But Jesus was silent, and the high priest said to Him—Now, Jesus is silent up to this point—“’I 
adjure you by the living god, tell us if you are the Christ, the Son of the gos—the Son of God.’ And Jesus 
said, ‘You have said so.’” At this point, Jesus no longer is silent.

Now, why? Well He’s been placed under an oath. An oath found in the Old Testament. It says that if 
you’re placed under an oath by the priest, you must answer. If you are silent, this assumed your guilt.

[17:31] You say, “Well, why doesn’t he plead the Fifth Amendment?” There is no Fifth Amendment in the 
Old Testament, right? If you don’t answer, it says you’re guilty. At this point now, Jesus accepts the 
legitimacy of that oath to be placed under, and he now responds. Only Matthew, by the way, tells us 
about His responding at this point because of the oath. So Jesus accepts, at this point, the legitimacy of an 
oath.

[17:56] But what He is saying is, “Hey, look, when you’re placed under an oath, don’t—you’re gonna 
accept that. But when you say an oath voluntarily, be careful.” In other words, the rabbis discussed 
among themselves, “When must you keep an oath?”

And this is in the Talmudic literature. And one said, “Well, if you were to make an oath to a Gentile, you 
wouldn’t have to keep it.”

[18:31] And they said, “Well, yeah, but what would happen if you made an oath to a Gentile in God’s 
name? In the name of YHWH, our God?” And then, one rabbi said, “Well then, you would have to keep 
it.” And another rabbi said, “If it’s to a Gentile, even then you don’t have to keep it.”

When do you have to keep your word? In light of this, Jesus says, “Don’t swear at all. Let your yes be yes, 
and your no, no.”

[19:00] Now, there are people who don’t believe in swearing at all. Mennonites many times come from a 
background that they don’t take oaths of any sort. And an interesting incident came up when Jim 
Chancellor and his wife had married and they were coming from Canada to the United States. Uh, they 
were planning to live in the United States, and uh, as they came, his wife was not a citizen.

[19:27] So the person at the Customs said, “Well, Mrs. Chancellor, do you swear that you will not take up 
armed resistance to the government?” And she said, “No.” Well, that kind of shook them up. And he said, 
“Well, what do you mean?” She says, “Well, I said no.”
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And this person’s someone new—he went to the head of the Customs and said, “We got someone who 
won’t swear—that—promise not to—to take up armed resistance against the government.”

[19:56] He came out, and he looked at her, and he says “You’re a Mennonite, aren’t you?” She says, “Yes, I 
am.” And he said, “Would you give us your word that you won’t try to overthrow the government by 
force?” She said, “Yes.” “Well, that’s good enough for us. Fine.”

He recognized, because of her Mennonite background, she took this literally. She could not take an oath. 
Now, I don’t think that’s exactly what is meant here. I think for instance if I were called in a court of law, 
“Bob Stein, you swear to tell the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you God?”

[20:30] I—I would have no problem saying, “Yes, I do.” I might like to say something like, “Well, your 
honor, I am a Christian, and God has told me that I should not lie, so I really don’t have to, but if it’ll 
make you feel good, sure, why not?”

That—That would be a little showboating unnecessarily. Uh, but I think the point of it here is, if you have 
to swear so that people will believe you, then your character is such that no swearing in the world would 
cause a person to believe you.

[21:00] I have a friend and if I asked Mack to do something for me, and if he said “I’ll do it, Bob,” I know 
he’d do it. If he died, maybe, he wouldn’t be able to do it, but he’ll do it. I have others that, if they swore 
by their mother’s grave they would do it, I’d leave and say, “I don’t think he’s gonna do it. I better make 
sure some other way.”

Your yes should be yes. Your no, no. If you’re a people of character like Jesus says you are, you ought to 
be, a “yes” is all that’s needed.

[21:32] Yes and no. My dad—that was not a religious person in a normal sense that we judge this, but I 
remember his saying something to me. He said to me, “Bob, I gave him my word.” There were years in 
the past, when people would give their word, and they would shake hands.

[21:57] Now, you can have legal contracts that you sign and you look for loopholes. You should have the 
character that yes means yes and no means no. That’s all you need. When you have that, you don’t even 
have to swear. Alright, sometimes—the kind—something—uh, that Jesus says conflicts with the Old 
Testament.

For instance, the saying about hating father or mother. And that, don’t you realize that one of the Ten 
Commandments is, “Honor your father and mother”? There’s something radically wrong here.

[22:29] And that should immediately make you say, “Wait a minute. Is he ignorant of this? Is he going 
against the Old Testament? Or is he using a literary form to get a point across, such as overstatement.” 
And, of course, it’s that way. Sometimes something we find here conflicts with the New Testament 
teaching. For instance, this—this statement about not giving oaths. Well, if you looked at Hebrew 6:16 
and following.

[22:57] We read, “Men indeed swear by a greater than themselves, and in all their dispute an oath is final 
for confirmation. So when God desired to show more convincingly to the heirs of the character of His 
promise, He interposed with an oath, so that through two unchangeable things, in which it is impossible 
that God should prove false, we who have fled to Him for refuge might fine strong in character.” In other 
words, God gave an oath in the Old Testament. Did Jesus know that?
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[23:29] Of course He did. He knew the Old Testament well. What God did, was to give an oath, and of 
course, when we give oaths, we swear by something bigger than we are, greater than us. So we swear by 
God or by the Bible or something like that.

But how does God swear an oath? Well, He swears on His name, His honor, of which there’s nothing 
greater. So, here you have another instance. You had, on Page 55, another saying of Jesus in verse 42, line 
line 9, on the top of Page 55.

[24:03] Jesus says, “Give to him who bor—begs from you, and do not def—refuse him who would borrow 
from you.” Give to him who begs from you. Now, Paul, in 2 Corinthians 3:10, says that you shouldn’t do 
that, at times. Now, there’s a specific example of this, I’ll read it to you, but the instance is such that Paul 
says, in this instance, do not give to those who ask you.

[24:33] 2 Corinthians 3:10 says, in the beginning of verse 8, “We do not eat any—any of one’s bread 
without paying. It was not because we have not the right, but to give you an example. And so we give the 
command. If anyone will not work, let him not eat.”

Now, there were people in Thessalonica that were asking and were refusing to work. “The Lord’s coming. 
Why should we work anymore? And besides, you have more than enough for both of us.”

[25:02] And Paul says, in that situation you do not feed them. If they have work to do, and they can work, 
then don’t feed them. But can’t you think of instances when you would not take care of person who’s 
asking you simply for money?

You pastors are gonna have real wisdom in this, because there’ll be many times people who are in need 
will come to you and some of them will say, “Uh, could you give me some money. I haven’t eaten for a 
while.”

[25:29] And you’re not real sure as what’s going on here. Will they use it for food or will they use it for 
alcohol, or drugs or something like that? And I remember a number of instances where a person would 
come up and they’d say, “I need money for, uh—uh—uh bus fare to get back home.” They go, “I’m 
broke.” Then I say, “Well, why don’t we go to the bus station. I’ll buy you a ticket.”

Bought him a ticket, fed him, and then put him on the bus to go. But I wouldn’t give him cash, because 
I’m not sure how they would use it.

[25:57] If you have children, what happens when Johnny comes home and says, “I finally figured out my 
verse for life. Give to whoever—give to everyone who asks you. And I want you to apply that verse and 
show how—I want a new bicycle.”

If you love your children, many times, you will not give what they ask because it wouldn’t be good for 
them. So you have examples, and y—you—the question is how will you word it without being 
exaggerated? Would you say, “Give to everyone who asks you, except in the following hypothetical 
situations.”

[26:32] And list 20, 30 situations like that. No, you can’t do that. You expect common sense and in light of 
the other teachings of scripture, that this commissive form of language, which seeks to emphasize the 
importance of generosity, the willingness many times to have your generosity abused, but not be 
completely silly and foolish on those issues.

[26:55] Sometimes, another evangelist takes that same statement and interprets in a way that indicates 
that it is not to be understood literally. Turn to Page 193 for this one on hating father and mother. What 
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we have here in Luke 14:26, “If anyone comes to you and does not hate his father, mother, and wife, and 
children, and brothers and sisters, yes, and even his own life, he cannot be my disciple.” Probably that is a 
more authentic, more primitive, more like what Jesus actually said—saying.

[27:29] But Matthew has given us a thought-for-thought translation, which gets the meaning across. And 
there he says, “He who loves father and mother more than me is not worthy of me, and he who loves son 
or daughter more than me is not worthy of me.” So you have an evangelist interpreting this saying in a 
way that indicates it is not to be understood literally, but as an exaggerated form of terminology.

I’m wondering too, if you have in Mark 10:11, 16:18 of Luke, and 1 Corinthians 7:10-11, where you have 
this saying on divorce.

[28:04] Uh, turn with me to 216. Both Matthew—actually both Luke, 1 Corinthians, did that saying, and 
Mark, have no exception. But if you look at Matthew, there is an exception. Page 216, line 27, “Whoever 
divorces his wife and marries another commits adultery against her.”

[28:30] “And if she divorces her husband and marries another, she commits adultery.” Luke follows the 
same wording, but Matthew has the exception clause. “But I say to you, whoever divorces his wife except 
for unchastity and marries another commits adultery.”

And lot of questions are raised on that passage. A lot of work’s been done on it. My understanding is that, 
what Jesus is saying is, is capable of having an exception.

[28:59] Matthew interprets it that way, and Paul does also in 1 Corinthians when he raises a new situation 
which is not envisioned by any of the Gospel writers. And that is, if a believer is deserted by their 
unbelieving partner, then they are free, Paul says. And my understanding of being “free” means that free 
to remarry.

So that here, if Matthew’s exception is—is really an exception, we have an example of a hyperbolic form 
of that saying in Jesus’ teaching.

[29:32] And that Mark and Luke take Jesus’ teaching in the word-for-word translation, but Matthew has 
an inspired advantage, which gives an interpretation of that. And Matthew 10:34, Page 95, we have 
another example where the evangelist himself, by providing a context for us, helps us to understand the 
saying which looks to all extents and purposes, being an exaggerated form.

[30:01] Matthew 10:34, the bottom of the page, “Do not think that I have come to bring peace on earth. I 
have come not to bring peace but a sword.” Well, we already looked at other sayings of Jesus about 
“Blessed are the peacemakers,” and so forth. But notice the next verses on the following page.

“For I have come to set a man against his father, and a daughter against her mother, and a daughter-in-
law against her mother-in-law, and a man’s foes will be those of his own household.” Here we have an 
understanding of what kind of division he’s come to bring.

[30:32] There’s nothing like here of revolution. Nothing political here, but He talks about the divisions 
that Jesus sometimes brings within families themselves. Most times, families tend to be united in Christ, 
but there can be exceptions. And we have some Jewish Christians who are studying here, whose—have 
had real hard troubles in their families.

[30:58] I remember one Jewish Christian telling me that his mother and father, after a while, said to him, 
“If you really love us, you’ll give up this Jesus stuff.” And he said, “Well, I can’t. I love Jesus, but I love 
you very much.” And they said, “No, you hate us.”
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And sometimes, in a real orthodox Jewish background, you have a funeral for the child while they’re still 
living. Because as far as they’re concerned, you’re dead. Sometimes that does happen, and yet, for most 
times, there is u—union.

[31:31] But here Jesus is saying the one point, emphasizing that sometimes that d—that does happen. 
Sometimes the statement is not really fulfilled literally, and in reality. 255, we have the saying about Jesus 
on the Sermon on the Mount. Uh, excuse me, not a Sermon on the Mount, on The Mount of Olives. Top of 
Page 255, the disciples say, “Look Teacher, what wonderful stones and what wonderful buildings.”

[32:02] And Jesus said to them, “Do you see these great buildings? There will not be left here one stone 
upon another that will not be thrown down.” Any of you been to Israel? Temple area, Wailing Wall, see 
the layers of stone that go back to Herod’s day. Actually below the surface there’s one place where you—
they’ve cut out a couple stones and you can see 16 additional layers of stone that go back to Herod’s time.

[32:29] Um, it’s not literally true. There are still stones that still exist on top of each other. But if you talk to 
anybody who is still alive in A.D. 70, after the fall of Jerusalem, everyone would say, this is fulfilled 
literally. There was a valley between the Temple and the Western uh, hills. After A.D. 70, there was no 
valley.

[32:59] It’s all filled with the ruins of the Temple. But the—no stone—if I were to say to you that you 
know, next next Tuesday when I come back, I—I’m sorry to say that there’s not going to be one building 
standing here in [inaudible][ 33:16]. Every one of the building here will be a ruin. In fact, there won’t even 
be two bricks still cemented together. And if you came on Tuesday and saw wh—this huge pile of 
destroyed buildings.

[33:30] And somebody climbed up to the top and held up two bricks cemented together and said, “He 
was wrong. It’s still here.” Wouldn’t you laugh at them? Sure. How would you want Jesus to say it? 
Would you want Him to say, “Do you see these great stones? Let me tell you that there will not be more 
than 1.69 percent of the stones that are still attached together. Might be maybe more scientifically 
accurate. That’s not the way you use commissive language.

[34:00] And so, it’s exaggerated terminology. Another one is 61, one saying on prayer. “Ask, and it will be 
given you. Seek and you will find. Knock, and it will be open to you. To everyone who asks, receives. And 
he who seeks, finds. And to him who knocks, it will be opened.” I’ve never shared with you that I’ve 
always wanted to be a missionary. I felt a particular burden to be a—a—a missionary to the filthy rich of 
the world, however.

[34:31] And I’ve sought to establish a mission foundation to get me working. I thought probably the best 
place to do this would be Monte Carlo where there are a lot of very filthy rich people who need the 
healing of the Gospel. And I’ve been trying to equip myself for that ministry. Uh, homes are fairly 
expensive, so we’re talking probably about oh, $15-- $20 Million that needs to have one that you’d be able 
to bring the rich in to witness to them, and so forth.

[35:00] And you might not need a Mercedes, but you couldn’t go much less than a Lexus, or they 
wouldn’t respect your testimony. And then I thought the best place to really witness would be a nice 
yacht about 70 feet long or so, out in the harbor where you kinda—kinda relax, and uh, sip ice tea, 
sweetened or unsweetened. And then share the Gospel with them. I know some of you will laugh and 
then you’d say, “You asked and received not, because you asked [???] to consume it on your own lusts.”
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[35:33] James, hey, you pick your favorite Bible and theme verse for life. I’ll pick mine. Mine is seven and 
eight here. Now, needless to say, Jesus anticipated that God’s not gonna answer the silly requests that Bob 
Stein asks in this regard. God delights in answering our prayers.

[35:58] But how do you---again—do you want Him to ask? Do you say, “Ask, and it shall be given you. 
Seek, and you shall find. Knock, and it shall be opened to you. For everyone who asks, receives. He who 
seeks, finds. And to him who knocks, it will be opened, except in the following instances.” And then you 
have a list of exceptions.

What would happen if He did it that way? Where would you focus your attention? On the exceptions. 
What does Jesus want you to focus your attention on?

Audience: [Coughing]

[36:27] The promises, alright? So we use that all the time. I used that once uh, with—with my children. We 
were Julie and Keith were helping me in the backyard of our house. We had two huge weeping willow 
trees.

Part of the—When God said there would—he would place a curse upon the earth, that involves weeping 
willow trees, if you own them. They look real nice, but they’re garbage trees. It’s just terrible to clean up 
afterwards.

[36:57] Well, we were—we spent about three hours, my—my—my children, Julie was about 12, Keith 
about ten, and we worked, oh, to about four o’clock. And then Julie finally said, “Keith—Keith and I are 
really tired, Dad. We wanna quit.”

And so I said to her, “Well, Julie, we’re just about done. If we work ten more minutes.” And I said, “uh—i
—in just ten more minutes, we’ll have it all done. And then afterwards, we’ll go out to eat and you can 
order anything you want.”

[37:29] Now, I didn’t qualify that. But they knew that we were not going to go out to Ruth’s Chris’s 
Steakhouse.

Audience: [Laughter]

[37:38] They knew were going to go to McDonald’s, and anything on the McDonald’s menu, they could 
have. But see, if I qualified it, the joy of the promise i—is hindered by that. So I say, “We’ll go out and 
have anything.” And they understood it was a perfectly good way of communicating you accepted that 
there were unspoken conditions that were there.

[38:00] So, here, Jesus does the same with regard to prayer. He wants us to emphasize that God delights in 
our prayers. He does not want to emphasize the conditions that—do not take place. On 53, Page 53, we 
have a statement again, which is exaggerated terminology.

Audience: [Coughing]

[38:20] “If your right eye causes you to sin, pluck it out. Throw it away. It is better that you lose one of 
your members than that your whole body be thrown into hell.”

[38:28] “If your right hand causes you to sin, cut it off and throw it away. It is better that you lose one of 
your members than that your whole body go into hell.” Well, that’s using the context upon looking upon 
a woman to lust. Now, if you pluck out your right eye, you can lust real well with your left. Right? And if 
you pluck out your left eye, you can still, in your mind, lust.
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Now, if you pluck out the gray matter of your brain, you’ll solve things real quickly, but the fact is, what 
we’re talking about here is not self-mutilation.

[39:02] Because it would not bring the desired result about. What Jesus is in effect saying, is something 
like, there is no sin worth going to hell for. Better to repent if it is as painful as plucking out an eye or 
cutting off an arm, and enter life, so made, than to perish never having experienced that repentance and 
pain of repentance. Alright, sometimes a statement may use a literary form that’s prone to exaggerations.

[39:30] For instance, poetry. Proverbs. A proverb is a universal saying, but it is a general rule. There can be 
exceptions to it. Poetry is also prone to exaggeration a lot. Idiomatic language Page 120 favorite term that 
is found in Matthew talked about the—in 41, 42.

[39:57] “Son of man will send his angels. They will gather out of His kingdom all causes of sin, and the 
evildoing and throw them into the furnace of fire. There, men will weep and gnash their teeth.” Now, 
that’s an idiom.

Does it mean that people will have no teeth will be given teeth in the resurrection so they can gnash 
them? Or is an idiom that talks about the pain? When do you gnash your teeth? It’s an expression of pain. 
That’s what hell’s going to be like.

[40:29] And so, you don’t push the—the literalness of the language, but you push what the language is 
trying to teach. The literal meaning in other words, about making sure that one doesn’t perish and that 
kind of thing. Also, sometimes you have all-inclusive language. Uh let’s look at Page 156 for just one 
quick example of that. You can use universal language without exception, but many times the way it is 
used allows for this.

[40:57] On line 38, Mark 9:23, “And Jesus said to them, ‘If you can, all things are possible to Him who 
believes.’” All things are not possible. You cannot become God. Despite the fact many of us would like to. 
How would you want Jesus to say it? Would you like Him to say, “A lot of things are possible to one who 
believes.”

[41:30] That might be more technically and scientifically correct. But that’s not the way commissive 
language works. It’s not the way exaggerated terminology works.
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Chapter 13

Today we are going to look at literary forms of Jesus’ teaching. Yesterday was mostly focused on the use 
of hyperbole and exaggeration. And before we look into the - these literary forms that Jesus employed, I 
want to give us three or four reasons that these things are important to us. So first and first reason why 
these literary forms are important is that they show us the brilliance of Jesus.

[00:51] I think often we read the gospels, and we don't, we don't stop and think this guy was really sharp 
by, by human standards. He was very intelligent and he was able to handle the top intellectuals of his day 
and refute them and confound them and he often did so with rhetorical flour- flourishes or with wise 
ways of putting things that were irrefutable.

[01:22] And, and so we're going to look at some of those things today. But as we do so, I would urge you 
to recognize here the worst of Jesus. That he is worthy of worship. That, that God has not called us to 
worship one who is not worthy of our worship. So in this, in this exercise of looking at these literary 
forms that Jesus employed, notice his intellectual power.

[01:50] So that's the first reason that these things are important. A second reason, and I want to illustrate 
this to you by way of a, an example, something that happened to me. A few years ago I went to a friend's 
house who enjoys gardening and this particular friend has lots and lots of a plant called hosta. Now I, I 
had surely seen hosta before I went to his, his house that day but when I went to his house and he 
pointed it out to me and he said this is hosta, he gave a name to something that I had seen but not 
noticed.

[02:24] And that's what we're going to do today. We're going to give a name to things that we've all seen, 
things that we've - we're all familiar with but that we haven't noticed. After that day, everywhere I went I 
saw hosta. It was in my backyard but I, I didn't have a name for it so I hadn’t noticed it until he put a 
name to it for me and then I saw it everywhere. It's on the campus. Maybe you know the plant, maybe 
you don't. But hopefully as we, as we name these literary techniques you'll begin to see them all over the 
scriptures.

[02:57] And that is really the first task of, of bible study, to simply see what is there. That's what we want 
to do when we open the scriptures. We want to see what is there. And there's no end to it. There is no end 
to what can be seen. So the task of observation for us, the task of observing what the scriptures say will be 
a lifelong task.

[03:26] Third, what we're going to do today, we’ll see things that I think Jesus deliberately put in difficult 
forms. I think we’ll see today that Jesus said things that aren't transparently obvious and I think that in 
doing that, he is honoring the fact that human beings, his - the people who would listen to him are made 
in the image of God.

[03:55] So as we see these things, we should bear in mind Jesus wants us to think about what he's saying. 
I think he sometimes put things in ways that don't make sense right on the surface so that we have to 
spend time and spend intellectual labor thinking about what he has said. Someone has said that 
interpreting difficult sayings for yourself is like eating your own fruit.

[04:25] Whereas, letting someone else do the interpreting - the work of interpretation for you is letting 
that person eat the fruit and pass on to you the nutrients, where you didn't get the joy of the taste, the joy 
of having those little bits of orange fire juice in your mouth and refresh you. That's what thinking about 
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and figuring out what you think Jesus meant is like. It's like eating your own fruit and enjoying the 
refreshment and the nourishment that comes for it - from it, for yourself.

[04:56] And finally, often I think that one of the reasons that Jesus put things this way is because when 
things are put this way it makes it easier for them to be remembered. So Jesus is enabling as hearers and 
us as readers to remember the things that he spoke. I think that scripture memory is a neglected discipline 
today but it's a very, very useful discipline.

[05:23] The more bible we have in our brains the more connections we're able to make as we read other 
parts of scripture. For instance, Psalm 110 about Verse five or so or maybe it's before that, maybe it's three. 
Somewhere along in there it says, “Your people will volunteer freely in the day of your power.”

[05:46] Well if you've been mulling on that phrase, when you read say of the days when, when David was 
not allowed to collect the material for the temple but took up materials from the people for the temple, 
and they - the, the writer of the scripture says, the people volunteered their materials willingly, you make 
a connection between the ministry of David, the life of David and what Psalm 110:4 says and you have an 
idea of what the psalmist means by that phrase “Your people will vol-, volunteer freely in the day of your 
power, for the [inaudible][06:20] when we will see that verse fulfilled.”

[06:25] So we have a, a, a little bit about what that means if we have the bible in our brains. So I would 
urge you to, to practice that discipline. So let's look first at a literary device, a technique that Jesus used. 
The first one we're going to see is that Jesus used puns. Now a pun is an ingenious use of a word or a 
phrase that suggests multiple, multiple meanings.

[06:54] Or it either suggests multiple meanings of one word or it suggests a similar sounding word. So, 
for instance, Matthew 23, 23 and 24 and I, I would encourage you if you don't want to look up each one of 
these passages, just listen to me. Read them. If you want to follow along great, but I would urge you to 
make a category puns and then write the references in and maybe note what's going on to create the pun 
as you take notes.

[07:23] So Matthew 23, 23 and 24 Jesus says, “Whoa to you scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites, for you tied 
mint and dill and cumin and have neglected the way to your provisions of the law, justice and mercy and 
faithfulness. But these are the things you should have done without neglecting the others. Blind guides 
you strain out of gnat and, and swallow a camel.”

[07:51] Now in, in Aramaic which could be the language that Jesus was using as he spoke this, the word 
for gnat is [foreign], this word here and the word for camel is [foreign]. So in saying this, Jesus is, is 
almost entertaining, not - I think we can use that word - he's delighting the minds of his hearers so that 
they will remember this critique of the Pharisees.

[08:17] And he's put this in a memorable fashion so that his words strike the minds of his readers. 
Incidentally, I would urge you, as you practice ministry, watch for words and phrases that pierce and 
remember them and employ them. Employ them with discretion so that when you speak, your words are 
not like dull spoons.

[08:44] Your words are like piercing knives to the, to the minds and hearts of your hearers. Practice that. I 
think that these kinds of things show that Jesus thought about ways to say things that would be striking 
to his hearers. So the next one is Matthew 16:18 where we all know this, this passage. Jesus says to Peter, 
“You are Peter and on this rock,” and again in Aramaic the, the words for the name Peter - and this comes 
across even in Greek - the words for Peter and, and rock are very similar to one another.
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[09:20] Petras and Petra. Another one is John 3:8 and, and really this, this goes through John 3:5 through 
3:8. And there's more than one of these devices here in John. But what Jesus says on this occasion is, “The 
wind blows wherever it wills and so it is with the spirit.” And the word for wind is [foreign] and the 
word for spirit is [foreign]. So y you're not sure as you read this whether Jesus is referring to the, the 
spirit, the holy spirit of God blowing wherever he wills or if he's referring to the wind, the physical force 
in nature blowing wherever it wills.

[09:58] And so you have to invest mental energy trying to figure out what he's talking about. And I would 
encourage you to look at that passage and give some thought to it and say in your mind, okay, is Jesus 
talking about the Holy Spirit here or is he talking about wind and how’s he using this, this comparison? It 
will be like eating your own fruit. The next one, Luke 9:59 and 60, in this passage Jesus says, “Come 
follow me,” this is after someone who wants to follow him he said, “Please permit me to first go and bury 
my father.”

[10:32] And Jesus says, “Come follow me and let the dead bury their own dead.” And there I think we 
have Jesus referring to those who are not onboard with his program as remaining in a state of spiritual 
death. So the dead - those not follow - those not tramping around with me or those not committing 
themselves to me will bury the, the, the, the physical dead.

[11:01] But those who are alive, those who wish to tramp around with me, you're not bound by these 
earthly rights anymore. Part of the issue there is that there would have been a, a certain mourning period 
mandated by the Old Testament that Jesus is probably saying this is no longer part of what is stipulated 
for you to live under. But again, these are things for us to think on. Mark 4:9 is our next one. These are all 
under the category of puns.

[11:29] Mark 4:9, Jesus says, “He has ears to hear,” which everyone hearing him that day had physical 
ears. “He who has ears to hear, let ‘em hear.” And obviously he's using the word hear in a deeper sense 
there. He's saying perceive what I'm saying. Understand the significance of what is being communicated 
through your physical ears.

[11:53] And so Jesus puts this in striking and memorable ways. Mark 8:35, again, we all know this 
passage. “Whoever would save his life will lose it but whoever loses his life will save it.” And, and this 
will fit under, um, what we’ll see in a moment, paradox, but it's also a pun because Jesus is playing on 
these words. Save and lose, lose and save. These words have more than one meaning. He doesn't mean 
whoever would save his physical life, will lose his physical life.

[12:24] He means whoever would, would put his physical life in the primary place will lose his spiritual 
life. So these words are being used in more than one sense. So puns. That's the first literary form or 
literary device or technique that Jesus employs to communicate. The next one Jesus uses proverbs.

[12:50] And let me say a word here about, about words in general. As you, as you think about the names 
that we call things, I would encourage you to make good use of your dictionary because we often assume 
that we know what a, what a word means, when in fact, we might be using it wrongly. For instance, the 
word irony often gets missed - misused in our, in our context and in our culture. People often use that 
word in ways that the dictionary prohibits.

[13:19] So a, a proverb is a brief, popular maxim and a maxim is simply a wise saying. And before I 
looked this word up in the dictionary, proverb, I didn't realize that generally speaking this is a popular 
thing. Generally when people refer to proverbs they refer to things that everyone in the culture is familiar 
with. So a proverb in our culture might be something like, I don't know.
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[13:45] Water, water will wet you and fire will burn. This is something that everybody knows. This is part 
of a common stock of our pre-suppositional mindset. So when Jesus uses these things he's appealing to 
what everybody knows. For instance, Matthew 6:21. There Jesus says, “Where your treasure is there your 
heart will be also.” And this is probably something that was in the culture.

[14:12] This is probably something that everyone recognized, everyone was familiar with. And the 
meaning is very, very obvious, it's on the surface. But I, I, I would imagine that the way that Jesus used 
proverbs was, was somewhat unusual. And I, I would imagine that when he stated things, clichés so to 
speak, when he stated clichés they were striking. And, and it was, it was as though you'd heard someone 
state a cliché and suddenly you realized the full significance of this cliché.

[14:44] Another one is, Matthew 6:34 where Jesus says, “Don't be anxious for tomorrow, for tomorrow will 
take care for - of itself. Each day has enough trouble of its own.” This is sort of a general maxim, a wise 
statement. Don't be anxious about tomorrow, tomorrow will take care of itself. Each day has enough 
trouble for its own. Another one is Matthew 26:52 and Jesus there says, “Put your sword back into his 
place.”

[15:17] This is after Peter has cut off the high priest’s servant’s ear. “For all those who take up the sword 
will perish by the sword.” And again, this is just a general truth. So proverbs. Next are riddles. And here I 
think these are, these are places where Jesus says things that are enigmatic. He says things that aren't 
transparently obvious. The reason, as I said earlier, I think he wants us to use our brains.

[15:48] He's on the honoring the fact that we are made in the image of God. And I would encourage you, 
as you preach or teach, honor the fact that you're here as are in the image of God. Challenge their intellect. 
We don't have to dumb everything down. People are really bright in general particularly when 
challenged. So, riddles. Matthew 11:12, “From the days of John the Baptist until now the kingdom of 
heaven suffers violence and violent men take it by force.”

[16:16] If you look into any commentary on this verse, any commentary on Matthew and look at this 
verse, everyone is mystified as to what Jesus means here. And the reality is that probably there are several 
different levels on which this statement can operate so that violent - the kingdom of heaven is advancing 
violently and violent men take it by force, probably has several different meanings in, in different 
situations.

[16:43] But Jesus, here we see him, puts something in a way that's not transparently obvious, so that his 
hearers will think about it. Another one is, Mark 14:58. In Mark 14:58 Jesus says - I'm sorry, not Jesus. Uh, 
they report that they heard Jesus say - these, these witnesses at his trial - “We heard him say, I will destroy 
this temple made with hands and in three days, I will build another made without hands.”

[17:13] And John and his gospel in Chapter 2 tells us that the disciples didn't understand, that no one 
under-, stood, stood what Jesus was talking about at the time. But after he was raised from the dead they 
realized that he was talking about his body. So here we see something that Jesus leaves out there and 
people remembered it but the significance of it and the meaning of it only became clear once Jesus was 
raised. A riddle.

[17:38] Luke 13:32 and 33, there Jesus says, he said to them, “Go,” uh, this is speaking of Herod, Herod. 
They, they come to Jesus and tell him Herod wants to kill you and he said to them, “Go and tell that fox, 
behold I cast out demons and perform cures today and tomorrow and the third day I reach my goal. 
Nevertheless I must journey on today and tomorrow and the next day, for it cannot be their prophet 
should perish outside of Jerusalem.”
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[18:12] Now on this occasion, Jesus is more to that - more than three days from the crucifixion. On this 
occasion Jesus is more than three days from Jerusalem when he's going to be crucified and yet he's, he's 
using this language. He's saying today and tomorrow I must cast out demons and the third day I reach 
my goal. And I think there's a clear, in, in - a reference there - a clear illusion to the, the crucifixion and 
then the, the raising three days later, later.

[18:37] So these are riddles that Jesus tossed out for people I think to think about and contemplate. So the 
next one is paradox. The first paradox we’ll look at is Mark 10:43 and 44. And there Jesus says -

[19:04] He's just said in Verse 42, “You know that those who are recognized as rulers of the gentiles Lord it 
over them and their great men exercised authority over them. But it is not so among you. Whoever 
wishes to become great among you, shall be your servant and whoever wishes to be first among you, 
shall be slave of all.” So a paradox is a statement that seems contradictory and is nevertheless true. 
Paradoxes are almost counterintuitive.

[19:31] In, in this instance if you want greatness seek to be the slave of all. Seek to be a servant. If you 
want to be the lowest of all, seek your own greatness. The - these are all over the bible of God honors the 
humble but he abases the proud. The - God raises us up and he puts down. The - we seek paradoxes 
everywhere.

[19:56] Another paradox Mark 12:41 and 42. There Jesus sits down opposite the treasury and he begins to 
observe how the multitude was putting money into the treasury and many rich people were putting in 
large sums. And a poor widow came and put in two small copper coins and calling to his disciples, he 
said to them, I tell you, this poor widow put in more than all of the rich people. And there, again, this is 
counterintuitive but it's, it's almost as though Jesus is speaking as one who knows the upside kingdom 
that he is inaugurating.

[20:31] So these are paradoxes. Another one is Matthew 11:11 where Jesus says, “I tell you that among 
those born of women, there is none greater than John the Baptist and yet he who is least in the kingdom 
of heaven, is greater than he.” And on that occasion, Jesus is throwing something out that I think would 
have mystified us hearers.

[20:53] And what he's communicating is that the, the eschatological age that will be inaugurated upon the 
glorification of Jesus is, is of such a quality, that those who participate in it, those who know the, the, the 
fully revealed plan of salvation that, that, that culminates in the crucifixion and the resurrection of, of 
Jesus - those who know that are, by their very nature, greater than those who, who lived before the - 
before that age when all of this had been revealed.

[21:27] If you disagree with my interpretation that's fine. Eat your own fruit. But think about it and try to 
figure out what Jesus means, how it can be that among those born of women there's none greater than 
John the Baptist, but the least in the kingdom of heaven is greater than he. I don't think he's talking about 
angels. I think he's talking about people that live on this side of the cross. So, another one is Matthew 
23:27 and 28.

[21:51] And there we read, “Whoa to you scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites. For you are like white washed 
tombs which on the outside appear beautiful, but inside are full of dead men’s bones and uncleanness’s.” 
Here again appearances are not always the truth and, and Jesus often stated things that were 
counterintuitive. And I think that we should - to, to understand - to appreciate the significance of a 
statement like this you have to know something of the background.
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[22:18] In Jesus’ day, the Pharisees would not necessarily have been viewed as we view them. The 
Pharisees would be viewed as the most honored, most respected, most holy people in the society. And so 
for Jesus to be exposing them as frauds would be striking. It would be shocking. So for him to say outside 
you're clean but inside you're dirty is - it would seem counterintuitive to his hearers.

[22:51] Lastly, on this page, is something called [foreign], this is a Latin phrase that means from the 
stronger. The Hebrew for it, or the Aramaic, I'm not sure, is [foreign] and [foreign], if you know - if you've 
taken Hebrew [foreign] is the light stem because it doesn't have the, the prefixes and suffixes like the 
other stems have. So [foreign] is light, [foreign] is heavy. Light and heavy.

[23:15] And what's going on here, for instance in Matt-, Matthew 6:28 through 30 it's an argument from 
the lesser to the greater. Jesus says, “Why are you anxious about clothing. Observe how the Lilies of the 
field grow. They don't toil or spin, yet I say to you that not even Solomon and all his glory was not 
clothed as these are.” So the point is, if this is how God takes care of insignificant things like flowers, how 
much more will he care for you who are of such - much more great value than, than flowers?

[23:53] So this is an argument from the lesser, flowers to the greater, the worth of human beings. [foreign] 
I'm going to - if there are no objections - skip the rest of those examples because I think it's pretty clear 
what that is. All right. You've got the references there. The next literary form or device that Jesus 
employed were rhetorical questions. And we all, we all know what a rhetorical question is. It's a question 
used to make a point that no one intends - no one who asked the question intends for it to be answered or 
responded to.

[24:26] For instance, in Mark 7:18 and 19, he said to them, “Are you so lacking in understanding?” He 
doesn't want them to say yeah, Lord, we're really pretty slow. It's - the, the statement is to make a point. 
Are you so lacking in understanding? Do you not understand that whatever goes into the man from 
outside cannot defile him because it does not go into his heart but into his stomach and then - is then 
eliminated.

[24:50] And Mark adds, “Thus he declared all foods clean.” I think that's significant because from Acts 10 
we know that Peter didn't understand it but for Jeter - Jesus said that and he didn't understand it after 
Jesus said that. Peter didn't get this until the Lord lowered the sheet down three times for him and then 
finally said, don't call unclean what I have declared clean. I think that's when Peter probably 
remembered, maybe, or as he thought about it later, this instance, during the ministry of Jesus, when he 
declared all foods clean.

[25:24] So this is a rhetorical question. Another one is Mark 8:12, signed deeply in his spirit he said, “Why 
does this generation seek for a sign?” He doesn't want anybody to answer that question. “Why does this 
generation seek for a sign? Truly I say to you, no sign will be given to this generation.” Rhetorical 
questions. Those are pretty clear. The counter questions. Jesus often refutes his opponents with counter 
questions.

[25:51] Mark 2:6 through 9, the - right after Jesus has said to the paralytic, “My son your sins are 
forgiven.” Mark 2:6 “There were some of the scribes sitting there and reasoning in their hearts. Why does 
this man speak that way? He was blasphemy. Who can forgive sins but God alone?” And immediately 
Jesus aware in his spirit that they were reasoning that way within themselves said to them, “Why are you 
reasoning about these things in your hearts?” Which is easier? And here's the counter question. “Which is 
easier? To say to the para-, paralytic your sins are forgiven or to say arise and take up your pallet and 
walk?”
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[26:25] And then he heals the paralytic so that he stands up and walks. Another good example of this, this 
counter question, is Mark - I think it's 11:27 through 33. I think this is the encounter about John the 
Baptist. Yes. Mark 11:27 through 33. They came into Jerusalem and they’re asking him by what authority 
are you doing these things? And he responds I'll answer that question if you'll answer me one.

[26:52] Who gave John the Baptist his authority? And he, he confounds them. They have no response. 
They had nothing to say because they know if we say John the Baptist was a fraud, the people will leave 
us. We will lose their allegiance. But they also know that if they say we believe John the Baptist was real, 
Jesus is going to respond, why didn't you believe in him? Why didn't you repent? So here's an instance 
where the, the intelligence of Jesus, the brilliance of our Lord, is, is - it, it reaches out and, and, and grabs 
the person reading this - these instances.

[27:30] Parabolic actions. This is not so much a li-, a literary form as it is almost a, an action. Well 
obviously it is an action. Something that Jesus does to make a point. Mark 2:18 we read John’s disciples 
and the Pharisees were fasting and they came and said to Jesus, why aren't your disciples fasting? And 
Jesus, I think, probably wasn't fasting. And in this culture to not fast it would almost be like flaunting the 
[inaudible][28:00], Pharisaic requirements for daily life.

[28:06] Jesus is not fasting to make a point. The point being the kingdom has come. We don't fast in the 
kingdom. We don't fast in the present, in the celebration that ensues upon the coming of the king. So 
that's a parabolic action. Mark 3:14 and 19, that's where Jesus selects the 12 disciples. He picked 12 as a 
deliberate, deliberate correspondence to the 12 tribes of Israel. And it's almost as though he is 
reconstituting the nation of Israel in selecting these 12 men who would be with him whom he named 
apostles.

[28:41] So parabolic actions of Jesus. Another one is in Mark 11:1 through 14. There are other references 
here where Jesus curse the fig tree. And this is right in the context of him going in and cleansing the 
temple and it's, it's acknowledged by all interpreters that in cursing the fig tree and what he says to the fig 
tree, you're going to be dried up and no more fruit is going to come from you. The cursing of the fig, fig 
tree matches the cleansing of the temple. And what he has said to the fig tree he is, in effect, said to the, 
the Jewish religious leaders.

[29:17] That, that they’re going to be dried up now and there's no more fruit coming from them. So those 
are parabolic actions that we see of Jesus. These types of parallelism not only apply in the things that 
Jesus says, they also apply in the proverbs and often in the psalms. So as, as we go through these, these 
types of parallelism, parallelism I would encourage you to, to get it in your mind, get it straight in your 
mind, what each one of these things are and watch for it and think about it as you read the psalms and 
the proverbs.

[29:50] So the first one is called synonymous parallelism. And what happens here is the, the first line 
makes a statement and the second line echoes that statement in different words. It says the same thing 
over in different words, thus synonym. Synonymous parallelism. An example, Mark 3:24 and 25. There 
Jesus says, “If a kingdom is divided against its self, that kingdom cannot stand.” Now he's going to echo 
that statement in the next line with different words.

[30:23] “If a house is divided against its self, that house will not be able to stand.” The point of both 
statements is the same but it's stated twice to make the point more forcefully, to give the hearers another 
mnemonic device where, whereby they can remember this. Another example is Mark - um, I'm sorry. 
Matthew 6:9 and 10. There Jesus says, “Pray then in this way.
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[30:51] Our Father who art in heaven, hallowed by thy name.” And now here are the expressions of how 
his name can be hallowed. “May your kingdom come, may your will be done, on earth as it is in heaven.” 
These are set up - and you're basically restating the same thing in different words. May your kingdom 
come, may your will be done, may your name be honored.

[31:16] Another example is Matthew 7:7 and 8. “Ask and it shall be given to you, seek and you shall find, 
knock and it shall be opened to you, for everyone who asks receives, him who knocks, door will be 
opened, he who seeks, finds. Same thing is being stated over and over and over again. And you see this 
all over the place in psalms and proverbs. Another, another form is antithetical parallelism. And this is 
where the point is made by making a statement and then in the next line, saying the opposite.

[31:49] So an example of this is, Matthew 7:17 and 18 and there Jesus says, “Even so, every good tree bares 
good fruit but the bad tree bares bad fruit.” So the, the same point is being made. The kind of tree you are 
will be seen in the kind of fruit you bare. But the way that that point is made is by saying, a good tree 
bares good fruit and then saying the opposite in the next line. But a bad tree bares bad fruit.

[32:19] This is antithetical parallelism. Another example is Luke 16:10. There Jesus says, “He was faithful 
in a very little thing, is faithful also in much.” And he was unrighteous in a very little thing so he's saying 
the opposite. He was unrighteous in a very little thing, will be unrighteous also in much. So the same 
point is being made. What you do with little things is what you're going to do with big things.

[32:49] But Jesus makes that point by stating first faithfulness and then it's, it's opposites. It's opposite, 
unrighteousness. Antithetical parallelism. The next one is step parallelism. Mark 9:37. Jesus says, 
“Whoever receives one child like this in my name receives me.” So he started small, a child in my name 
and then he takes a step up. Not only have you received the child in my name you've received me next. 
Whoever receives me, does not receive me but him who sent me.”

[33:25] With each development Jesus is, is walking up the ladder, so to speak. Thus step parallelism. 
Matthew 5:17, there Jesus says, “I have not come to abolish the law but to fulfill it.” And I would add he 
abolished it by fulfilling it. Another words he, he was what it pointed to once he came, there's no more 
need to fulfill it so it's - it is abolished. But he did not come to abolish but to fulfill.

[33:56] Matthew 10:40 is an - and again these things require thought so think about them. Matthew 10:40, 
“He who receives you, receives me and he who receives me, receives him who's sitting [inaudible][34:08]. 
So in this step parallelism we're walking up the ladder, so to speak. We're, we're stepping up. Next one, 
and lastly, is chiasmic parallelism. This is the the Greek letter chi, right? So in chiasmic parallelism what 
we do is we start with A and we go in here to B and then we come back down with A prime or something 
like that.

[34:31] So it mirrors this. You see that? One, two and then one A. And that's where the word chiasm 
comes from because it's, it's modeled off the, the word - the letter chi. So chiasmic parallelism is what 
happ-, is what we see when, for instance, in Mark 8:35 Jesus says, “Whoever wishes to save his life or lose 
it, whoever loses his life for my sake in the gospels, shall save it.”

[35:02] So it's gone, it's gone lose, save, save, lose. Chiasmic parallelism. It's pretty clear. You probably all 
seen that. I'll give you the other two examples. Matthew 7:6 we read, “Do not give what is holy to dogs 
and do not throw your pearls before swine less they trample them under their feet,” namely the swine. 
“and turn and tear you to pieces,” namely the dogs. So he goes dogs, swine, swine, dogs.
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[35:35] Makes a nice X, chiasm. Matthew 23:12, this is the last one. “Whoever exalts himself shall be 
humbled, whoever humbles himself shall be exalted.” Often these overlap. This is - again this would 
probably fit under the title of paradox.
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Chapter 14

We want to begin having dealt with miscellaneous kinds of forms of Jesus' teachings, such as poetry 
exaggerated language, puns and metaphors and things of that nature to proceed to the most famous of all 
the literary forms that was used by Jesus, and that is the form of a parable.

Over the years I've learned that one of the most effective ways of approaching the parables, and obtaining 
[00:38] basic rules for interpreting the parables, is to look at a famous parable and see how it was 
interpreted through the history of the Church. And through that, we can learn from mistakes made in the 
past and also from some of the insights gained over time.

Now, as we look at some of the ways these parables were interpreted, [01:08] there may be an attitude of 
looking down our nose at some of them. They look kind of weird and strange and wondering how people 
could have been so ignorant or something like that, but please reserve your judgment in one sense 
because these were giants. I mean we're talking about the Augustines. The greatest theologian in the 
history of the Church between Paul and the Reformers. We're talking about Origen, who could [1:40] 
dictate seven different books to seven different secretaries at the same time.

We're talking about the real giants, but we're...we have to realize that we tend to be products of our times 
and the blindness of the age in which we live usually carries over to our own blindness. And ah, I can't 
imagine that if the Lord should tarry 200 years from now, people will look back at some of the things we 
have done and wondered how could they have been [2:10] so blind. And for some of us who have 
written, that's kind of scary. So let's try to treat these people with sympathy. Hopefully they'll, in future 
generations, again if the Lord shall tarry will treat us this way. But we want to learn from the mistakes, 
establish certain basic principles and then having established those principles, we'll apply it to the 
parable we're looking at.

Now, the parable is one of the most famous, one of the two most famous, The Parable of the Good 
Samaritan - don't turn to it, let me just read it to you and [02:40] listen as I read:

“A man was going down from Jerusalem to Jericho when he fell among robbers who stripped him and 
beat him and departed, leaving him half dead. Now, by chance, a priest was going down that road and 
when he saw him, he passed by on the other side. So, likewise, a Levite, when he came to the place and 
saw him, passed by on the other side. But a Samaritan, as he journeyed, came to where he was and when 
he saw him he had compassion. And he went to him and bound up his wounds pouring on oil and wine, 
and then he set him on his own beast and brought him to an inn and took care of him. And the next day, 
he took out two denarii and gave them to the innkeeper saying: 'Take care of him and whatever more you 
spend, I will repay you when I come back'”.

Now, we're going to divide the history of parable interpretation. It's a pretty good way of dividing 
hermeneutics in general to the early Church, to 500 say. Up to 500. The Middle Ages, 500 to 1500. Then 
we'll talk about the ah, period, of the Reformation up to the modern period, 1500 to 1888 [03:48] and then 
we'll talk about the modern period.

But let's go back to the earliest period and look at how the Parable of the Good Samaritan was 
interpreted. The earliest reference we have to this comes from a man by the name of Marcian. Marcian 
was a...the son of a bishop in the northern area of the Black Sea. He then went to Rome, joined himself to 
the Church and gave a large sum of money to the Church. After a while, it was clear that this man was a 
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heretic. He was a Gnostic who, because of his extreme dualism, denied the incarnation, that the Word 
became flesh because if that would have happened, he would have corrupted himself by taking on a 
body. So this was called, by the way, a docetic Christology [phonetic 04:36] that denies the true humanity 
of Jesus. The Greek word, “doceto” [04:41] from which we at docetic [phonetic 04:42] means to seem, to 
appear, and what they argued was it only seemed or appeared that he had a real body, he really didn't 
because that would have corrupted him.

When the Church in Rome discovered that he was heretic, they excommunicated him and did something 
very strange. They gave him back all his money. Now, I would have said there is nothing wrong with 
your money, we'll keep that, you go. [laughter 05:06] Ah, but they gave him back his money. And his 
particular comment about this parable is the earliest comment we have. And what he said was this, that 
Jesus Christ, the Son of God - or let me put it this way...The Son of God appeared first in history as the 
Good Samaritan on the road from Jerusalem to Jericho. [inaudible 05:30]. Remember, there's no 
incarnation for a docetic Gnostic. So, the Son of God first comes on the scene as the Good Samaritan on 
the road from Jerusalem to Jericho.

Now, that fits nicely at the docetic Christology [phonetic 05:46] but notice already that this parable, the 
first reference we have to it, is allegorized. The Good Samaritan represents Jesus Christ. You know, as 
time goes on, at the end of the second century, we have Clement of Alexandria and here's how he 
interprets the parable of the Good Samaritan. You will not have time to copy all of these things down, we 
just can't wait that long for it. If you want all of this, it all appears [06:15] in Stein's Introduction to the 
“Interpretation of the Parables”. So you can get all these details, if you want, there. If you want.

The Good Samaritan, according to Clement, represents the neighbor, or Jesus Christ. The thieves are the 
rulers of darkness. The wounds that the man experiences are the fears, lust, passions, pains and deceits 
that we, as creatures, experience. The wine represents the blood of David's vine. The blood of David's 
offspring. [06:45] Jesus is the son of David. The oil is the compassion of the Father, the binding of the 
wounds represents love, faith and hope.

Now the successor of Clement of Alexandria, around 200 now, is a man that is very famous in the early 
church. A man by the name of Origen. Origen became the father of this method of interpretation called 
allegorization. Origen [07:15] had as his key verse for hermeneutics in the Bible, first, Thessalonians 5:23 
where Paul says: “May the Lord sanctify you wholly in body, in soul and spirit.”

Just as humans consist of a tripart [unclear 07:32] type nature, a body part, a soul part and a spirit part. I 
don't think that's what Paul's saying, but that's irrelevant. So, the Word of God has a tripart type nature. 
There is the literal meaning of a text, there is the moral meaning of the text and there is the spiritual 
meaning of the text. And the text has all three of those within it, and you could look for any one of those 
meanings. You could look for the literal [08:00] meaning, the moral meaning or the spiritual meaning. Of 
course, it's much more advantageous to look for that deeper, spiritual meaning of a text, and that one 
does by allegorizing.

So here is how he interprets the parable and allegorizes the details. The man going down to Jericho was 
Adam. Jerusalem from which he was going was paradise. Remember, the parable begins, “A man was 
going down from Jerusalem to Jericho.” Jericho represents this world, [08:30] the robbers that beat the 
man up are the hostile influences and enemies such as mentioned in John 10:3 where Jesus says, “All who 
came before me were thieves and robbers.”
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The wounds that he experiences are his disobedience or sins. The priest which does not help him is the 
law, because the law can't save us, can't help us. The Levite represents the prophets. The Good Samaritan 
is Jesus Christ. The beast upon which the person is brought is the body of Christ, which bears [09:00] the 
sins the of the world. The Inn to which he's brought for good keeping is the Church. The two denarii 
taken to take care of him are the knowledge of the Father, God the Father and of the Son. The angels who 
represent the innkeeper. The angels in charge of the Church to which he is brought for good keeping. And 
then, the return of the Good Samaritan refers to the second coming of Christ. Now, that's allegorizing. 
Each detail is sought for its own specific meaning.

Now, there are some people who objected to this way of interpreting the parables. They're primarily 
known as the Antiochian Church father, which means those church leaders that were located around the 
city of Syrian, Antakia [phonetic 09:45]. Theodore [inaudible 09:47] and the like. Ah, but their protests 
were essentially voices crying in the wilderness. This method becomes the dominating method. 
[inaudible 09:59] boy Origen really, really saw every detail as being, having a particular kind of meaning.

Well, Augustine goes better. Augustine's parable, the man going down to Jericho, is Adam. Jerusalem, 
from which he was going, is the City of Heavenly Peace. Jericho represents the moon, which signifies our 
mortality, and you begin to say, now what in the world is coming off here? Well, in Hebrew, the word for 
moon and Jericho both look and sound alike. And just as the moon waxes and wanes, so we wax and 
wane. We are mortal. The robbers are the devil and his angels, stripping him meant they took away his 
immortality. Beating him meant that they persuaded him to sin. Leaving him half dead meant that due to 
sin, he was dead spiritually, but he was only half dead because he still had a knowledge of God. The 
priest represents the law. The Levite, the prophets, they can't save us. But, the Good Samaritan is the 
Savior and that's Jesus Christ. The binding of the wounds is the restraint God places upon our sin. The oil 
represents the comfort of a good hope in Christ. The wine is exhortation [phonetic 11:22] to spirited work. 
The beast, once again the body of Christ. The Inn, the Church. The two denarii, the two commandments 
to love God with all our heart, strength and mind and our neighbors and ourself. The Innkeeper is the 
Apostle, Paul. Oh, Augustine was partial to Paul, and return of the Good Samaritan is the resurrection of 
Jesus Christ.

Now this is allegorical interpretation. Each detail is sought for meaning. Now, why is it that the Early 
Church proceeded [11:52] in this way of interpreting the parables? I think there are two main reasons. 
One reason was that this was a prominent way to interpret Greek literature and it was especially a 
prominent way to interpret those kinds of portions that people had held in reverence that were difficult.

For instance, how do you make any sense of the Greek goddesses on Mount...gods [12:22] and goddesses 
on Mount Olympus? I mean they're more immoral than we are. How do you make any sense out of that? 
Well, you shouldn't take these things literally. The Gods are not lusting after beautiful women. What they 
are lusting after are virtues, and you should see these women as allegorized into virtues. So that's 
[inaudible 12:45] well, we still do that today, and Judaism did that.

For instance, how did the Jewish community at the time of Christ make sense out of the Song of 
Solomon? Is this some erotic love piece about people and the blessings of that aspect of marriage. No, no. 
This is an allegory of Yahweh's love for the Church, [13:15] or Yahweh's love for Israel, of course, in the 
Old Testament of the Church.

Now, what do Christians today...most Christians interpret it as an allegory, right? So the allegory of Jesus' 
love for the Church. So, difficult passages were allegorized to make sense and be useable.
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A second reason that this was such a dominant method is that Jesus seemed to say this is the way you 
interpret the parables. You have one parable, the Parable of the Soils, which have an interpretation 
associated with it. [13:45] Now there are some who will say the interpretation doesn't go back to Jesus, it 
was added later on [inaudible 13:49]. That's irrelevant for this issue, because the people who read them 
thought they were Jesus' interpretation and the way he interpreted each of the Soils was allegorically. 
Those who fall among the weeds are those who received the Word, but the cares of life choke out the 
Word. Those that fell on the good soil are those who hear the Word with a good heart and receive it and 
bear fruit and so forth. [14:15]

So you have an allegorical method of interpret...an allegorical interpretation of the Parable of the Soils. 
Therefore, they assumed many. This was the key to interpreting all of the parables. You should do this 
with every parable. Try to look for those deeper allegorical meanings.

Now, in the Middle Ages, remember we talked about the early Church up to 500. Now from 500...if you 
want to be exact, 540 would be a better way of...of breaking that the way historians do it, but 500's good. 
After that, the Church proceeded [14:46] with this method during the Middle Ages - 500 to 1500. And, in 
fact, they added a fourth level of meaning. A man by the name of Cassian came across and gave the 
fourth level of meaning.

So now, whenever you read the Bible you could read it at one of four levels. The literal meaning. Its moral 
meaning. Its spiritual meaning, or its Heavenly meaning. The Heavenly meaning of the text. And the way 
you arrive at these latter spiritual Heavenly meanings would, of course, be by [15:15] allegorization, and 
a very famous example of this is the appearance of the word Jerusalem in the Bible. When you read the 
word Jerusalem anywhere in the Bible, you can understand what it says here on four different levels, and 
the text means all four.

You could understand it on the simple literal level that it refers to the city whose longitude is x, latitude y, 
surrounded by the Hinnom and Kidron Valleys. Or you could go to the next level, the [15:45] moral level. 
and you can understand that this is talking about the human soul and interpret the passage in light of the 
human soul. The sentence and the passage. Or, you can go to the next level and here Jerusalem refers to 
the Church, the Christian community, and you interpret that passage now in the light of this, or you go to 
its Heavenly meaning. And now, Jerusalem represents the Heavenly Jerusalem, all four levels are there. 
[16:15] Isn't it wonderful how rich the Bible is, and you have all of these levels and so forth.

Now an example of this would be the venerable beads - 730 thereabouts, you guys. In this parable of the 
Good Samaritan, he interprets the parable this way, it says: The Good Samaritan, the man going down to 
Jericho or Adam. Jerusalem from which he's going, the City of Heavenly Peace. Jericho, the moon which 
signifies variation and change. Whose he following here? Augustine, right? Or, Augustine, of course, is 
the greatest of the father's, [16:45] so it would be natural to do that. Stripping him meant they stripped 
Adam of his glorious vestment of immortality and innocence. Wounds are his sins. The priest and the 
Levite. The priesthood and the ministry of the Old Testament. The Samaritan is Christ. The oil is 
repentance. The beast is the flesh in which the Lord came. In other words, his incarnation and so forth, 
and then follows this same method of interpretation.

Probably the greatest theologian during the Middle Ages was Thomas Aquinas, [17:15] and he defends 
this various method of...the fourfold method of interpretation - and I wish I could find the place... I 
remember once reading in Aquinas, and he refers to the fact that there has to be four levels of 
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interpretation in the Bible and the reason for that is that there are four directions. North, south, east and 
west, and you start saying, that's weird, what kind of an argument is that? [17:47]

Well, I think what it shows is that everyone is so convinced of four levels of meaning that you can use 
those kinds of arguments. I mean if no one believed it, you have to get better stuff than that to try to 
prove your point. But the point's already proven, so you're almost kind of illustrating, not arguing 
anymore and he argues for this four levels of meaning.

Now, um, let me stop here for a minute. How would people in your church respond to say Augustine's 
interpretation of the parable? Would they tend to approach it negatively, or...or what?

Student: [inaudible 18:20]

Yeah. I think some people would be rather complimentary and say boy, he really gets a lot out of the 
Bible. I'm sure my mother would say to me, “Bobby, that man gets a lot out of the Bible”.

Students: Laughter [18:29]

[inaudible 18:32] then to my elderly mother, if she was alive, I'd probably say a, “Yeah, mom, he does get 
a lot out of the Bible”, and leave it to that. I mean, at 95 how much hermeneutics do you start teaching 
ah...ah...[laughter 18:43] in that regard, okay. So, it ah...I, I think there's still people who are attracted to 
allegorizing and there are some parables that should be allegorized because that is the genre. They are 
allegories, but the genre of parables [19:00] should not be allegorized because it has a definite set of rules 
governing it.

Now, we get to the time of the Reformation and the reformers were very much opposed to allegory. And 
you have to realize that the reformers needed to have a good hermeneutical theory. So well, why did 
they? Well, up to the time of the reformers, where did the Church find its authority? You [inaudible 19:25] 
threefold source. It had the Bible. It had the living voice of the Church, the papacy and the archbishops 
and bishops, and they had the traditions of the fathers. So you had these three sources from which you 
derived absolute truth.

The reformers come along and says no, sola Scriptura, only the Bible. Well, if you have only one source, 
you have to know how to interpret it real well and so the [19:55] reformers are very much concerned 
about this. And many times when the reformers would argue in their debates, people would allegorize 
the scriptures, and have you have you ever tried to argue with somebody who allegorizes the Bible? It's 
like trying to fight a cloud [laughter 20:10]. It's just...you can't...you can't do anything out there. And so, 
when Luther, whose talking about allegorizers, he would say they are clerical jugglers who perform 
monkey tricks [chuckles 20:23]. And the word money tricks in...in German is kind of cute, affen-spiel 
[phonetic 20:28]. It's Chimpanzee games, that's what their doing. And then these...ah, as to Origen's 
exegesis [phonetic 20:32], it's worth less than dirt. And that was not particularly expensive in Germany at 
the time. [chuckling 20:39].

Now, Luther did not allow the allegorizing of the Letters of Paul or the historical narratives and so forth, 
and he was very good about that. But, when it came to the parables, those he continued to allegorize. 
Now, Luther's interpretation of the Parable of the Good Samaritan comes not from one particular source 
but from several of his letters and sermons, and I've put this together. But here is the way Luther 
interpreted this parable:

The man going down to Jericho is Adam and all mankind. The robbers are the devil who robbed and 
wounded us. The priest represents the fathers before [21:15] Moses. The Levite, the priesthood of the Old 
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Testament. The Good Samaritan, the Lord Jesus Christ. Pretty much following. Now you start getting a...a 
Lutheran emphasis coming through. The oil and wine. Poured on the wine on the wounds of the whole 
Gospel from beginning to end, the Good News. The oil [inaudible 21:34] he refers to as the grace of God 
which saves us. The wine is the cross the Christians call the bear. The beast, Christ the Lord. The Inn is 
Christianity in the world or the Church and the Innkeeper is the preacher of the Word of God, which we 
are brought for good keeping.

Now, of all the reformers, Calvin was the best and most consistent exegete [21:57]. He too argued very 
strongly against allegorizing. He referred to allegorical interpretation as idle fooleries. Now, through 
[inaudible 22:10] 1500's, John Calvin is the first person who argued that the Parable of the Good 
Samaritan was not talking about Jesus Christ. The first person who stands up after 1500 years of this, says 
nope, that's not what it means. [inaudible 22:29] Nah, there was one person. A guy named Herman, a 
plumber in Antioch who said that it didn't referred to Jesus, but never wrote anything so no one knows 
about him. [chuckles 22:40]

John Calvin, I mean, it takes a lot of courage to stand up and do this. And here...with regard to the 
Parable of the Good Samaritan, let me read to you what he says: “An allegorical interpretation devised by 
proponents of free will is really too futile to deserve an answer. According to them, under the figure of a 
wounded man, is described the condition of Adam after the fall. Whence they infer that the power of 
[inaudible 23:01] was not quite extinct for he is only said to be half dead. I give as little respect for that 
other allegory which is one such [inaudible 23:09] regard that nearly everyone comes down in its favor 
like an oracle. In this, they make out the Samaritan to be Christ because he is our protector. They say that 
wine mixed with oil was poured into the wound because Christ heals us with repentance and the promise 
of grace. And a third coming story has been made up that Christ does not immediately restore health, but 
sends us to the Church that is the innkeeper to be cured gradually. [23:31] None of this strikes me as 
plausible.” And then he has this great comment, “We should have more reference for scripture than to 
allow ourselves to transfigure its sense so freely. Anyone can see that these speculations have been cooked 
up by meddlers quite divorced from the mind of Christ.”

We should have more reference for scripture than to allow ourselves to transfigure its sense so freely. 
[24:00] One of the saddest things as a biblical scholar is to note that many times those people who have 
the highest doctrine of inspiration treat the Bible most shabbily. I know of people who are not Evangelical 
Christians by any stretch of the imagination, but they treat the Bible with great care and respect and 
reverence [24:30] and they would not tolerate anybody saying the Bible says something which it can't 
possibly say. Among Evangelicals, we allow that. My question is do we really believe the Bible is the 
Word of God, or is this just lip service, because if it is, then we need to be very careful on how we treat the 
Word of God.

And for you who are going to preach, when you stand up in the pulpit and say hear the Word of God, 
this is what God is [25:00] saying, if it's not what God's saying, that blasphemous. That's why James may 
say don't be so eager to be a teacher, it's scary, and we have to give an account before God as to how we 
treated his Word.

Calvin was a good exegete [phonetic 25:25] and with the parables there are only a few times where, I 
think, you could say he allegorized a parable that really was not intended by Jesus where the Biblical 
author reinterpreted it that way. But with his death, parables continued to be allegorized. Now, what the 
reformers did with respect to the allegorization of the Bible was lasting. The chains of allegorical 
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interpretation binding the Bible were broken and shattered. You'd never go back to that again. That's over. 
But after Calvin, the parables continued to be allegorized.

The most famous interpreter of the parables in the English speaking world [inaudible 26:07] was 
Archbishop R. C. Trench. In 1841 he published the book, “The Notes on the Parables of Our Lord”. That 
was still being published a few decades ago. Whether it still is being published today, I don't know. But 
after giving a little interpretation of the Parable, he goes on to the more spiritual interpretation.

1841. The man going down to Jericho is Adam. Jerusalem is the Heavenly city. Jericho a profane city, a city 
under a curse. The robbers are the devil and his angels stripping [26:37] him, as they stripped him of his 
original robe of righteousness, leaving him half dead. Let me read all of this. Leaving him half dead 
means, “Covered with almost mortal strokes. Every sinful passion and desire a gash from which the 
lifeblood of his soul is streaming, yet still maintaining a divine spark which might be fanned into flame.”

That divine spark being fanned into flame was very much of the mood of the 19th century and very 
[27:07] prominent liberalism. He was not a theological liberal that way though. The priest and Levite, the 
inability of the law to save. The Good Samaritan is Christ. The binding of the wounds are sacraments 
which heal the soul, anointing him with the oil. It means the anointing of the Holy Spirit. The wine, the 
blood of Christ's passion. The Inn is the Church. And placing among the beasts, which I don't have here, 
means “this reminds us of him who though he was rich, yet for our sakes, became poor.” The two denarii, 
[27:37] by the way, are all gifts and graces. sacraments, powers or healing remission of sins, whatever 
more you spend, the reward for righteous service. That's Archbishop Trench.

The last and leading English speaking interpreter of the Parables, up to the Modern Period. You know, the 
Modern Period begins in 1888. 1888. Begins with a man by the name of Adolf Eulicher [phonetic 28:04]. 
He wrote a book in 1888 [28:07] it actually became...it was two volumes the [inaudible 28:10], “The 
Parable Talks of Jesus”, and what he argued was parables are not allegories. In an allegory you intend a 
person to interpret all the details. The details are meaningful and you should look at the details.

A good example of an allegory, the most famous one in the English speaking world at least is John 
Bunyan's, “Pilgrim's Progress”. Now, if you read Bunyan's “Pilgrim's Progress”, you have a man by the 
name of Christian.[28:42] A man whose been converted and he proceeds to the Holy City and on his way 
he meets various people. Now, it's very important to pay attention to details, because they're meaningful. 
He comes across a man, he's lost his ways and he says, can you tell me the way...that narrow way that 
leads up to the Holy City, Heavenly Jerusalem and he says there's a better way than that. Hey, there's a 
nice broad wide path, nice inclines, easy to follow, that's the way you should take.

Now it's very important to know his name. [29:15] If you don't pay attention to his name, you're lost. His 
name is Mr. Worldly Wise. [background response 29:22] And he gets progressively more lost and he finds 
somebody and he says, can you help me? I'm trying to get to the Heavenly City, and he says you're not 
going to get there this way. It's through that narrow road and that narrow gate up there. His name is Mr. 
Evangelist. He comes across people who give him advice and if their name is despair you have to 
interpret it differently than if their name is Hope or Faith. In an allegory, you press the details.

This, “Pilgrim's Progress”, you look at the details and you press them [29:52] for meaning. But Eulicher 
said parables are not like that. Parables have a single basic comparison. A single basic comparison is 
being made, and you should not press the details. For example, if somebody were to say to me, Bob what 
is God like?, I might say something like, well God is like the Heavenly Father who loves his children. And 
if somebody said, oh, well then, whose his wife? And I say, wait, wait. [30:22] I'm giving you an analogy 
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and...and you...generally in an analogy you have a sin...you only have a single point you're trying to 
make. If you press any analogy, it falls apart. If you say, God is like...and you compare anything, sooner or 
later it breaks down.

The only way you have a perfect analogy is to say, “God is like God”, and then it's true in every way. It 
doesn't explain anything. But if you say, “God is like...” and you put anything there, sooner or later it 
breaks, and usually when you give an analogy you have a basic point that [30:55] you're trying to make 
and Eulicher was saying that in a parable we're trying to make a basic point, don't press the details.

Now, Eulicher was an old fashion liberal. It doesn't mean you can't learn from old fashion liberals. It 
doesn't mean you can't learn from people who are not Evangelicals, they...many have...times much to 
contribute. Ah, the problem, of course, was that when he began to look for the main point, the main point 
was always a good German 19th Century liberal truth. The point of all of Jesus' parables eventually 
comes to be a [31:30] German liberal truth of the 20th Century. I mean, after all, didn't Jesus study at the 
University of Berlin before he began his ministry?

Now, you say, well, um, alright what about this? Well, I think our first basic rule, and it's in your text, you 
don't have to worry about writing it down. Parables generally teach one point, don't press the details. 
Don't look for allegorical significance in the parables simply because you're able to, but look for the main 
point of the parable. [32:00] And if you look for the main point of the parable, the parable teaches about 
who's a neighbor. What does it mean to be a neighbor? That's the point of the parable. And here's a good 
example of it.

Now, when I was a young Christian, one of the things that I had a tendency to do was to allegorize. I read 
Psalm 139: “Thou O'Lord knowest my downsitting and my uprising, now knowest my thoughts afar off.” 
I asked my pastor one time, [32:30] does that mean that God knows my downsitting...he...he knows every 
time I sin and my uprising, that he knows every time I do something good? And he looked at me and he 
said, nah, it means he knows when you sit down and when you get up [laughter 32:45] and the wings of a 
budding allegorist were kind of clipped right here.

Well, that's a great thought to know that God's so near that you're sitting down he's aware of that. 
He's...he's present. But there's a tendency that I had to allegorize and I wonder if, for instance, sometimes 
we have practices like the verse of the day. You pick up a verse from the table, there's no context to it. No 
background to it and you just read the verse and what else is there to do but to allegorize, or something 
like that, and look for all sorts of possibilities, [33:15] so that we need to be aware of that.

There are some times that parables are intended to be interpreted allegorically. They are really allegories. 
I'll give you some rules on how to discover that later on, but right know parables teach one basic point. 
[inaudible 33:31] well, then why does it say in the parable the man was going down from Jerusalem to 
Jericho? Why does he say he's going down? Well, if you're going from Jerusalem to Jericho that's the way 
you go, it's downhill. Jerusalem's on a mountain, Jericho's in the valley. If you go to it, you go down. But 
supposing you reverse the parable. The man was going up from Jericho to Jerusalem and he fell among 
thieves. It wouldn't change anything. It's a detail. It's just part of the coloring of the story to make it 
interesting.

You say well, yeah...yeah, [34:01] but then, um, why does he talk about pouring on oil and wine? Well, 
how do you do basic first aid. The guy didn't have Bacitracin. How were you going to wash the man's 
wounds. Well, he had this diluted wine and water beverage that he cleaned the wounds of and then what 
did you do? You poured it on, oil to soothe and cover the wounds. As a little kid I remember getting a 
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scrape and nothing was wrong, my mother would put butter on it. You say butter? Yeah. She didn't have 
Bacitracin. It covered the wound, [34:31] it feels good. What...what that indicates is the man is showing 
he's a loving neighbor. He's taking care of him in the way you would in the First Century.

Yeah, but why does that say specifically that he gave the man two denarii to take care of him? Well, if he 
had said three, it would make this into the Trinity. [laughter 34:53]. Hmm. I mean it just said...it's a detail. 
It's not meant to be pressed. He's showing his care. Parables teach one basic point, don't press the details 
unless necessary. Great insight. Great insight.

The next man who came along to further the study of the parables was a man by the name of C. H. Dodd 
in the middle of the...ah...well the early part of the 20th Century. He wrote a book, “The Parables of the 
Kingdom”, and he said something which looks like it's self-evident, but everybody had forgotten about it. 
And what he said was this, I'm rewording it: “Jesus did not teach his parables to 20th Century [35:30] 
Christians, but the First Century Jews.” Therefore, when investigating the parables, one should seek to 
understand the situation in life which the parable envisions. In other words, how would a Jew in the time 
of Jesus have understood this.” Alright. “Go back to the time of Jesus and let's figure out how that would 
have been understood there.” [Continuation of Quote? 35:51]

In the 1950's, the emphasis on redaction criticism came into being. And this now emphasizes the fact that 
the Gospel writers, the evangelists, also interpreted the parables and that is lots of times very useful to try 
to understand what the evangelist is doing with the parable. In other words, using some of our 
hermeneutics understanding. If Jesus uttered a willed pattern of meaning, if he meant something, is it 
possible that sometimes an evangelist knows an implication of that pattern of meaning that is particularly 
[36:24] important for his audience, and so he applies that and emphasizes an aspect or implication of 
that? And we then have not only the specific meaning Jesus willed, but also the implication of that and it 
helps us with our understanding the implication of that.

And then, finally, what good does it profit us if we gain all the understanding of [inaudible 36:47] and 
never apply it to our own souls. So what we need to do is also say well, now that I know what Jesus was 
saying and the meaning and so forth, how now do I apply this to my own life and my own situation? 
Okay, so those are our basic four principles.

Parables teach one main point. Don't press the details. Look for the main point. What did Jesus mean 
when he uttered it in a situation? What did the evangelist mean when he wrote it? It may be identical? It 
may be nuances of it? And then, how do you apply this to your own situation in life?

Alright, well let's now begin to apply this to our own situation. We have these rules, let's apply them. 
What is the main point of the parable? Well, let me first say that Augustine and Origen and all of those 
who interpreted the parable, allegorically were wrong. That's not the point of the parable. Augustine's 
wrong, Clement of Alexandria's wrong, Origen's wrong, [inaudible 37:50] is wrong, Thomas Aquinas is 
wrong. But they're all smarter than you are Stein.

Yes, yeah, they're right, that's right, but they're wrong. How can you be so dogmatic? Well, I read to you 
the parable, but I cheated. I didn't read the verse before and the verse after. Let me read the verse before: 
“And he, desiring to justify himself said to Jesus, 'And who is my neighbor?' Jesus replied...”

Now, [38:20] let's go back and let's look for a minute at Augustine. Okay? Who is my neighbor in this? 
Who's my neighbor? If Augustine's right, you have to envision this situation. And the man said to Jesus 
well then, who is my neighbor? And Jesus said, I'm not going to tell you about who's a neighbor. I'm 
going to tell you about for the sins of the world. And then he tells the parable. But notice, I didn't give 
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you the ending of the parable. The parable ends, “Which of these three do you think prove neighbor to 
the man who fell among robbers?” [38:54]

So before the parable begins we read, “Who is my neighbor?” After the parable, “Which of these three do 
you think prove neighbor to the man...?” Is it a genius that has to say I think that what follows in between 
those two questions deals with who's a neighbor.

Allegory doesn't deal with it. Allegory wasn't concerned about that. The text and question before and 
after involves who's a neighbor. All of these interpretations don't say anything about a neighbor. [39:25] 
So, I think that's not the point Jesus is trying to make. It can't be. That's not the main point of the parable. 
The parable's point is, “Who is my neighbor?”

Now, you might say well, Dr. Stein, why...why are you so upset about Augustine and Origen's 
interpretation? Don't you believe it? Yeah, I believe Jesus is coming again. I believe Jesus died for my sins 
and I believe that we're fallen. I believe we need God's [40:01] grace, but that's not the question. The 
question is not do I believe the interpretation read into the text, but whether I believe this is what the text 
is teaching. Let me say that again, the question is not whether these interpretative details are true, but 
whether the parable truly teaches those things. Do you see the difference in that?

You know, you...you could have somebody interpret, ah [40:30], “In the beginning God created the 
heavens and the earth.” And I could give you an interpretation and say, this too proves that God's is a 
trinity, Father, Son and Holy Spirit, eternally God, one in essence and being, but three persons. I believe 
that. But that's not what the verse is saying. So, you can read into the Bible truths and one of the nice 
things, of course, is if you decide to read something into the Biblical text, read orthodoxy and not heresy. 
All right? [41:01]

Now, there was that rule, by the way, the Early Church follows Origen and others say you can find in an 
allegorical interpretation anything that's explicitly found in the Bible, or that conflicts with the Church. 
That...that's nice. So you don't read heresy into the Bible. Maybe the best thing is not to read anything into 
the Bible. Let...read out of it what it says. So, this parable...I believe the theology that's behind these early 
interpretations, but that's not [41:30] what the point is. The point involves who is my neighbor and what 
it means to be a neighbor.

Now, the second point. Jesus did not teach the parables for people...people in our day, but in his own day. 
Years ago when my daughter was about 11 or 12, I played a game with her and I said, Julie, I want you to 
tell me what comes into your mind without thinking, just tell me what you associate with these things. 
And she said, alright, I'll do that. And I said, “Are you ready Julie? You can do the same, first reaction, 
don't think. [42:00] You have to respond. Don't reflect over this and I said, “Alright, Julie?, Samaritan”.

What do you think came into her mind? The word Samaritan Hospital, good, loving, kind, Jesus. That's 
the normal reflex. Now, if you were telling this parable in 8029 on a hill and Abraham and Sarah were 
here and I said, Abraham, [42:30] Sarah, tell me what comes into your mind - Samaritan. Good. No way. 
That's like talking about square circles. There's no such thing. Samaritan would be outcast, hated, rebel 
and so forth and so on. I said, alright, Julie, another one - priest. Now, negative things came in. In Baptist 
Sunday schools priests don't come out good. There...there's just not a tendency for us. She had negative 
vibes, but Abraham and Sarah, [43:00] priests, God's servant. Positive.

Now, think. We read this parable in the 20th Century, the hero is, of course, our hero. Samaritans are good 
people. The villains: Priest, Levite - negative things. In Jesus' day, it was just the opposite. The villain in 
his day, the cursed Samaritan. You have to remember, when you want to curse Jesus or say something 
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negative to him, you say: “Are you not a Samaritan and have a demon in you?” [43:31] And it may be that 
the second was not as negative as the first. [inaudible 43:36] They were hated.

For...you know, Arab-Israeli problems today, trivial. I mean that's only been developing for less than, 
what? Sixty-seventy years? At most. Samaritan-Jewish hatreds had a thousand years to fester and all the 
way back to when after Solomon's death. His son [44:02] became King and the Samaritans revolted and 
formed a new nation, sometimes called Israel in the Old Testament, but named Samaria, after its capital 
city for the most part. So, how do you understand the parable? If you don't go back to how these 
words...what these words meant in Jesus' day, you have a complete misunderstanding. You have this 
lovely sweet picture of loving kindness. That's not how people responded in Jesus' day. [44:31] But 
people...you know how Jesus responded when people...when people heard this parable? Some of them 
said we're going to have to crucify him. It's a totally different parable.

And in my own life and experience, it is only when I began to interpret the parables in the light of the 
situation of Jesus that they took on an excitement and a dynamic now. They were not just bland sweet 
“ooh” and “ahh” kinds of illustrations. But they were one that were a damning indictment. [45:01] As one 
writer says, “The parable is not a pleasant tale about the traveler who did his good deed, it's a damning 
indictment of social, racial and religious superiority”.
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Chapter 15

Well I ask we begin our study of the parables and the interpretation of the parables. We looked at the 
parable of the good Samaritan and we arrived at four basic rules. [00:31] Seek the main point of the 
parable. Seek to understand what Jesus meant in the parable.  Seek to understand what the evangelist 
meant and what the evangelist meant. Seek to understand what God teaching today in the parable. 
Worded different ways, but essentially what we are dealing with.

[00:46] We looked at the main point of the parable of the good Samaritan and we noted that somehow it 
has to deal with what it means to be a neighbor. The question preceding it and following it. The context, 
another words, provides that for us. And when we look at all the various allegories of Augustine and the 
others, they were so involved in the allegorical process that they lost the point of the parable, which was 
what it means to be a neighbor.

[01:14] We also looked at the second point and pointed out that the terms in Jesus, they used in the 
parable have such different meanings in the way we interpret them, that the parable becomes very, very 
different.

[01:27] Now, if we look then at main point of the parable for Jesus, the hero would of been a villain in his 
day, and the villains would of been heroes. It really turns things up-side-down. Very much unlike the 
kind of western that Hop Along Casidy and Gene Audrey and Roy Rogers was involved, the villain in 
this is wearing white and riding a white horse and when he comes up to the bar he ask for milk, not 
whiskey. [02:03] Or if he is really risky he says sarsaparilla. Black Bart unshaven, black horse, smoking a 
cigar and ordering whiskey, he is the hero. Very, very different.

[02:16] Very different and all the sudden one realizes it's not the kind of parable everybody would of 
liked. Many would of been very offended by it and some of the parable were the kind of teachings that 
caused people to plot against him. We will look at a parable after which they leave and say we have to 
put him to death.

[02:36] So, it be becomes a very different kind of parable and for me, the parables took on a great 
excitement when I began to investigate them in the setting of Jesus.

[02:45] Now if you wanted to know what the evangelist is trying to emphasize by this, we should note 
that of all the gospels, the gospel that is most concerned with the outcast is the gospel of Luke and who 
would be more of an outcast as a Samaritan who proves to be the good guy. If we also note it's in the 
gospel of Luke only that Jesus preaches to Samaritans.

[03:12] It is later on in the book of Acts we read of the conversion of the Samaritans. If it's the Luke in 
emphasis, both in his portraying of the spirit of the gospel to the Samaritans but also, God's love for the 
outcast very well.

[03:28] Then to understand what the parable is teaching us we would have to try to say, well, how do I fit 
into this? Maybe the idea of proving to be a good neighbor to others should be not to look at those who I 
can prove to me not to be a good neighbor, who I like, and I am naturally attracted to. But, maybe it's the 
outcast on my block. The outcast in my work situation that I especially go on, try to show the love of God 
too.
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[04:00] The parable has kind of given an implication by the way it's translated and one who has done that 
real well is Clarence Jordan [phonetic] [04:08] and his cotton patch version of Luke and Acts. Here is the 
way he translates the parable. Imagine for instance reading it and this was written in the 60s, say in 1960 
or so. After there has been a civil rights march through your town in Georgia and you are the pastor of 
the First Baptist Church in that town.

[04:35] A man was going from Atlanta to Albany and some gangsters held him up, in Atlanta or Albany or 
cities of course in Georgia. When they have robbed him of his wallet and his brand new suit, they beat 
him up and drove off in his car, leaving him unconscious on the shoulder of the highway. Now it just so 
happened that a white preacher was going down the same highway. When he saw the fellow, he steps on 
the gas and went scooting by.

[04:56] Shortly after a was a white gospel song leader came down the road and when he saw him and 
what happened he too stepped on the gas. Then a black man traveling that way came up on the fellow 
and what he saw moved him to tears. He stopped and bond bound up his wounds as best as he could. 
Drew some water from his water jug to wipe away the blood and then laid him on his back seat.

[05:17] He drove on into Albany, took him to the hospital, and said to the nurse. You all take care of this 
white man I found on the highway. Here is the only two dollars I got, but you all keep account to what he 
owes and if he can't pay it, I'll settle up with you when I make a payday.

[05:32] I doubt there would be an awful lot of people shaking hands with you at the door of the church 
Sunday and loved your parable, just warmed the cockles of my heart. [audience laughter] [05:44] I think 
that might of been a meeting of the trust, of the deacons and that might of been your last sermon there. I 
hope not. But it might of been.

[05:54] My mother and father were born in Germany and immigrated to America in the 20s and meet here 
in America and married and I often thought, I was much too young, but I often reflected and say how 
would of acted in Germany during that period of the Nazi regime and in World War II.

[06:14] Let's think of preaching the parables in the 40s in a German city. Say the city of Colon, Germany. 
The man was going down from Berlin to Frankfurt to attend a political rally in Colon he was picked up 
by thieves and he was beaten up by thieve and left dying in the streets. A member of the police saw him 
and as he passed by and he said, in our prisons we take care of people better than this.

[06:41] Later, the pastor of the Lutheran church nearby church saw him. Well, it has to be a Lutheran 
church, this is Germany, right? If it was taken place in Texas, it would be Baptist and you are either a 
Baptist or a cow or something like that in Texas. [audience laughter] [06:55] Later, the pastor of the 
Lutheran church nearby saw him and as he passed by thought, it never ceases to amaze me how 
depraved and fallen some men really are.

[07:05] But then also came by a Jew, to when he saw him he had compassion and took him to his ghetto. 
There he told his friends, I cannot stay here and care for this man, because my family has been sent to 
Auschwitz and I want to go and be with them. Here is a hundred marks. Take care of the man, and take 
the money and care for the man and if there is any additional expenses, I promise that somehow I shall 
get it to you. That is probably your last sermon for sure.

[07:32] But that's the kind of parable we are talking about. It's a very different kind of parable when you 
understand it that way. Now, in the parable, who is the neighbor in the parable. the good Samaritans is 
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the neighbor. Is it the man himself that is in need the neighbor? The problem with the parable is that it is 
introduced with two questions and the answer to them is different.

[07:58] The man has been told, in the context of the preceding verses, that you shall love your neighbor as 
yourself. He justifying himself, seem to justify himself. Well, then who is my neighbor? Who do I have to 
love then? Who qualifies as a neighbor that I should show my love to. A debate among Jews. Generally, 
most Jews saw a fellow Jew as a neighbor, but not a Gentile. But they were sects like the Commoron 
[phonetic] [08:26] community that saw only member of the Commoron community as being a neighbor. 
They were the sons of light and you loved the sons of light. But everyone else was the sons of darkness. 
You were supposed to hate those.

[08:39] So here he asked the question, all right if I have to love my neighbor then who qualifies out there? 
Now, to that question, that it would be the man who fell among robbers and who is beaten up who is the 
neighbor. Who you usually express your love to.

[08:54] But Jesus sees something illegitimate about that question and he ask at the end who proved to be a 
neighbor. Now you are talking about the Samaritan, because when you hear the command, you shall love 
your neighbors yourself, the proper response is not who then qualifies, but what must I do to be a good 
neighbor. And that's the question Jesus twist the parable around. Some have said the parables have been 
all fowled up in the story telling and so forth and so on. I think they miss the fact that Jesus is a great 
storyteller, [09:28] and he sees that and he twists the question around and he deals with what it means to 
be a good neighbor.

[09:34] All right now, we have applied the rules and if we had time I would bring my friend up here. He 
was a man in the 70s and early 80s had a very good job, a wife and children. He began to drink, took 
drugs and eventually his wife and children left him. He became down and out, wandering the streets of 
Chicago, one day in January, very cold, snowy. Thought he would freeze to death. So, the only place that 
would accept him was the Union Gospel Mission in Chicago.

[10:14] But, to be put up there you have to go to chapel at night and he went to chapel and the man who 
preached, preached on the parable of the good Samaritan. And he said to him, you are like that man that 
come down from Jerusalem to Jericho and you need to be saved you can't do anything, you can't do it by 
trying to keep the law in the prophets. There is only one person who can save you, that is the good 
Samaritan, Jesus Christ and like the beast he bore you and your sins on the cross and he died so you 
could have forgiveness and life everlasting.

[10:46] He is coming again, like the parable says he is gonna return, and that night I gave my life to Jesus 
Christ and I know that is what the parable is talking about. Don't listen to the Stein stuff, that's all 
academic. I know personally that Jesus Christ is the good Samaritan in that parable.

[11:07] Well if you were here, how would you respond to that? How would you respond to the man who, 
argued that this parable is an allegory. I know I experienced it for myself, but you agree with him that this 
parable is talking about Jesus.

[11:23] You might take a subtle approach, it depends on, yea, how open a person is to discuss If they have 
a very brittle kind of faith, then you, I think I am just so glad to hear that you came to know Christ that 
night.
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[11:39] On the other hand if they weren't so brittle you might take a subtle approach let's say...Uh, if you 
think that is what the parable says, I wonder if you have really been saved? [audience laughter [11:46] No 
you wouldn't, you wouldn't do that.

[11:51] I would say, they were saved because they heard the gospel. And the gospel is true and that is 
what saved him. Now the gospel was read into that parable. It's not what the parable is really talking 
about, but heard the gospel read into it and the gospel saves. But, probably the best thing to do is not to 
read the gospel into a parable where it is not at, but read it where it is found.

[12:17] But he was save not because of error, but because he heard the truth of the gospel, which was read 
into the parable. But that's not really what the parable is talking about. Parable begins with who is a 
neighbor and ends with a question who proved to be a neighbor. The parable deals with what it means to 
be a neighbor.

[12:35] Now, there is a sense in which whenever you have someone like a good neighbor described, or a 
good king in the Old Testament. There is an implication that to the extent that they were good, they are 
kinda like Jesus who is the goodest and the best of the kings and neighbors. So, there might be a 
legitimate implication in that sense.

[12:58] But the parable isn't really about Jesus. It's about what it means to be a neighbor and our friend 
came to know the Lord, we are thankful for that. But the danger, of course, is if you begin to read the 
gospel into this parable you begin to read all sorts of things into passages. And you feel free to do so and I 
think the best thing is to have high respect for the scriptures, like Calvin said in that passage and not 
transfigure it's sense, but preach the general, the true meaning of that parable that Jesus intended as such.

[13:34] Now somebody was saying well, maybe person wants to get a deeper meaning into the, in the 
passage and look for that deeper meaning. When I hear somebody say that, I simply say, a deeper 
meaning, the Jesus meaning? That's kind of arrogant I think. [13:53] So if Jesus was content in preaching 
that point, I am pretty much content with that too.

[13:59] All right well let's look at some parables now. Turn with me too page 120, Matthew 13, verses 44. 
Verse 44. He has the twin parables of the hidden treasure and the pearl. In verse 44, "The kingdom of 
heaven is like treasure hidden in a field, which a man found and he covered up. Then in his joy, he goes 
and sells all that he has and buys that field.

[14:28] What you have here is a picture of something that happened on occasion in the ancient world. I 
mean, if you had something and there was a danger of robbers around, if there was a danger of an 
invasion coming upon you. What would you do? You do have safety deposit boxes. What you do is you 
hide it somewhere. So you would hide it and only you knew where it was. So that when thieves came 
they couldn't find it. And what would often happen is that if it was a nation, they may have taken you 
into exile or you might of been killed.

[15:04] Well now when you are taken into exile you can remember where it was and you say to your 
children, who then say to there children, so that when the grandchildren return out of exile and return, 
look and come and find the treasure. So they know that the treasure the treasure has been buried five 
paces to the north of the large oak tree in the orchard.

[15:29] Well, you go down there now and you want to look for the treasure and you come and there ain't 
been an orchard there for forty years. I mean they were cut down by the invaders. There is nothing there.
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[15:42] Now, it takes a long time to try to dig up every foot of a farm. You just lost. But somehow later on 
person came by accident, found the treasure and then he covered it up. I want to buy your field. why do 
you want to buy this old field. But he wanted to buy it, my father or grandfather used to own it or 
something like that or whatever it was. He buys the field and then having sold everything in order to buy 
the field, the treasure is his.

[16:11] Now let me ask you, what do you think of the man? Would you buy a used car from him? You are 
not going to use this man as the example of what it means to be a good neighbor and to do unto others as 
you would have them do unto you. Right?

[16:27] But forget about, don't press the detail. What's the point of the parable? The point of the parable is 
the value of the treasure in field and it's worth everything to get. Make sure the kingdom of God, which is 
likened to this treasure, you come to get at whatever it might cost. Now you don't buy it, but whatever it 
might cost, in way of personal repentance and surrender, you should make sure you have.

[16:51] Now, that's the point of the parable is evident from the next verse. The kingdom of heaven is like a 
merchant in search of fine pearls, who in finding one pearl of great price, went and sold all and he went 
and bought it. Now, here you have another example, but there is nothing disreputable or suspicious 
about this man's behavior. He saw that the kingdom of God, like this great pearl, he wants everything to 
have it and he like the other man sold all he had and got it. There is nothing dishonest and there is 
nothing about the first person we should push that way.

[17:22] If you are willing to settle for the single point, the main point, the kingdom of God is worth 
everything to have. Whatever in life it may cost, may cost you a job, if it is a dishonest kind of livelihood, 
may cost you all sorts of "friends", quote, unquote. But, whatever it is make sure you have the kingdom of 
God. For that is the greatest of all treasures.

[17:47] Once you accept that, no problem, fine. Main point, no problem if you are willing to not press the 
details, but accept the main point of the parable.

[17:57] Page 267, here is the parable of the ten maidens, or ten virgins. Again, if you press the details all 
sorts of problems develop. Let me read the parable to you. And when I read it I will read it probably 
differently then you have ever heard it before and that you ever want to hear it read like that before.

[18:20] But, let me read it to you to emphasize my point. "Then the kingdom of heaven shall be compared 
to ten maidens who took there lamps and went out to meet the bridegroom. Five of them were foolish, 
and five were wise. For when the foolish took there lamps, they took no oil with them. But the wise took 
flask of oil with their lamps. As the bridegroom was delayed all slumbered and slept.

[18:41] But at midnight, there was a cry, behold the bridegroom come out to meet him. Then all those 
maidens rose and trimmed their lamps.

[18:50] And the foolish said to the wise, give us some of your oil for our lamps are going out. But, the 
wise implied perhaps there will not be enough for us and you. Go rather to the dealers and buy for 
yourselves. And while they went to buy, the bridegroom came and those that were ready went in with 
him to the marriage feast and the door was shut.

[19:08] Afterwards, the other maidens came also, saying Lord, Lord open to us. But he replied, truly I say 
to you, I do not know you. Watch therefore for you know neither the day nor the hour.
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[19:18] Now, needless to say, the way I read the parable is not the way you usually have it read to you. 
But there is a sense in which I am trying emphasize that these are really not the nicest kind of neighbors 
and friends you would want to have. They wouldn't share their oil.

[19:34] I remember hearing this preached once. I was attending my wife's church and the executive 
secretary of a four state area in her denomination was preaching that Sunday morning and we arrived a 
little late and the only place that was left that we could go and sit was the front row or the second row, I 
think it was. But she preached this parable and when he came to the end of the parable he said, "Now 
Christian friends, don't be like those maidens who refused to share their oil. But share the things that God 
has blessed you with.

[20:09] I am sitting in this row and want to jump up on the pew and wave my hands and say, that's crazy, 
that's crazy, those are the wise ones. And my wife saw my agitated state at the time and she put her hands 
on mine and she looked at me and she said, Bob this is my home church. [audience laughter] [20:30] 
Please don't embarrass me, so I didn't do anything. Just ground a couple of my molars to powder in the 
back of my mouth and said nothing.

[20:40] But the problem was he was so wrapped up with the details of the parable he lost the whole point 
of the parable. The point of the parable is we are suppose to be like the wise and they are called wise 
because they are ready. Now, how are you suppose to be ready? Well, maybe we can get a point from that. 
It may mean something like this, Christian friends, don't share the things that God has entrusted to you to 
other people. There may not be enough to go around.

[21:13] And God's people said amen. I finally got something from the sermon today. Pastor said I really 
could identify with. What's the main point, be ready, you don't know the day nor the hour. If you are 
willing to settle for the point and not press the details, you are all right.

[21:32] Now, needless to say, Matthew had this funny idea that when you read his gospel you read the 
first twenty-four chapters before you came to this. And having read the first twenty-four chapters you 
know what it means to be ready. I mean, whoever thought you would take a stroll, let’s turn to the end of 
the stroll and see what goes on, and you begin chapter 25. of course there were no chapter numbers at 
that time.

[21:58] But you have read everything before this. So, you know all the ethical teachings as to what it 
means to repent and believe the gospel. You have had the whole sermon on the mountain, other kinds of 
parables and so forth. So by the time you are here, he doesn't have to repeat this, you know it and he 
assumes in the light of that, he doesn't have to say what it means to be ready, he just to emphasize in the 
parable like Jesus did. Be ready. You know neither the day nor the hour.

[22:28] How to be ready? Well, you have read the first twenty-four chapters. What do they have to say? 
Okay. In the parable of the ten virgins I remember coming to the realization that there was a kind of 
allegorical significance here that you could understand and that is something like this, that when the Lord 
returns 50 per cent of the world will be ready and 50 per cent will not be ready. Right? Five virgins, ready 
five or not, 50 per cent.

[22:59] Or maybe we should be more specific and say 50 per cent of the virgins in the world will be ready 
and 50 per cent will not be. Don't press the details. What's the main point? The main points, be ready or 
you will miss out. Be ready.
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[23:14] As difficult as these two parable we just read are if you press the details, there is a much more 
difficult parable that if you press the details you would really be in trouble and that's in Luke 16 and that 
is page 196. The difficulty this parable makes is because of the character of the main hero is evident when 
you read commentaries on this passage. It's amazing the various ways these are explained.

[23:47] He also said to his disciples, there was a rich man who had a steward and charges were brought to 
him that this man was wasting his goods. And he called him and said to him, what is this I hear about 
you, turn in the account of your stewardship for you can be no longer steward. And the steward said to 
himself, what shall I do since my master has taken the stewardship away from me. I am not strong 
enough to dig, he is not able to do physical labor, [24:13] and I am ashamed to beg, ah, I have decided 
what to do so that people may receive me into their houses when I am put out of the stewardship.

[24:21] So, summon these master's debtors one by one, he said to the first, how much do you owe my 
master? He said a hundred measures of oil. He said to him, take your bill, sit down quickly, and write 
fifty. Then he said to another, and how much do you owe? He said, a hundred measures of wheat. He said 
to him, take your bill and write eighty. All right now you are hearing this for the first time, what are you 
expecting? Oh, boy is he going to get it. But, the art of being a great story teller is you have a surprise 
ending.

[24:54] And Jesus goes on, the master, oh now he gets it, no, the master commended the dishonest 
steward for his shrewdness. For the sons of the world are more shrewd in dealing and with their own 
generation then the sons of light and I tell you make friends for yourself by means of unrighteous 
mammon, so when it, the unrighteous mammon fails, they will receive you into the eternal habitations.

[25:21] How in the world does the master commend the dishonest steward? That problem is such that 
you have all sorts of explanations. One that is fairly common is this one, the steward wanted to do one 
last kind gestures for his owner and he knew that his master was collecting unusual interest amounts and 
he could get into serious problems because of the high interest which was illegal.

[25:53] And therefore in his last gesture he lowered the interest rates so that his master would not get into 
trouble. And his master was very pleased with this, as were the debtors as well.

[26:08] Well, how would [inaudible] [26:10] know that? How would anybody reading this parable come to 
that conclusion? Everything that [inaudible] [26:19] needs to know about the parable is in these verses. 
Somehow, you cannot make what this man done good. You cannot make it a kindness, you cannot make 
anything but cheating. Note, when is he called a dishonest steward? After this act, not before. You say 
why was he being fired. I don't know why he was being fired, but he was being called dishonest at point. 
[26:51] He may of just been inept. After what he does, he is called a dishonest steward, what he has done 
is dishonest.

[27:00] Now what is he commended for? Cause he is a good dishonest thief. He is sharp, and if you are 
going to be a thief be a good one for Jesus sake, right? [audience laughter] No, what he is commended for 
is not his honestly, but his shrewdness. What is he shrewd about? What has he done? He planned for his 
future. He planned for his future, he saw judgment knocking at his door and he prepares for it and that is 
the only point of the parable. That is what he is commended for.

[27:34] You shrewd scoundrel you. You sure know how to take care of yourself. Get out of here, I don't 
want to see you again, or something like that. In the setting of Jesus, he announces repent the kingdom of 
God is at hand. Already the ax is laid to the root. The time has come. Can you not, Jesus is telling his 
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audience, learn from a thief, for when he saw what was about to take place, he prepared himself 
accordingly.

[28:07] How do you prepare yourself? Luke doesn't worry about that, they read the first fifteen chapters. 
The readers know that. And the hearers of Jesus parable heard his teachings and they knew Jesus of the 
[inaudible] [28:20]. They knew. All the parable is trying to say be ready. Be ready, judgment is coming. Are 
you ready?

[28:30] And if you are preaching to a congregation today is your luck. Every one of us, many of us 
probably can even quote the verse in Hebrews that says, it is called upon us once to die and thereafter the 
judgment. What are you doing to get ready for that? Can you learn from this thief? And when he realized 
that he prepared himself for it. How prepared are you?

[28:56] The term unrighteous mammon is an expression for the money of this world. For instance, we can 
talk about the filthy [inaudible] [29:07] we earn by working. Doesn't mean he is saying he is dishonest 
about it, it just. So, what Luke is doing, now remember Luke's gospel too is emphasizing the importance 
of using unrighteous mammon that we possess. Doesn't mean money is obtained dishonestly.

[29:25] So that when it ends, when all of it's gone, we will be received into the eternal habitations. So 
another words, live a life in accordance to what God teaches you, so that when the moneys you have and 
all your possessions go away, you will be received into heaven. Not because you earned it or something 
like that, but because you lived the life you should of lived, a life of obedience and service to Christ.

[29:55] I remember a story of John D. Rockefeller, Sr. He was probably the richest man in the world. He 
had given away a lot of money so he only had about a half of billion dollars when he died at the early 
1900s. So, when he died the lawyer that was reading the will was asked later on by a reporter, how much 
did he leave? And he looked at him and said, he left it all.

[30:27] So when your filthy [inaudible] [30:28] is no longer there and everything you have is gone, now 
what. Will you be received in the eternal habitations? Pardon the parable. Still powerful one. Still 
powerful one.

[30:42] All right, let's look at one of my favorite ones. Page 220 and this is the parable of the workers in 
the vineyard. I will share with you for additional rules, but let me read the parable. For the kingdom of 
heaven is like a householder who went out early in the morning hire laborers for his vineyard. After 
agreeing with the laborers for a denarius a day, he sent them into his vineyard. And going out about the 
third hour, he saw others standing idle in the marketplace and to him he said, you go into the vineyard 
too and whatever right I will give you. So they went. Going out about the sixth hour and the ninth hour, 
he did the same. And about the eleventh hour he went out and he found others standing and he said to 
them, why do you stand here idle all day? They said to him, because no one has hired us. He said to 
them, you go into the vineyard too, and when the evening came the owner of the vineyard said to his 
steward, call the laborers and pay them their wages beginning with the last up to the first.

[31:38] And with those hired about the eleventh hour came each one of them received a denarius. Now 
when the first came, they thought that they would receive more. But, each of them also received the 
denarius and on receiving it they grumbled at the householder and saying, these lads only worked one 
hour and you have made them equal to us who have bore the burden of the day in the scorching heat.

[31:58] But he replied to one of them, friend I am doing you no wrong, did you not agree with me for a 
denarius? Take what belongs to you and go. I choose to give to the last, as I give to you. Am I not allowed 
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to do what I choose with what belongs to me? Or, do you begrudge my generosity? So the last will be 
first, and the first last.

[32:18] Now, as often as I have read this I always side with the first hour workers. They got ripped off. My 
mother and father would be very upset. They never belonged to a union, they were just hard working 
people and they would say that is not fair. How many, if you were leading devotions at the annual 
meeting of the AFLCIO is this the passage of scripture that you would read from? Not likely.

[32:45] Now, the parable. Early allegorical interpretation, [inaudible] [32:48] about 180, origin around 200. 
First hour workers, those saved at the beginning of creation, origin, those say from creation to Noah. 
Third hour workers, those saved under the old covenant, [inaudible] [33:05]. Those from Noah to 
Abraham origin. Six hour workers, those saved at the time of Jesus, those from Abraham to Moses for 
origin. Ninth hour workers, the contemporaries of [inaudible] [33:17] that were entering the kingdom. 
Those from Moses to Joshua according to origin. The eleventh hour workers, those saved in the last days. 
The days of [inaudible] [33:26] or after. Those saved from Joshua to Jesus according to origin. The 
householder is God and the denarious is salvation. That is the allegorical way of interpreting this parable 
as we have seen others as well.

[33:41] Now, in trying to understand a parable and its main point there are some sub-rules that I want us 
to keep in mind.  Now, these are the main rules, the main point when Jesus, what the evangelist meant, 
what God is teaching us. Now, sub-rules of this first main rule, the main point are as follows...When you 
look at a parable and there are numerous characters involved, always one of them is more important than 
the others. There is one who is always more important than the others. [34:14] Or two of them, I should 
say are more important than the others.

[34:16] Usually if there are a number of characters in the parable, its pretty easy to zero down to three of 
them. But to ask of these three, which are the two most important is really a good way of focusing on the 
main point of the parable. For instance, it's evident that the third, the sixth and the ninth hour workers are 
not important. You say, why do you say that? Well, during the hiring they are mentioned at the end of the 
parable they are no longer mentioned. So they are trivial. Which makes it very unlikely that interpretation 
of [inaudible] [34:53] in origin are right, because they equal, each of them as being of equal importance. 
First, third, sixth, ninth, eleventh hour. They are all described allegorically.

[35:02] But, when Jesus tells the parable, at the end the third, sixth, ninth hour people are not mentioned 
at all. It's just the first and the eleventh hour workers. So, now the question is one of the main characters 
has to be the owner, but now of these, which is the main character? The first hour workers or the eleventh 
hour workers?

[35:22] Well, some other rules. What occurs at the end? Some has said, the rule of end stress, the rule of 
end stress. What occurs at the end is more important. If we have time let me read the parable. I am going 
to read it and make a change at the end. Just before I change it, I'll tell you so you can pluck up your ears 
here.

[35:46] For the kingdom of heaven is like a householder who went out early in the morning to hire 
laborers for his vineyard. After agreeing with laborers for a denarius a day he sent them into his vineyard. 
And going out about the third hour, he saw others standing idle in the marketplace. And he said to them, 
you go into the vineyard too and whatever is right I will give you. So they went. Going out again about 
the sixth hour and the ninth hour, he did the same. And about the eleventh hour he went out and found 
others standing and said why do you stand here idle all day. They said to him, because no one has hired 
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us. And he said to them, you go into the vineyard too and when evening came the owner of the vineyard 
said to his steward, now the switch, call the laborers and pay their wages beginning with the first up to 
the last. And when those hired at the first hour came, each of them received a denarius. Now, when the 
eleventh hour workers came, they thought that they would receive less. But, each of them also received 
the denarius and on receiving it, they praise the household and saying truly this is a gracious man.

[36:52] If you reverse the order, the emphasis is different. So those who argue that this is teaching doctrine 
justification by faith, that my grace we are saved by faith and so forth, emphasize something that doesn't 
happen. The emphasis is the eleventh hour worker, is not on the eleventh hour worker, but on the first 
hour worker, the grumblers. And furthermore it is very doubtful that wanna say, well, some people are 
saved like the first hour workers, by works completely, some like the sixth hour workers, it's kind of half 
and half. The third and ninth, some more work, some less, and the eleventh hour worker, completely by 
grace.

[37:30] That doesn't make sense at all.

[37:31] What happens at the end is the focus on the first hour workers. So, it's the first hour worker, not 
the eleventh hour worker and the owner. First hour worker and of those are two main characters.

[37:49] Another rule. What occurs in direct discourse? When you switch in a parable to direct discourse, 
you focus on what is being said. Now, if you look at the parable, at the end of the parable, there is no 
conversation between the owner and the first hour, excuse me, the eleventh hour workers. They just get 
their denarius. There is an extensive between the owner and the first hour workers. [38:19] Here again, 
focuses your attention, these are the two main characters, the first hour worker, the grumblers and the 
owner.

[38:27] A fourth rule arriving at the main point. whoever gets the most space or press. If you look at the 
first hour workers, well let's deal with the eleventh hour workers, the eleventh hour workers were 
referred to in verse nine and that's it in the payoff. But, the first hour workers are focused on in verse ten, 
eleven, verse twelve, verse thirteen, verse fourteen, verse fifteen. I mean usually you spend the most time 
on what you want to emphasize. So the most pressed falls upon the first hour workers.

[39:05] So what we have here then is the emphasis, why do you begrudge my generosity? The main point 
involves the owner and the first hour workers. Now, when Jesus told the parable, who do you think fits 
these first hour people. The Pharisees think of themselves, we kept the law all the time, the kingdom 
belongs to us. Now Jesus offering to the publicans, tax collectors and centers the gospel. And the 
grumbling fits very nicely that kind of mentality.

[39:41] I am going to have to end it at point. Tomorrow we will pick it up we will look at some more 
grumbling types and deal with this, cause they are really kind of twin parables. Thank you for your 
attention. 
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Chapter 16

We’re talking about rules for interpreting the parables and we talked about the four main rules that 
parables are not [cough from audience] allegories, they tend to have one point. One should not press the 
details unless absolutely necessary.

We’ll look at an example where it is necessary [cough from audience] today, and we’ll talk about when we 
should look into parables for, maybe, significance in [cough from audience] the details.

Then we should try to understand what Jesus was seeking to teach by the parable and the investigation of 
what is called the first Zitzen Laben, the first [00:48] situation in life. Seek to understand what the 
evangelist is trying to do with the parable. Then seek to understand what God is teaching us, or, what the 
application of the parable, is to ourselves.

We looked [audience noise] at the parable of the workers in the vineyard, and I postulated four rules. 
Four, which are really sub-points of how to arrive at the main point. How do you arrive at the main 
point? Well, one thing is to take note of the two most important characters, and in that parable, we 
narrow down pretty easily, to [01:18] three. The workers that were the first hour and the eleventh hour 
people, the third, six, ninth, to not read and referred to it in the end, when the payoff comes, so, they are 
have a minor role, and the owner.

But then as we seek to narrow down to the two most important, there are some other rules. What occurs 
at the end? Or, the rule of end stress. Usually when you tell a story, the important part comes at the end. If 
you know someone who cannot tell a joke, [01:48] [laughter] [silence] it is because they give the punch 
line away too soon. It’s supposed to build up to the end. They’ve blown that by giving it away too early.

The rule of end stress, and we noted that what comes at the end, is, the owner and the first hour workers 
were grumbling. What occurs in direct discourse also focuses our attention, at that point, as to what is 
being said. There’s no conversation between the owner and the [02:18] eleventh hour workers.

There is an extensive conversation between the owner and the first hour workers. Then finally, who, what 
get the most press, usually, in telling a parable, you focus on what is most important at the end. You may 
use direct discourse, but certainly you emphasize it by spending a lot of time on that subject and that 
[paper shuffling] issue. So, these are basic rules for interpreting parables. I think you’ll find [papers 
shuffling] them helpful.

We then looked at this parable of the [02:48] workers in the vineyard. We noted how it had been 
allegorically interpreted by [paper shuffling] [audience cough] origin in Irenaeus, and uh, pointed out 
that the fact that the third, sixth, and ninth hour workers, are not referred to at the end of the parable at 
the payoff time, indicates that they’re not important in the story. Here they are all of equal importance. 
That’s not the way Jesus told the story.

Th, the parable can’t be interpreted [paper shuffling] therefore in that allegorical manner. [Paper 
shuffling]

When we look at the [paper shuffling] various [03:18] characters, we found that there [background noises] 
were essentially seven of them. First, third, sixth, ninth, the steward, steward just there because that’s part 
of a culture. The steward’d be paying off the people and the house holder. To whom is the most space 
given? You look at the verses devoted to the eleventh hour worker; the end is just one, I think its verse 11. 
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But all the other verses from then on, twelve, thirteen, fourteen, fifteen, sixteen, are devoted to the ninth, 
to the dab, [03:48] ninth... terrible... first hour worker. [Laughter]

Uh, I’m having trouble with my computer; it just brings up wrong numbers wh, when you hit a key. I 
willed a one, it’s just that I hit the 9 apparently, and it didn’t come out.

Alright, in the rule of End Stress we looked at... Now, in this light, then the parable is not so [paper 
shuffling] much a parable who’s [background noise] main emphasis [noises] is teach the doctrine of 
justification by faith. The main purpose of the parable is to deal with the issue of why certain [04:18] 
people... [Noise] In Jesus’ day, the Pharisees and the scribes were objecting to God’s grace [noises] and 
mercy, being shown to the outcasts. Why does he eat with publicans and sinners, comes up frequently in 
the ministry of Jesus. [Noises]

Now, in maybe the [noise] most, if not most, the second most famous parable of all, we have the parable 
of the prodigal son, as it’s called. I’m going to read that to you, if you have bi uh, your synopsis turn to 
page 195, and let’s look at the parable. I haven’t putin a [04:48] na, put a name there because the very 
name you give it, [noise] indicates what you think is the most important point, and uh, what the uh, main 
teaching of the parable is. So I’ve [cough from audience] left the Parable of Blank, in this regard.

And he said, bottom of 195, “there was a man who had two sons and the younger of them said to his 
father, “Father, give me the share of property that falls to Me.” and he divided his living between them. 
Not many days later, the younger son gathered all he had and [05:18] took his journey into a far country, 
and there he squandered his property in loose living. And when he had spent everything, a great famine 
arose in that country and he began to be in want. So he went and joined himself to one of the citizens of 
that country, who sent him into his fields to feed swine. And he would gladly, had fed on the pods that 
the swine ate. And no one gave him anything.

But when he came to himself he said, “How many of my father’s hired servants have bread enough and 
to spare, but I perish you with hunger.” [05:48] I will arise and go to my father, and I will say to him, 
“Father, I’ve sinned against heaven and before you, I am no longer worthy to be called your son. Treat me 
as one of your hired servants.”

And he arose and came to his father. But while he was yet at a distance, his [page turns] father saw him 
and had compassion, and ran and embraced him, and kissed him. And his son said to him, “Father, I have 
sinned against heaven and before you, I am no longer worthy to be called your son.”

But the father said, to his servants, “Bring quickly the best robe and put it on him. Put a ring on his hand 
[06:18] and shoes on his feet, and bring the fatted calf, and kill it, and let us eat and make merry. For this, 
my son was dead, and is alive again! He was lost and is found!” And they began to make merry.

Now, his older son was in the field, and he came and drew near to the house, and he heard music and 
dancing. And he called one of the servants and asked what this meant. And he said to him, “Your brother 
is come and your father is killed the fatted calf, because he is received him safe and sound.”

[06:48] But he was angry and refused to go in. His father came out and entreated him, but he answered 
his father, “Low these many years I’ve served you and I’ve never disobeyed your command. Yet you 
never gave me a kid lil goat that I might make merry with my friends, but when this son of yours came, 
who is devoured your living with harlots, you kill you for him the fatted calf?”

And he said to him, “Son, you are always with me and all that is mine is yours, [07:18] it was fitting to 
make merry and be glad, for this your brother was dead and is alive. He was lost and is found.””
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There have been attempts to say that this is really two separate parables that the first parable ends at 
verse 25. An, ya, call it [inaudible] older son, was the, excuse me, verse 24. For this my son was dead and 
is alive again, was lost and is found, and they began to make merry. And that 25, in following, is a 
separate parable that has been [07:48] brought here by an evangelist or someone else, in the oral period.

Now there is a sense in which if you ended at verse 24, [cough from audience] uh, most people wouldn’t 
think anything was missing. In fact there are an awful lot people who preach and read this parable and 
end at 24.

But the fact is 25 and thir, to 32; the second part builds on the first part. It can’t exist by its self. Might be 
that the first part could [08:18] stand by its self, but the second part, you can’t talk about an older brother 
without somehow bring, “My, what about this younger brother? W...wh...why does he call him an older 
brother or something like that?” And uh, the whole conversation is about what is happened in the 
previous paragraph. So, it’s a single parable, perhaps in two parts, but it’s a single parable.

Now the allegorization of this goes back as you imagine to your early church, and going to Tertullian, 
Tertullian around 200.

The [08:48] older son represents the Jew who is jealous of salvation being offered to the gentiles. The 
younger son is the, represents the Christian, the father represents God, the inheritance that he 
squandered, was his human ability to know God. The citizen to which he sold himself from the far 
country, is the Devil, the swine he is feeding are the demons. The robe that he is put, that he receives is 
the original righteousness that Adam lost through sin. The ring on his finger [09:18] represents Christian 
Baptism, and the fatted calf represents the Lord, the uh, [paper shuffling] Lord Jesus at the [paper 
shuffling] Lord’s Supper.

Now the problem with any of this is, of course, would anybody who heard this parable being spoken by 
Jesus, have said, “Oh, the ring signifies Christian Baptism in the name of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.

Or, would he have said, “The fatted calf represents the Lord, and the Lord’s Supper, which he hasn’t 
taught [09:48] yet, but someday he will.

[Cough in audience]

What you have to say is, when Jesus told a parable, if he intended it to be understood... This kind of 
allegory, especially the last two just don’t fit. It, it’s, just not possible. And one of the rules for interpreting 
parables is, in regard to whether they are allegorical in any way is, would the audience of Jesus have 
understood it allegorically?

Now, I’ll give you a parable shortly in which they [10:18] would have. This one they wouldn’t of. They 
would not have seen this representing Christian Baptism. Uh, the fatted calf, as the Lord oh, Savior at the 
Lord’s Supper. These other allegorical de it, d, details and so forth and so on. They would not have seen 
those in that respect. And [paper shuffling] that alone I think says it can’t be an allegory [paper shuffling] 
in that regard. [Paper shuffling]

Eta Linnemann in her book on parables, which she has [paper shuffling] repudiated after she became a 
Christian [10:48] had some good material in it, none the less, and in it she describes the two parts of a 
parable.
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A parable has [paper shuffling] picture part, the description of the story and then it has the reality part, 
what it’s trying to teach. Now if we look at the picture part, we will notice that it is a, heh, but that Jesus 
is a remarkable story teller.

I mean uh, it it’s so poignant even though it’s set in a [11:18] rural 2000 years ago. It still speaks today. 
Umm, how do you describe a young Jewish boy, young man I should say, on skid row... in a foreign 
country? He squandered all his money. He now has to sell himself into a kind of bondage, to a gentile. 
[11:48] But that’s not the end to the story. The work he does is to feed, not sheep, camels, goats, but swine, 
the forbidden animal. And it goes worse than that. He’s so hungry he wants to sit down and eat with 
them, the swine that is. I mean that’s a very poignant picture Jesus draws of this young man.

Now, some other things to notice, when the young man comes to confess [12:18] before his father, notice 
how he confesses. “Father, I have sinned against Heaven”... [Silence] the stars, the planets? Come on 
we’re not mus, new age kind of world, but to sin against Heaven is to sin against he who lives in Heaven, 
God. It’s a way of avoiding Gods’ name. We’ll look at that in the next few days.

Kingdom of God, Kingdom of Heaven, synonyms, so he says, “I’ve sinned against [12:48] Heaven, and 
against you.” When Jesus summarizes the commandments, he says, “You shall love the Lord, your God 
with all your hearts strength and your neighbor as yourself.” I’ve sinned against Heaven, God, and my 
father, my human father, my neighbor. This understanding of Jesus comes up in a parable, just naturally, 
just as the way he thinks.

There was a certain Judge, [13:18] who feared neither God nor man. That’s Jesus, understands reality that 
way, and notice when he places first, in our present society, we’d say he sinned against his father and he 
also sinned against God. Sins against God first, he has a theological world view understanding.

Notice the reverence for the name of God; however, he avoids it by substituting the word Heaven for that. 
The father’s acceptance of the son, beautifully [13:48] described. Father runs to him, sees him at a 
distance, runs to him.

Kenneth Bailey in his book ah, Poet on the, and the Peasant, writes about a story write about an ensign, 
he was a missionary in the Middle East. And what he did was he read parables, to the villages, the most 
primitive villages, because he thought their mindset, and the way they think, is more attuned to Jesus 
[14:18] in his world, than we are. I’d like to see how they respond to parables like this. [Noises]

And uh, he and the head of the mission society, sent a, a young man and his wife to a rural village 
[audience cough] as a pastor, he wanted a candidate to be pastor there, and uh to their surprise, the 
church turned the pastor and his wife down, and he couldn’t believe it.

So they went out and talk to the leaders [14:48] and the elders of the church, and they said, “Now what, 
what happened here? I mean uh, didn’t you like the way he preached?” and he said, “oh, he’s a really, a 
very good preacher.” He said, “oh... well did he say something that was theologically wrong?” He says, 
“no, he, he’s very [inaudible] [15:02] has good theology.” And he said, “Well, was he impolite at all?” 
“He’s ver, very respectful.” “And did you not like his wife?” “No, yeah, she looks like she’s a wonderful 
woman.” And finally, said, “Well, what in the world caused you to turn him down?” And they looked at 
him and he said, “Well, he walks too fast and in a culture to walk to fast is to not have dignity.”

Now, [15:32] this father doesn’t walk fast to his son, he runs to him. The great love of the father casts aside 
all sorts of provincial kinds of [noises] behavior models. Just runs to his son and accepts him immediately. 
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Puts a ring on his finger, it showed the, the crowd that this is my son. You, an you, when you treat him, 
you treat him like you treat me and so forth.

And then you have the attitude of the older brother, and if you look at verse 30, the older brother says, 
“When this son of yours came, who has devoured your [16:02] living with harlots, you killed for him the 
fatted calf.” Now we’re not supposed to read into this something like, “Well, they were probably step-
brothers.” Nah, he just doesn’t. “He says he’s your son, he’s not my brother, he’s your son, no, I don’t 
want anything to do with him.” So the picture is wonderfully described here. But, well, you might ask 
[cough from audience] several questions here for instance. “Uh, how did the father, see him?” Well, yeah, 
commentary saying, [16:32] “Well, every night he’d go out, and chose that he, he searched for his son’s 
coming home.”

“And, uh why was the older brother in the field?” Well he was in the field because he was a loyal son and 
he was taking care of the sheep, and so forth, and so on. There’s an easier answer than that. The father 
saw him from the distance and the brother’s out in the field, because Jesus wants them to see him from 
the distance and he wants the brother out in the field, and that’s his parable.

[17:02] [Audience noises, laughing]

You can’t ask historical questions of fictional accounts. You ask historical questions of historical accounts. 
But this is a story, it’s fictional, it’s made up. And so, when you ask why he, is he out in the field, it’s 
because, Jesus in the story wanted him out in the field, it served his purpose, and why does the father see 
him from the distance, because Jesus wants it. Have him see him from a distance, it’s all.

No. [17:32] I... if you said, “Now if you said why does Jesus want to have the father see him from the 
distance?” That’s probably to show that he didn’t, sees his son coming right away and he loves his son 
and he immediately goes out to meet him. But that’s the question, of asking Jesus in the story why he 
does something, it’s not asking historical question.

I wrote that by the way in my commentary on Luke and one of the reviewers said said some nice things 
about the commentary and he’s going, “One of the things about Stein is that he doesn’t take history 
seriously.” [18:02] And he pointed out what he did with the parable, and he didn’t get it! Ya, eh, ya don’t 
take parables as history, you take history as history. This is a story. So that’s why they’re out there. There 
are about seven parables, all of which are introduced, there was a man who... There was a certain Judge 
who... and then you have a parable.

And all of them introduce parables. And the one parable, some people often argue might be historical, is 
the parable [18:32] of the rich man and Lazarus. Because that’s an unusual parable in that it mentions a 
man’s name. No parable ever mentions another person’s name, but here you have Lazarus, this must be a 
real person.

However, for Luke it’s a parable, because he introduces it the same way. There was a rich man and so 
forth, so it’s a, it’s the way the genre is introduced by Luke. He understands this as a genre of a parable.

Now, the reality part, the two main characters, we looked at various ways [19:02] of de, deciding that, in 
our previous parable. If you look at it, who are the main characters, well there’s a younger son, an older 
son, and a father. We’re down to three again. Now, of these then you have to start asking, “OK which of 
these is the most important?” Well the father is a central character, because he’s in both halves of the 
parable, you have to have him. Well now, does the emphasis fall on the younger so... prodigal son or the 
older brother, where does the emphasis lie? [19:32] Now, if you apply our rules, ah, it’s not quite as neat 
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as we had in the previous parable. Uh, we said for instance to whom is the most space devoted? Well 
actually the part that deals with the prodigal son is a little more descriptive. More space is devoted to 
that.

But when you get to the other two rules, what comes at the end? It’s the older brother, and what comes in 
direct discourse? Uh, well, ya, the son says something to the father, “I’ve sinned against [20:02] Heaven 
and before you.” but the father never answers him. Tel, for, tells the servant, do this, do this, do this, but 
there is a conversation at the end between the older brother and the father, which focuses our attention.

So, I would suggest then that, that parable, has as its main characters the father and the older brother. 
And if that’s true, then we have to re-name it.

First of all, can’t be true, because the parable is known as the Parable of the Prodigal Son. Well, yeah, but 
that’s not a [20:32] biblical designation, it’s the way people have designated it. If you wanted to 
emphasize the other point, you might say, “Well is the emphasis on the goodness of the father, the Parable 
of the gracious father? Or is it on the uh meanness and the unwillingness of the older brother to [cough 
from audience] accept his brother?” [Cough from audience]

Or... you could say, the parable of the disobedient older brother or something like that, but the parable is 
addressed [21:02] and here Luke provides us with the audience its-self.

If you turn to page 194, the opening verses that begin this chapter, in which we have a trilogy of 
parables... Now the tax collectors and sinners were all drawing near to hear him and the Pharisees and 
the scribes murmured saying, “This man receives sinners and eat... So we told them, this parable.” Now 
the pronoun them, has as its antecedent, the people in verse [21:32] 2, not the people in verse 1.

He told the parable to the Pharisees and scribes who were murmuring, saying this man receives sinners 
and eats with them. And so, the kind of person the parable is talking about are these older brother types, 
not the younger brother types. And the parable here, then it would be addressed like the parable in the 
previous account, to pu, not publics and sinners as much, but [22:02] the Pharisees and scribes, and now 
he is defending his ministry to publicans and sinners.

I would suggest that this parable is, is at a stage in Jesus’ ministry where the Pharisees and the scribes are 
still being rude in a sense, where they’re still, he’s still trying to bring them into the kingdom because, it’s 
not a [inaudible] [22:27] scribes and Pharisees at the end, but an open question wondering if they will 
respond accordingly.

And you’ll find commentators talk about what was the response of the older brother? How did he 
respond to this? Well the answer is, [silence] [turns page] he dies at that point. The story ends and he 
doesn’t exist anymore. [22:57] That’s it, its left open and you hope of course that maybe he would 
respond. But we do know that the Pharisees and scribes didn’t tend to respond positively, but they went 
out and plotted and sought his death.

Now if ya wanted to say, “What’s the meaning of this parable?” The parable eh, has this aspect to it. Why 
are you Pharisees not able to enter into the joy of sinners entering the kingdom of god? The kingdom of 
god is come, [23:27] the lost are being found. How come you cannot enter into the joy of the occasion? 
That’s what I would, if I were ready to describe briefly, what the meaning of the parable is, that story I 
wouldn’t do it.

Now, when you preach the parable, what you have to do is to say, now what, what aspect of that parable 
is most important for my congregation to hear? And you might preach a different aspect of it to a 
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different audience. For instance, if you were preaching this parable [23:57] in a refugee camp in Thailand, 
where people have been there for decades, and now you have a second generation, and they can’t go 
anywhere. They can’t return back home where they’re not welcome and no one else in the world wants to 
have them, as far as their con... the world is concerned, they wish they would just disappear from the face 
of the earth.

Well I think I would preach Gods love for the outcast, that’s part of the parable isn’t it? It’s there, talk 
about god’s great love. He says, “There are people out there that may not like his older brother, [24:27] 
might not care about you, but I want you to know that God loves you.”

But what happens if you’re pastor of the Jolly Happy Baptist Church, and you’re now having a, a, a major 
church meeting to discuss the issue of; who has the right to park in the front two rows of the church 
parking lot?

[Audience noise]

I mean, it’s one thing to have nice Mercedes, lots of new cars, bright and glistening, but we’re getting 
[24:57] some people in our church that are uh, being converted and they’re driving rusty v, VW-Bugs and 
then we’re not talking about the new one’s either. These are the old ones, and they’re been using that 
parking space. That’s a, it’s disgrace to the church. Maybe we ought to discuss who can park there. Well if 
that’s the attitude that’s coming up in the church, then maybe you need to emphasize the parables last 
point.

[Cough in audience]

About the older brother, “How come you people can’t rejoice in the fact that people who own [25:27] 
rusting out Volkswagens, are being saved? They are entering the kingdom of god. It’s time to rejoice. 
How can you not rejoice with that?”

[Cough in audience]

And it may be that sometimes in our churches they’re enough of these older brother types that we need to 
preach that, maybe more often than we think.

So you exegete your congregation, you say what, what’s the greatest need we have? And you emphasize 
that point in the parable. That aspect of it that’s most needed at, at that [25:57] situation.

Now, I’d like to share with you, how to detect the presence of allegory. Not anything profound here, if 
your... –you know by now that you don’t come to class to get anything [turns page] profound from me, 
you just hopefully [turns page] learn a few simple things, [turns page] that will be helpful–

Question, would Jesus’ audience have attributed meaning to these details, would they have seen in them 
significance? And the second question, would the evangelist audience have attributed meaning to these 
[26:27] details?

I think that’s very helpful, because I don’t think Jesus [turns page] told parables [turns page] as 
prophecies. I think it’s a different genre. Parables are not prophetic as such, they are descriptive, and so, 
the audience would have... that Jesus aimed at, would have all had all they needed to know to 
understand this. He didn’t say it, these parables, so them to say, “No, you won’t be able to understand 
that, but in 2000 they will.

[Throat clearing in audience]
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No, it, it was effective [26:57] right then and there for the audience. And so, if they would have seen the 
details as being significant, then that’s probably a suggestion that we should also look that way.

Now, [turns page] in Mark chapter 12, in the Parable of the Evil Tenants, I would suggest that you have to 
interpret some of these details allegorically. I’m going to read for you a... turn with me, by the way, to 
page 242, where we have the parable, [27:27] and I’m going to read to you a passage in the Old Testament. 
And Jesus audience, pretty much knew the Old Testament well, and there were certain books they really 
knew well; books of Genesis, Deuteronomy, the Psalms, and the Prophet Isaiah. Those are the most well 
known of the books, those uh, the books which come up most frequently at Comeron, [?] [27:48] for 
instance.

Though manuscripts we have of various books, these are the ones that occur uh, most often. And these 
are the ones most often quoted in the New Testament.

In Isaiah, chapter 5, we have the prophet saying this, “God is speaking, let me sing for my beloved, my 
love song concerning his vineyard. My beloved had a vineyard on a very fertile hill; he dug it and cleared 
it of stones, and planted it with [28:18] choice vines.

He built a watch tower in the midst of it, and hued out a wine bath in it. He expected it to yield grapes, 
but it yielded wild grapes. And now inhabitants of Jerusalem and people of Judah judge between me and 
my vineyard. What more was there to do for my vineyard, what had, that I had not done in it? When I 
expected it to yield grapes, why did it yield wild grapes?

Now I will tell you what I will do with my vineyard, I will remove its hedge [28:48] and it shall be 
devoured. I will break down its wall and it shall be trampled down. I will make it waste, and shall not be 
pruned or hoed and it shall be overgrown with briars and thorns. I will also command the clouds and 
they, that they rain no rain upon it.

For the vineyard of the lord of hosts is the house of Israel. And the people of Judah are his pleasant 
planting.” Now, in light of that would Jesus’ hearers, [29:18] have seen anything in the details of this 
parable that they would have understood allegorically? So, it’s not just a main point, but the detail is 
important.

He began to speak to them in parables; a man planted a vineyard, and set a hedge around it, and dug a 
pit for the wine press, and built a tower. My goodness... all of those, a part of that?

Passage in Isaiah, which talks about Israel being [29:48] like a vineyard. You have mentioned the 
vineyard, the hedge, the wine press, the tower. You led out the tenants and went into another country, 
when time came, he sent a servant to the tenants, to get from them some of the fruit of the vineyard. And 
they took him and beat him and sent him, and away empty handed. Again he sent to them another 
servant, and they wounded him in the head, and treated him shamefully. And he sent another, and them 
they killed, an, they, him they killed. And so with many of us, some they beat and some they killed. 
[30:18] Now, the hearers understand that this is an allegory of the wine press, which is Israel, dug, set by 
the God of Israel.

Now let’s go further. This owner sends his servants, and they mistreat the servants. They beat some, they 
kill some. Now who would that refer to?

Audience Member: The prophets.
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The prophets, right uh, I mean that’s not a big jump, they, they [30:48] know this is true in the prophetic 
books. Then he goes on, “He had still one other, a beloved son. Finally he sent him to them saying, “They 
will respect my son.” But those tenants said to one another, “This is the heir, come, let us kill him and 
then the inheritance will be ours.” And they took him and killed him and cast him out of the vineyard.” 
What will the owner of the vineyard do? He will come and destroy the tenants and give the vineyard to 
others.

Have you not read the scripture, “The very stone [31:18] that the builder’s rejected has become the head 
of the corner. This was the lords doing and it is marvelous in our eyes.” Then we read in verse 12, “And 
they tried to arrest him or seize him, but feared the multitude, for they perceived that he had told the 
parable against them, so they left him and went away.”

Now, I think the parable is an allegory, the details of the vineyard refers to Israel, the owner is, is God, 
the, the prophets are referred to as the sons. The other nation [31:48] that is going to be given it, will be 
the gentile world, and the only son, certainly no problem with Mark’s readers understanding who that is, 
Jesus himself. [Turns page]

So, now, please note, the parable is very pregnant with meanings of strong Christology. We’ll refer to that 
later on when we talk it, the Christology of Jesus. There are prophets who at, some they kill, some they 
beat, but he has an only son.

Now [32:18] I’ll admit, if you referred to me as, a as another servant like the Isaiah’s and the Jeremiah’s 
and the Ezekiel of the Old Testament. I would not think that’s too insulting. But Jesus places him as a son. 
Different, so, you have this Christological understanding there. The replacement of guests, well I think 
you’d have to see here the gentiles and if we had time, which we don’t, we’d look at [32:48] the parable in 
Luke 14, 15, 25, 24, too. Of the great banquet where a great banquet is there, people are invited to it, those 
you expected who would come, don’t come, and the outcasts of the village and the immediate area are 
brought in, and still there is room.

So, Luke says, “He sent them out even [noises] further, away from the village, to bring people in.” Well I 
think Luke’s readers would understand that the outcasts of [33:18] Israel are the first group brought in in 
the immediate area. And those further out, like outcasts, come in, and those as the gentiles as well. So you 
have, I think, a very strong allegorical dimension here. If you look at the way Mathew and Luke deal with 
the parable, is a detail here that makes it even more allegorical.

Uh, turn with me to line 28 and 29. In 28, [33:48] Mathew to, Mark, ha has, “And they took him and killed 
him and cast him out of the vineyard. What would the owner of the vineyard do?”

Mathew has, “And they took him and cast him out of the vineyard and killed him.”

And Luke has, “And they cast him out of the vineyard and killed him.”

Now, do you understand what Luke’s doing here? [Crosstalk] Shows that he understands this 
allegorically. What’s the difference, what do Mathew and Luke do that [34:18] changes Mark?

Yeah, and Mathew, Luke have him, have him cast out first and then killed. Why? Do you know why 
Mathew and Luke do that? Yeah, Jesus is killed outside the city of Jerusalem, and I think they’re seeing 
this and trying to make it even more precise. And, and the understanding of the parable that, in that 
regard, and then you add it to the leaders that we talked about already.
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OK, so hear... This parable, I think is one in which we have to acknowledge. There’s something in this 
parable, [34:48] which reveals that it is an allegory. [Page turning] His audience would have understood 
[page turning] it this way, because it follows too closely.

Isaiah 5, [page turning] you have four or five details that pick-up on Isaiah, which immediately tells his 
readers that this is an allegory. And then you have servants, of the, of the owner of the vineyard coming, 
who are being mistreated. Everybody knows that’s true of the prophets, and then you have the only son, 
which indicates his uniqueness. Probably much clearer [35:18] for Mark’s audience, than Jesus’ audience 
at that time, and then the, the fact that this is going to be giving over to another nation, another people 
given over to others that becomes clear as well. [35:30]
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Chapter 17

All right we're going to talk today about the [pause] teaching of Jesus on the kingdom of God. The 
importance of Jesus teaching on the kingdom of God is evident on [00:30] page 30 of your synopsis. 
Where Jesus' message, beginning at like 32, Mark describes Jesus after having been baptized and here's 
the message. "Preaching the gospel of God and saying 'The time is fulfilled and the kingdom of God is at 
hand. Repent and believe in the gospel.'"

So, the essence in Mark of the message of Jesus involves the kingdom of God is at hand. So central to the 
[01:00] teaching of Jesus is the pronouncement about the coming of the kingdom of God. Jesus teaches a 
pray to his disciples in Matthew 6.9 and what is the essence of the prayer? Our father, who art in heaven, 
hallowed be thy name thy kingdom come. So the essence of the prayer that identifies us as its followers 
has a reference to the kingdom of God, on page 197 and Luke 16.16.

You have Jesus [01:30] saying, "The law and the prophets were until John, since then the good news of the 
kingdom of God is preached." And everyone enters it violently. So, [stutters] the teaching concerning the 
kingdom of God is at the very root and essence of the Jesus teaching. And yet I think if you were to ask 
people in our congregations "What is the kingdom of God?" You'd find great, great confusion. I don't 
think the average person would be able to [02:00] answer very clearly, "What is the essence of Jesus 
teaching about the kingdom of God?"

And [pause] this is not especially helped with some of the songs we sing. Um, [song lyrics] "Reign in me 
Sovereign Lord, Reign in me, Reign in me sovereign ord, reign in me. Captivate my heart, let your 
kingdom come, establish they're your scroll, and let your will be done. Reign in me sovereign Lord, reign 
in me. Reign in me sovereign Lord, reign in Me.", "May your kingdom come to the nations, you will be 
down to the people of earth [02:30] so the whole world knows that Jesus Christ is Lord. May your 
kingdom come [emphasis] in us, may your kingdom come in us. May your kingdom come on earth.", 
"Father in heaven how we love you, we lift your name in all the earth. May your kingdom be established 
in our praises, as your people declare your mighty works? May your kingdom be established in our 
praises?" For the life of me I don't know what that means, but it sings nicely. Who needs to know what 
we're singing anyhow?

[03:00] And interestingly enough, the, probably the average person would talk about the kingdom of God 
as being God's reign in our hearts. Without knowing that that is 19th century liberalism. It's very much of 
the essence of theological liberalism was the idea of God's reign in the human heart. Now, in light of that, 
we want to talk about Jesus teaching concerning the kingdom of God.

Now, there's another [03:30] expression found in the gospels. The kingdom of heaven. And why don't we 
look at some of those references for a minute and make a point that they're essentially synonyms. Turn 
with me to page 50. Here we have attitudes. "'Blessed are the poor in spirit", Matthew 5.3, "For theirs is 
the kingdom of heaven." Luke, "Blessed are you poor for yours is the kingdom of God." [04:00] Now page 
74, do you have in, Matthew 8.11, line 47, "I tell you many will come from East and West and sit at table of 
the kingdom of heaven while the Sons of the king will be thrown into the outer darkness. Their men will 
weep and mash their teeth."

Now if you go to Luke on line 42, "There you will weep and mash your teeth when you see Abraham and 
Isaac and Jacob and all the prophets in the kingdom of God. And you, your self’s thrust out. [04:30] Uh, 
page 115, The Parables. Uh, if you look at line five, Matthew has, page 115, "Judas' been given to know the 
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secrets of the kingdom of heaven. But to them it has not been given. Mark has, he has been given the 
secret of the kingdom of God. But to those outside everything is in parables. Luke has. He has been given 
to know the secrets of the kingdom of God, but for others they are in parables." 119 for a last reference.

[05:00] Here you have the parable of a mustard seed, which in Matthew begins, "The kingdom of heaven 
is like a grain of mustard seed, which a man took." Mark has, "With what shall we compare the kingdom 
of God? Or what parables shall we use for it is like a grain of mustard seed? Which when, sown upon the 
ground." Luke, he said, "Therefore, what is the kingdom of God like? And to what shall I compare it?" So 
it's very clear that Matthew's expression 'Kingdom of God' is the same expression excuse me, kingdom of 
[05:30] heaven, is a synonym for 'Kingdom of God' in Mark and Luke.

Not only that, if you turn to page 218, Matthew himself uses these expressions interchangeably. Look at 
Matthew in 19, verse 23. "And Jesus said to his disciples, 'Truly I say to you it will be hard for a rich man 
to enter the kingdom of heaven. And again I tell you, it is easier for a camel to go through the eye of a 
needle than for a rich man to enter the kingdom of God.'" They're used interchangeably [06:00] here. 
There was a time it's no longer very popular and maybe some people will still argue something like this, 
but when people talked about these being two essentially different kingdoms. In a very distant, sational 
background. The kingdom of heaven was for Jewish believers and it was also of this earthly kingdom, the 
kingdom of God was for gentiles and it was a heavenly kingdom. And they never met because apparently 
even in heaven you couldn't get Jews and gentiles [06:30] to really work together, or something like that.

Very few would ever say that any more. They're synonyms. They mean the same thing. Matthew's is 
kingdom of heaven, and Mark uses kingdom of God along with Luke. Now, there's a good reason why 
Matthew, for instance, prefers the kingdom of heaven. What kind of an audience is he writing to? A 
Jewish audience. And the Jewish reverence for the name of God, was that even, [07:00] not just today, but 
even in a time of Jesus, they tended to avoid it. To avoid using the name of the Lord, Dear God, in vain. 
So they didn't use the word 'Lord' at all. Unless they used it with sufficient reverence.

And so when you have to use the name of God you tend to look for some sort of a substitute. And one of 
the ways of doing this is for the prodigal son, like in our parable, to say, "Father, I've sinned against 
[pause] [07:30] heaven." That way you could avoid God. Use substitution. "Kingdom of Heaven", 
"Kingdom of God", "The city of the blessed king" instead of "The city of [inaudible 07:42] garden", and so 
forth.

And still another way you could avoid using the name of God out of reverence was by putting things in 
the passive. For instance, when, in the [inaudible 07L53] Mark, Matthew 5.4 page 50, "Blessed are those 
who mourn, for they shall [08:00] be comforted." Now if you wanted to put the second part of the verse, 
"They shall be comforted" actively, not using a passive, you would have to say something like, "Blessed 
are they, those who mourn for [emphasis] God shall comfort them." But you can avoid using God's name 
by putting in the passive. For they shall be comforted. The last thing in the world we should really hear is 
kind of a, "Well, you know, 'time heals all wounds. After a while [08:30] it'll all get better.'" No. God will 
comfort them.

Then you have, in Matthews 7.1, "Judge not", page 60, "That you be not judged." What does that mean? 
"Judge not then God will not judge you." Ask and it will be given you. Ask and God will give it to you. 
Seek and you'll find not again, God will grant it to you, and so forth. So [09:00] we have a perfectly good 
reason for understanding why Matthew tends to avoid the name of God here, and use 'Kingdom of 
Heaven' instead of 'Kingdom of God', but they are the same.
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Now with respect to how to understand this expression, "Kingdom of God", there has tended to be four 
major interpretations of this. One is the non-eschatology school, and this was very popular with 
theological liberalism. [09:30] This states that "If you associate anything like end of the world with the 
kingdom of God," you've got to remove that. That's not what Jesus is getting at. He is referring to the 
essence of the kingdom being God's personal rule in the human heart. That's where we get a lot of this 
thought from. Liberalism. It has nothing to do with eschatology, nothing to do with 'end of the world' 
stuff. It has only to do with [sigh] God's personal reign in the human [10:00] heart. Transforming the heart 
into the transforming of the human heart, transforming society, and so forth. That would be the non-
eschatology school, the old liberal school.

[Background cough] The political one is, being somewhat popular today and that is that Jesus came to 
establish a new political organization in the world. A new world order, so to speak. I, he said, he intended 
to restore his [10:30] greatness, and so forth and so on. Now, that is not none of those two views really are 
very close to the biblical teaching. The two that have more biblical support are the view called 'consistent 
eschatology' and this is most associated with Albert Schweitzer. The Albert Schweitzer. He argued this 
way, "That when Jesus talked about the coming to the kingdom of God, he was talking [11:00] about the 
end of the world." He was talking about history coming to an end. It's completely eschatological. It is 
future, it's not right now with Jesus, but it's just around the corner. It's going to happen.

And the result is that this kingdom, which will bring history to an end, is about the coming. That's what 
he was proclaiming. Consistent eschatology, that's called. In response to that, CH Dodd [11:30] argued, 
"No, what Jesus meant by the coming of the kingdom of God was not the end of history, but the fact that 
history had now, um, been realized in that the kingdom of God had completely come. It was now." It 
wasn't the future, it was now. And he brought the kingdom of God, he brought the blessings of the 
kingdom, and so forth. So the kingdom of God was a completely now. There was nothing future about it, 
it's now.

Well it, it's kind of interesting. [12:00] Because if you look at the biblical text, there's sub passages that 
look like the kingdom of God is consistent to future. Some that seems that it's not yet. It's excuse me, 
already now, realized. Um, let's look at some of the biblical materials and turn with me to page 173, where 
we find the kingdom of God is, in some way, [12:30] already a reality. It's not something future, it's now. 
It's now. Luke 11.20, beginning at line 27, Jesus says in Luke, "If I cast out demons by bells, by whom do 
your sons cast them out?" Therefore they shall be your judges. But, "If it is by the finger of God that I cast 
out demons, then the kingdom of God has come upon you." Already now, the kingdom of God has 
arrived. [13:00] Why casting out demons, is proof that God's kingdom has come.

There's an already 'now' dimension. If you go to page 197, there's another passage, which talks about the 
kingdom of God being now. In Luke 16.16, the bottom of the page. "The law and the prophets were until 
John. Since then, the good news [13:30] of the kingdom of God is preached. And everyone enters it 
violently." The law and the prophets, you'll hear a, ending with John.

Now, now the kingdom of God has come. Page 201, here you have, being asked by the Pharisees, the 
bottom of page Luke 17.20, being asked by the Pharisees when the kingdom of God was coming, he 
answered them. "The kingdom of God is not coming with sign to be observed, nor will they say 'Lo, here 
he is', [14:00] or therefore behold the kingdom of God is in the midst of you." Now the King James 
translated it, "Is within you." And the [inaudible 14:11] but, again, no where do we ever have the idea that 
the kingdom of God is within the heart. What he means is, "Within your midst and presence, the kingdom 
of God has come." Because the King is here.
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He says that, "In my presence among you, the kingdom of God has already come." [14:30] And there are 
other materials why do the disciples of John and the Pharisees fast, but your disciples not fast? Jesus, can 
you fast? When the bride [inaudible 14:44], the kingdom has come, in other words. It's time for, "How can 
you fast?" The kingdom of God has come. So you have these passages that talk about the kingdom of God 
as being already now.

But they're passages that are clearly future. The Lord's Prayer. Our [15:00] father who art in heaven, 
hallowed be thy name. And now you're praying that God will send his kingdom. "Thy kingdom come." 
Father who art in heaven, hallow be thy name. And now you're praying that God will send his kingdom. 
"Thy kingdom come." Luke 11.2. Matthew 7.21 and .22, "Not everyone who says to me, 'Lord, Lord, shall 
enter the kingdom of God.' Future", kingdom of heaven, I think it is there. "But he who does the will of 
my father, who is in heaven. In that day, in that day, when the [15:30] kingdom of God has come, many 
will say, "Heaven I cast out demons in your name and done many works in your name", "No, save that 
part for me. I never knew you." In that day, when the kingdom of God comes, not everyone who says, 
"Lord, Lord" shall enter the kingdom of God, but the ones who do the will of God.

The Lord's Supper, let's turn to that. 284, when Jesus shares about the Lord's Supper. Down on page 284, 
line 28, [16:00] a following mark, "Truly I say to you, I shall not drink again of the fruit of the vine [sigh] 
until that day in the future, when I drink it new in the kingdom of God." So any passages with regard to 
the kingdom of God that looked like its future, others that look like its past. Or ready now, I should say.

Now, Albert Schweitzer, who talked about the kingdom of God being purely future, he knew these other 
verses. [16:30] And CH Dodd who thought about the kingdom of God already being now, knew about 
those passages which said it was future. Schweitzer was the one who said it was present. So how did they 
argue? Well they argued kind of nicely, except Albert Schweitzer believed the kingdom of God is future, 
and all those references that refer to the kingdom of God as ‘already now', don't go back to Jesus. [17:00] 
They are later additions of the church.

So only the future sayings were the ones that Jesus actually said. CH Dodd said, "All the references of the 
kingdom of God being already, now they go to Jesus." And those to talk about the kingdom of God being 
future, those are all added by the church later on. Well that's kind of nice. You just eliminate whatever 
that evidence you have, that goes against you.

So you have this struggle with already now, not yet, and there's a sense in which there seems to be 
references to both. [17:30] Now, the word 'biblical', I think, is the understanding that there is a sense in 
which the kingdom of God is already now and still not yet. There's a sense in which the kingdom of God 
has already come in fulfillment of the Old Testament promises. But the absolute consummation of the 
kingdom with all it brings is still future. So that we have the first fruits of the [18:00] kingdom of God. 
There's an 'already now' aspect of it, although there is also that 'not yet' aspect.

The key to understanding the kingdom of God is the understanding of the word 'kingdom', here. Because 
I think most of us, in the English speaking world, when we think of 'kingdom' we think of it statically as 
referring to an empire of some sort. There's a sense in which, when we think of kingdom we think of a, a 
castle with a moat around it [18:30] and some peasants out in the field uh, working the crops. That's a 
kingdom. That’s a territory.

But it's interesting that the word 'kingdom' is not used that way, primarily in the bible. The bible 
understands 'kingdom' not so much statically as a realm, or territory, but dynamically as a reign. And if 
you were to look up, even in English, in the Oxford, [19:00] uh, Dictionary, this massive five volume kind 
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of dictionary. And you looked up the word 'kingdom' in English, its first definition would be, "The reign 
of a King." It's a dynamic understanding, not a territorial static one.

Understood this way, and the word's used that way in a number of instances. Turn with me to page 229. 
Here you have reference to [19:30] the parable of the pounds, Luke 19.11, Jesus proceeded to tell a 
parable, because he was near to Jerusalem and because they supposed the kingdom of God was to appear 
immediately. He said, "Therefore a nobleman went into a far country to receive a kingdom and then 
return." Now what is he getting? This is probably an illusion, Jesus' parable to Herod the Great who did 
this. When, to Rome had, [20:00] was given the kingdom and then he came back to conquer it and to rule 
over it.

What is he going to receive? He's not going there to receive territory. He's not coming there with camels 
laden with dirt, or something like this. He goes to receive the authority to rule. And he receives that 
authority to rule and we read of that in verse 15, when he returned having received [20:30] the kingdom. 
Having received the authority and privilege of ruling, you have Jesus and Matthew 6.33 say, "Seeking first 
the kingdom of God and his righteousness and all these things shall be added unto you." Well he's not 
saying, "Seek first of all the territory of God", but the rule of God in your heart.

And finally Matthew 20, verse 21, page 226 there. Uh, actually 225, [21:00] John and James' mother says, 
"Command that these two sons of mine may sit one at your right hand and one at your left in your 
kingdom." When you come into your reign. When you come into your rule, and let my son sit on your 
right and left hand. In that sense, the reign of God can be now. Even though it's ultimate consummation is 
future.

So we generally talk about the now, not yet. [21:30] The already now, the kingdom of God has come, yet 
it's full reign and, has not yet arrived. Now, in what way, then, since the coming of Jesus, is the kingdom 
of God a present reality? Why has he come and brought that changes things? Well let's word it differently. 
How are you better off as a believer, than Abraham? How is the New Testament believer better off [22:00] 
than the Old Testament saint? He goes, "Well you have more knowledge", okay, yeah, that's true. You look 
back at the Messiah's coming and his death on a cross, sure. But hasn't something else happened? Yeah, 
there's something about the promise that in the coming of the kingdom, God would pour out his spirit 
upon all flesh. In other words it wouldn't just be upon the the head priest, or the prophet, or the king. But 
every believer would be [22:30] so anointed with the spirit.

And there's a sense in which the Holy Spirit is the first fruits, then. Of the arrival of the kingdom. Uh, 
there’s a sense in which, when the kingdom of God would, would come, Satan would be defeated. And 
doesn't Jesus say, in his healing of the demonic, that the demon possessed, "I saw Satan fall from heaven." 
Is a sense in which Satan has been defeated? There's a sense [23:00] in which the kingdom of God, which, 
in the kingdom they would take place the resurrection of the dead. This has started already.

[mumbling] resurrection’s? No. Christ the first fruits of the resurrection has already happened. Later in 
the consummation, then his followers. There's already a sense in which we have been transformed from 
this age to the world to come and we've been transformed into [23:30] newness of life. In that we have the 
end of the ages having arrived upon us. There's a sense then that the reign of God has begun in a unique 
way in the coming of Jesus. However, it's evident that all the promises of the kingdom have not yet been 
fulfilled.

The resurrection of the dead for every believer is still future. Uh, Satan is defeated, the outcome is sure, 
but he still has authority [24:00] in many ways. And so you have now, this tension between the already 
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now and the not yet. And that tension is the I think the basic principle in which you have to understand 
all of New Testament theology. That is the cornerstone of an understanding of New Testament theology. 
That already now, the kingdom has arrived. Although it's consummation is future.

Now, in the [24:30] gospels, that 'now, not yet' tension is expressed in the concept of the kingdom of God. 
Already now, although not in this consummated form. And in the [inaudible 24:42] letters, it's there, but 
it's expressed differently. And the technical terminology we use there is "The tension between the 
indicative and the imperative." There's a sense in which Paul can say, "We've died to sin." [25:00] He says, 
"You really died to sin!" And yet, he gives us a command, "Therefore don't sin. Don't live in sin." That's 
kind of dumb. If I died to sin, well tell me not to sin. Well, it's because of the tension. There's a sense in 
which 'already now' we have died to sin and have been raised to newness of life.'

But the 'not yet' dimension of the resurrection in its fullest sense is still future. In John you have the 
tension involving the concept of eternal [25:30] life. Eternal life is not future life, its present life. It's now. 
And already now we've passed out of death, into life. And yet the fullest sense of that consummation of 
eternal life lies in the future where faith turns to sight. The early fathers, I think it was Augustine, spoke 
of life from a perspective of, when Adam was created, [26:00] he was [inaudible 26:03], "Able not to sin." 
He was able not to sin.

Since the fall, he is no [foreign 26:12], not able not to sin. We're fallen. In heaven we will be not able to sin. 
And you have this progression of situations of, that in the coming of Christ, now, we are living in that 
tension. Let me try to give a diagram that I have [26:30] found helpful and we use here. If you think of 
history from this point, perspective, you have here the fall in which sin enters into the world. And this 
gives birth to this evil age.

Now, you have the coming of Christ, which, inaugurates the age to come. Or, the kingdom of God. And 
the mystery [27:00] of the kingdom of God is this overlapping period. Where the kingdom is already now, 
and yet it's not in its fulfillment. Then you have here the second coming, or the Pyrrosia, and at that point, 
this evil age comes to an end and the kingdom of God comes in its fullness.

I think this is helpful. Ah, I think it was Oscar Coleman who first did that. I got it immediate by George 
Lad and some others this way. [27:30] Now, Oscar Coleman was teaching in Europe, and what he likened 
to this as an analogy, he said, "This is God's D Day. And this is God's V Day." Now, let me explain that. D 
Day, of course is the invasion of Europe, 1944, June sixth. And, um, when the allies successfully had a 
beach head established at Normandy, all the [28:00] German high command knew the war was lost. There 
was no way of winning any longer. There were two Military commanders of the Germans that were in 
charge of the Western wall. One was [inaudible 28:11] and the other was [inaudible 28:14]. And they had a 
different way of figuring how to defeat the ally landing. One was to defeat them on the beaches, that was 
[inaudible 28:24] view, but [inaudible 28:26] said "We can't do that because the Navel bombardment 
would be too strong [28:30] and what we have to do is allow them to get the beach head, and then attack 
them and drive them into the sea. But if the beach head's not defeated, the war is lost."

So everybody knew the war was lost. D Day. But there was still a period of a year, where the war went on. 
The many people died, because Victory Day would take another year. It was a sense in which, "D Day has 
come and the enemy has been Defeated. But there are still battles and we still await V Day" [29:00] so the 
kingdom of God has come in D Day, but his ultimate victory and fulfillment comes in V Day when the 
kingdom of God comes in all of its fullness and like. Okay.
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Now let me go on and talk about some of the dangers. There are, there's a danger of so emphasizing the 
'now', that you lose sight of the 'not yet'. Now there's certain theologies that do that. For instance I think 
[29:30] that charismatic theology, Pentecostal theology. I think holiness theology. So emphasized the 
victory that is ours in Christ. Victory over sin, some say victory over all disease and so forth. Victorious 
Christian living you could put other that, the Kazak movement, that they lose sight of the fact that [30:00] 
there's a 'not yet' involved in this.

We're never going to be a victorious over [inaudible 30:06] in the absolute sense, until Jesus comes. Even if 
there is healing, the vast majority of people don't experience healing. Death is still reigning among us. 
And it's called upon us once to die. And even some really, pretty good Christian people, like the apostles 
all died. So if you emphasize the 'now', I think [30:30] charismatic Pentecostal holiness theology loses 
sight of the fact that there is sorrow, there is pain, there is suffering, there is disease, there is no perfection 
in life and that those who are most sensitive to their own sinfulness, probably are the holier of all.

On the other hand, you have mostly the traditional [31:00] groups. Think of Lutherans reformed, Baptists 
and others. We so emphasize the 'not yet', only in heaven will we have victory over sin. Only in heaven 
will there be healing, only in heaven would we really get along together well and so forth. And we lose 
sight of the fact that, "Hey. Something's happened at Pentecost. Things have changed." And if you 
emphasize the 'not yet' to the exclusion of the 'now', you have a warped Christianity [31:30] to the same 
extent that if you emphasized the 'now' to the solution of the 'not yet' you have a warped theology.

We have to keep those in a healthy tension. You rejoice in the 'already now', but the experience of the 
'already now' makes you long all the more for the 'not yet'. So you have to have both of those in a, a 
healthy tension. You also have the understanding of a one [32:00] sided approach to the coming of the 
kingdom of God and you have some groups you have Mercian, which saw the old testament and the new 
testament as being completely separate realities. Mercian said the Old Testament was the religion of uh, 
of uh an evil being, ultimately. And that the, the real deviant in the new testament of the law and so forth 
and so on, comes in the New Testament.

You have [32:30] Lutheranism that contrasts law and grace. Apparently there's no grace in the Old 
Testament. You have dispensationalist that does the same. And you emphasize the contrast and the 
differences between them. In contrast to this Mercian heresy, which emphasizes the difference between 
the new and the Old Testament, the early church tended to identify [33:00] the Old Testament with the 
New Testament. And everything that's true in the New Testament is read back into the Old Testament. 
And the result is that in this particular theology, which, I think covenant theology would be guilty of 
reform. Covenant theology. We're often making that mistake.

Uh, there's really not much difference between the New Testament belief and the Old Testament belief. 
What happens at Pentecostals? [inaudible 33:30], I don't know, it didn't really amount [33:30] to [inaudible 
33:34] beings so forth and so on. And so they're all identical. Now, I would understand it this way. You do 
have the Old Testament covenant here and you do have the New Testament covenant. I mean, there has 
to be something new about the new covenant. Otherwise, what would Jesus call it? A new covenant. He 
didn't say, "This is the butt of the same old covenant again." There's something new that's [34:00] taking 
place, that has been established. But, it's all part of the same covenant.

But this is the fulfillment of the Old Testament, but it takes the Old Testament to a new level. I think, in so 
doing, the, you have the differences between them, but the unity of the covenant. If you look at the book 
of Ax it doesn’t start out by saying, "Pentecost, hey listen, we're starting a new religion and we're looking 
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for ground floor membership. [34:30] Would you like to be a charter member of this new religion we're 
starting?" Doesn't start out that way. They said, "Look. What God promised to the fathers in the Old 
Testament, has now come to pass." The kingdom of God has come.

So you have something new here, they're not antagonistic to each other. They're not identical. It's the 
same covenant, but the new covenant, New Testament takes it up a notch and we get to a higher plane in 
that regard. I think you have to [35:00] have some sort of resolution like this, otherwise, once again, you 
exaggerate the continuity to the diminishing of the discontinuity, or difference.

Or you emphasize the discontinuity so much that you lose sight of the continuity. Here you want to keep 
both of them together in some ways.
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Chapter 18

All right, well, let’s go on and look at the message of Jesus. The second aspect, the message on the 
fatherhood of God. There are a lot of titles Jesus uses in the Gospels [00:30] to refer to God – I’ve listed 
them here. He sometimes just refers to God. Sometimes the God of Abraham. The God of Isaac. The God 
of Jacob. Sometimes the Lord. There are two titles in the Old Testament used for God, primarily Elohim, 
or God, and Yahweh, or which we translate Lord.

Sometimes he refers to the Lord your God or teaches disciples to refer to our God. He’s the Lord of 
Heaven and Earth, the Lord of the Harvest. The only God, the most high. [01:00]

The King. And then the title we’re looking at, the title Father. Now one of the things that’s very important 
we have an awful lot of talk about God today, which God is some sort of impersonal force. Some sort of 
first cause of things. A world soul. A prime mover that got everything going and so forth. And now you 
have the Star Wars god who is the force. [01:30] This abstract something out there that you can’t get your 
hands on. You don’t … can be sometimes evil, sometimes good, you don’t know what’s going on in there.

That’s not the God of Jesus. The God of Jesus is very personal. It’s a personal God. And the titles the God 
of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob indicates that’s not a force we’re talking about. Above all the title of Father 
indicates that this God knows when a sparrow falls. [02:00]

He’s personal in a sense that the hairs of our head are numbered. Some of us it might not be a big deal. 
For others, it’s more significant, of course. [laughing]

Now I think its … its gotten much more of an abstract kind of nebulous God out there. But one thing we 
have to maintain as Christians very strongly is our God is a personal God – he’s a person. Not some 
abstraction [02:30] out there. Now the favorite title that Jesus uses for God is the title Father.

Some 65 times in the synoptic Gospel we find the term. In the Gospel John over 100 times. It’s a very, very 
frequent term on the lips of Jesus. It furthermore appears in all the Gospels, Chatham, Mark, Hugh and 
John. So therefore it fills the criterion for or of what? [03:00] Multiple attestation.

In other words it’s found in not just one source but in these five that we’ve mentioned here, which gives it 
that much more emphasis on it being, ugh, authentic. In the ancient world, the term father was frequently 
used for God. In the second third millennia B.C. lots and lots of religions in the Middle East referred to 
God as a Father. [03:30] In contrast, Judaism only referred to God 15 times as Father. Now think 165 times 
in our Gospels. Fifteen times in the Old Testament.

Now the size of the Old Testament is such that … I have no idea, maybe it’s ten times the size of our 
Gospels. Say it’s only five. Then you would expect if it was the same amount of time … amount of 
emphasis, you would find some 800 references [04:00] to God as Father in the Old Testament. You only 
find 15. It tends to be avoided, quite consciously. In the Apocrypha you come across Father six times. In 
the Pseudepigrapha, eight times. Fourteen times in the intertestamental literature – the main 
intertestamental literature as we refer to it. There is one reference there in the Dead Sea Scrolls.

Now with regard to the Old Testament passages, he may … he may be referred to God in these 14 or 15 
times [04:30] but he’s never addressed in prayer that way. That’s very significant. So he can be referred to 
God this way – as Father very, very rarely some 15 times as I said. Fourteen times in the Apocrypha and 
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Pseudepigrapha, but he’s never addressed in prayer that way in the Old Testament. Only five times in the 
14 instances in the Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha is he addressed this way. [05:00]

So it’s very clear that the title Father was avoided in the Old Testament. Now why? Well, a very good 
reason. When pagan religions think of God as Father, they don’t think the way Christians think of God as 
Father. They think of God as Father in the sense of having created the world by some sexual relationship 
with a mother God. So you have a fertility [05:30] religion kind of understanding of God as Father.

Needless to say Judaism wanted nothing to do with that. So it looks like they avoided the title totally to 
make sure there would not be a misunderstanding along paganism as to God being the cause of all things 
and the Earth being the result of some sort of a sexual union between a male and female deity – one 
called father and one mother.

So the Old Testament avoids Father [06:00] as a title for God altogether. Now it’s rather interesting to note 
that some extreme feminists groups in their portrayal of God as mother and so forth have also accepted a 
kind of fertility religious significance to this. And it’s it’s very different than the Old Testament.

Now, in the New Testament, the title that’s used for God [06:30] is still found in the Aramaic form … turn 
to page 297. And we have Jesus’ prayer at the Garden of Gethsemane in which the term that he that Jesus 
used in the Aramaic language is still found. And uh we read details of disciples. My soul is very 
sorrowfully even to death remarry here and watch … then line 22 following Mark.

[07:00] A going a little further he fell on the ground and prayed that if it were possible the hour might 
pass from him. And this was his prayer. He said, ‘Abba, Father. All things are possible through thee. 
Remove this cup from me. Yet not what I will but what thou wilt.’

Abba, Father. Now Abba is Aramaic. It’s still there. The Greek, which is the whole rest of the text asked 
that Abba to explain it to the Greek reader in case they didn’t know it. You have Pater … the Greek word 
for Father. [07:30] So you really have here Father, Father.

But when you translate, you probably want to indicate that the first word is not the normal Greek. And 
you leave it in the Aramaic form, so you have Abba here. Otherwise you just have Father, Father here and 
no one would know you just think Pater, Pater. Here it’s Abba, Father, so they left Abba as to show that to 
you.

If we go to the New Testament Book of Galatians, [08:00] in Galatians 4:6 Paul leaves that term there as 
well. He adds, ‘Because you were sons, God has sent the spirit of his son into our heart crying Abba, 
Father.’ Once again, Abba, Pater. Abba, Father and it’s translated to leave the Abba there.

So through God you were no longer a slave but a son, and if a son then an heir. Then in Romans chapter 
8, you have [08:30] Paul doing that again. Verse 14, of chapter 8 of Romans, ‘For all who are led by the 
spirit of God are the sons of God. For you did not receive the spirit of slavery to fall back into fear, but 
you receive the spirit of son-ship.’ When we cry Abba, Father … Abba, Pater … it is the spirit himself 
bearing witness with our spirit that we are children of God.

And if children then heirs, heirs of God and followers with Christ [09:00] provided we suffer with him in 
order that we may also be glorified with him. Now the Romans pray Abba, Father. The Galatians pray 
Abba, Father. But the fact is Abba is not a word they know.

It’s not part of their language. It’s not part of the Greek language. It’s not part of Latin. It is an Aramaic 
term. Now why in the world would these gentile Christians be calling God Abba and then use [09:30] the 
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word Father after that? It could only be that Jesus taught the disciples that they could address God this 
way. And in the Lord’s prayer they were to address God as our Father who art in Heaven. So here even 
though this is a language they are not familiar with they pray and call God Abba, because that’s the way 
Jesus taught his disciples to pray – his followers.

So they retain that at this time in their history. [10:00] Now in the other aspects of the New Testament 
gospels where we come across God being addressed by Jesus as Father it’s almost certain that what 
they’ve done now at this point is to translate the normal term Abba, which was Jesus turned into Greek to 
Pater. So, probably we had most if not all of these Father references to … by Jesus is the word Abba this 
Aramaic [10:30] term.

Is it an unusual term the fact that you hardly find it anywhere. And it’s not so much that Jesus chose on 
occasion to refer to God this way. This is the most characteristic way in which Jesus addresses God. One 
that’s not common in Judaism. This would fit the criterion of dissimilarity. It couldn’t have risen out of a 
Jewish environment. [11:00] They didn’t refer to God in this way.

And in one time we find Jesus praying to God or referring to God in a different way. In Mark 15:34 on the 
cross, turn with me to page 320, uh six hour had come. There was darkness over the whole land until the 
ninth hour. Verse 34, line 6. And at the ninth hour Jesus cried with a loud voice ‘Eloi Eloi lama 
sabachthani?’ which means ‘My God, my God. [11:30] Why has thou forsaken me?’

Now at this point Jesus is not addressing God as Abba, but he uses a different term. Probably no author 
has written more on God as Father as a man by the name of Uruaki Mirameus [phonetic], a German 
scholar. And he did a lot of research in trying to find where is, where is Abba ever used [12:00] with 
respect to God in the Old Testament or in Jewish religious thinking in Jesus’ day and so forth.

I have this quote from him: ‘With the help of my assistants I have examined the whole inter-Jewish leader 
of prayer and the result was that in no place in this immense literature is this invocation to God to be 
found … in other words he’s never prayed to by that title.

He later qualifies that by saying he found in a 14th century Jewish prayer, A.D. 1400 [12:30], 14th century. 
That title was used once but it’s the only time you saw it in that way. It’s a very, very unusual form.

In my first edition of ‘The Method of Message of Jesus Teaching,’ I argued that Abba was a childlike term 
that children would use to address their father. Therefore the best equivalent for this would be the 
equivalent ‘daddy.’ [13:00]

If you, in the second edition you will not find that. In fact you’ll probably find a recantation of that, which 
may surprise you to realize I’m not infallible. Let me assure you it’s the only time I remember not being 
infallible in that regard. Uh, but James Barr wrote an article ‘Is God Really Abba?’ And no that’s not the 
exact name of it. [13:30]

‘Does Abba Mean Daddy?’ I think is the name of the article. But anyhow he argued that children couldn’t 
address God as Abba, daddy in that sense. But older children continued to address God that way. For 
instance, now, here’s where coming from the North makes a difference.

I would never address as an adult, my father, as daddy. [14:00] It’s not it’s just not part of my culture. 
Many southerners, especially women, still address their fathers as daddy no matter how old they are, or 
how old he will be. So, it may be a little hard to identify in some way with this.
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But Jewish males when they were older also address God as Abba. It didn’t simply mean daddy in the 
sense of a little child [14:30] who is beginning to walk calling God daddy. It’s still a very intimate term. 
It’s so intimate that the Jewish world didn’t address their God that way. Jesus says you can address God 
this way, but it was not something that anyone of their own selves would take upon themselves as right 
to do. But it, it the best translation is simply father and not daddy. Of course if it’s on the lips of a little 
child, [15:00] I might say daddy, but if it’s on the lips of an adult child it’d be father.

Now in the 19th century in the heyday of theological liberalism, one of the main tenants of theological 
liberalism was the Fatherhood of God. The infinite value, the infinite soul, the uh presence of the 
kingdom of God, the brotherhood of man, and so forth. But the fatherhood of God was one of the main 
tenants [15:30] of theological liberalism.

That movement in the 19th century, which was very, very evolutionary and optimistic in its outlook. Now 
one of the reasons they give for supporting that God is the father of all people, the universal fatherhood 
of God, is this title Jesus uses and says God is to be addressed as Father.

I have a quotation here from Bruce Metzger, a former teacher of mine. [16:00] It says, ‘One must beware, 
however, against reading into Jesus’ teachings more than the records warrant.’ So far from teaching the 
multitudes that God is the father of all, there is a general agreement so far there is a general agreement 
that from all sources Jesus spoke of the subject only to his disciples. When Jesus addressed the general 
public, he seemed almost never to have referred to God as Father. In fact, of all the passages where Jesus 
mentions the Fatherhood of God [16:30] – 165, all right. Plus. One hundred sixty-five plus – in only one is 
he represented as speaking to the crowds as well as to his disciples. That’s less than one percent.

It’s hard to build theology on this is the normal thing. Unusual. You have one father who is in heaven is 
the passage in Matthew 23:9. From the mass of evidence therefore it appears that instead of teaching the 
universal fatherhood of God Jesus spoke of only God Father only one in terms of his [17:00] own relation 
to God and two in terms in relation with his disciples to God.

Apparently therefore Jesus restricted the right to call God Father to those who had shown by their loyalty 
to himself to be entitled to regard themselves as children of God.

Now that I think becomes fairly clear in the Lord’s prayer. Turn with me to Luke 11:1. Page 171. Now this 
is the way Jesus teaches us to pray, [17:30] and how he teaches us to pray. He was praying in a certain 
place and when he ceased one of the disciples said to him, ‘Lord, teach us to pray now as John taught his 
disciples to pray.’ John taught his disciples a prayer, and when they prayed that prayer together that 
identified them. They belonged to John the … Oh, they belong to John the Baptist.

So the disciples were like give us a prayer, so that people can identify [18:00] us as belonging to you. And 
Jesus said all right, then when you pray this is what you should say. When you pray say Father. Aramaic 
for Abba. So here this title in way of addressing God is specifically addressed to the disciples.

This is to identify them. For they through faith in Jesus Christ are sons of God and have this [18:30] 
relationship with God, and when you … when I pray Father or our Father who art in heaven, we are 
saying we are those who through faith in Jesus Christ have been born into his kingdom. And we are part 
of his family. We are the sons of God through faith in Christ.

Therefore we have this privilege. This unique privilege of addressing God by this very intimate term 
Abba. All of that is applied when we pray Father. [19:00] It’s clear then it can’t be a universal prayer for 
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everybody to pray. When I was in public school number six, West New York/New Jersey, classes began in 
those days with devotions and a common prayer.

Now since there were Roman Catholics, Protestants, and Jews in the class, the school board said well 
what kind of a devotional can you have? Well, psalms. Everybody had psalms as there scripture, so 
[19:30] you could read the psalms. What about atheists? There were no atheists in my day. Not in public 
school. You couldn’t be.

So you read from the psalms, and then everybody prayed a prayer. Well what prayer was it that 
everybody could pray? Well, the school board thought let’s have them all pray the Lord’s prayer. 
Everybody can pray that. It’s a universal prayer. Far from it in Jesus’ understanding. It is because through 
the spirit you’ve been born again [20:00] you were sons of God that you cried Abba, Father.

How Paul words it. So we would pray the Lord’s prayer. We’d pray it in the Matthean edition our Father 
who art in heaven hallowed be thy name. And you might be aware … do any of you come from a Roman 
Catholic background? All right, in the Catholic version of the Lord’s prayer something ends differently, 
doesn’t it?

You have ‘Thine is the kingdom, the power, and the glory forever, amen.’ It’s not in the Roman Catholic 
version of the prayer. [20:30] And by the way, in most modern Protestant versions there’s a footnote, 
which ends at that point. So later manuscripts include the kingdom, the power, and the glory forever, 
amen.

I have no problem with it. It’s part of the Old Testament. It comes, actually an Old Testament passage 
somewhere. But in practice it kind of worked out this way. We would pray all together for our father, who 
art in heaven, hallowed be thy name. Thy kingdom come, thy will be done, on Earth as it is in heaven. 
Give us this day our daily bread, [21:00] and forgive us our debts as we forgive our debtors. And lead us 
not … and Roman Catholics students would go, [speaking louder] ‘And lead us not into temptation’ That 
would be the loudest part of the prayer for them and then you’d quit because they weren’t going to say 
the rest, which was kind of like a loud silence.

We protestants weren’t completely dumb. We knew this was coming. So when we got to that point, we 
would sort of whisper. [whispering] ‘And lead us not into temptation, but deliver us from evil.’ And then 
we’d come in with a booming ‘For thine is the kingdom, the power, [21:30] and glory forever. Amen.’

A religious highlight of my my young life. [laughing] All right. But the Lord’s prayer teaches us as 
identifying with Jesus to pray Abba, or our Father who art in heaven. The Lord’s prayer can essentially be 
divided into two parts. And the first part has been called the ‘we’ petitions. W-E. Because you have our 
Father who art in heaven [22:00] hallowed be … excuse me it’s the ‘thy’ petitions. The ‘thy’ petitions.

I can’t even think. First you have three ‘thy’ petitions. Hallowed by thy name, thy kingdom come, thy will 
be done on Earth as it is in heaven. Then it’s followed by the ‘we’ petitions.

And forgive us our debts as we have also forgiven out debtors. Lead us not into temptation. But deliver 
us from evil. So you have ‘thou’ petitions followed by ‘we’ [22:30] petitions. And you have the address of 
Abba, Father or our Father who art in heaven. The hallowed be thy name, thy kingdom come, thy will be 
done is probably an example of synonymous parallelism where the same thought it being repeated.

Because when … and and on Earth as it is in heaven … if you look in the in your text it’s moved in a little 
because it’s uncertain whether on Earth as it is in heaven [23:00] goes with thy will be done only, or 
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whether it’s to be understood as all three of those petitions having hallowed be thy name, on Earth as it is 
in heaven. Thy kingdom come, on Earth as it in heaven. Thy will be done, on Earth as it is in heaven.

So on Earth as it is in heaven is generally understood as being associated with all three of those petitions. 
Now if this is synonymous parallelism, then to know what hallowed be thy name is and refers to [23:30] 
it’s helpful to look at the other ones.

Well, thy will be done. What does that mean? Well, that may not be so clear either. I’ve heard people say, 
‘Well, your will be done in my life on Earth as it is in heaven.’ But thy kingdom come on Earth as it is in 
heaven is something far bigger than any of those things. So this is a repeating of the same thought that at 
the end of history when God’s name is hallowed on Earth as it is in heaven, [24:00] when his kingdom 
comes on Earth as it is in heaven. His will is done, on Earth as it is in heaven. That’s ultimately what the 
Lord’s prayer is praying for.

We’re looking for something far beyond anything God can do in our individual lives. Far beyond what he 
can do in our church. In our denomination. In all Christian churches in the world. We’re looking for that 
glorious day when Jesus comes again. And the will of God, his kingdom, and his name [24:30] will be 
hallowed on Earth as it is in heaven.

In that sense, there’s another prayer also left in Aramaic, which has a similar request. In Revelation, it’s 
translated. At the end of second Corinthians it’s not. Well, now it’s translated but it’s in Aramaic. Yes, 
Maranatha or Maranatha … I’m not sure exactly how it’s pronounced … [25:00] many of the translations 
have now translated that, but my suggestion would be that you should leave it in Aramaic to indicate 
here is a community who doesn’t know a lick of Aramaic.

A Greek, gentile church that prays this Aramaic prayer. Now it must be really an integral part of the 
earliest Christian community. Even so come quickly Lord Jesus. Revelation. [25:30] Maranatha, come 
quickly Lord Jesus. Also that same kind of an eschatological prayer praying for the coming of Jesus.

In the Lord’s prayer, hallowed be thy name thy kingdom come thy will be done, on Earth as it is in 
heaven is requesting the same kind of thing. In light of that that it might be interesting to just reflect as to 
where in your prayer life and mine, the prayer for Jesus’ return fits. [26:00]

How central is it in prayer for you and for me? If not, does it perhaps suggest we’re more in love with this 
world than the early church was? Okay. Turn with me to John 20, verse 17. That would be page 328.

Now, in the Gospels, Jesus never refers to God as our God [26:30] with the disciples. But we just prayed 
the Lord’s prayer. Well the Lord’s prayer is not Jesus’ prayer. It’s the disciples’ prayer. When you guys 
pray, you all pray our Father who art in heaven. But Jesus doesn’t refer to God in that sense. He seems to 
always make a distinction, which becomes most clear in John 20:17, page 328.

Where Jesus says to Mary beginning at line 11 -- Mary she turned and said to him [27:00] – and he wrote 
Rabonni, which means teacher. He said to her, ‘Do not hold me. Or do not continue to hold onto me in 
this way. For I had not he ascended to my father through the father, but go to the brethren and say to 
them I am ascending to my Father and your Father. To my God, and your God.’

That would save a lot of work if you just wrote I am ascending to our Father and our God. You can save a 
lot of words. [27:30] The fact that he doesn’t do that indicates that when we talk about Jesus being the son 
of God, and our being the sons and daughters of God, there’s a difference in that. That he is the son of 
God in his essence and being has a unique relationship with God that even his disciples don’t share.
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We are the sons of God by adoption. So he can talk about his Father and our Father. But it’s [28:00] 
confusing if you try to say our Father. Because his relationship with the Father is different than ours. So 
here is a rather interesting, unique emphasis on his son-ship, which shows he has a different 
understanding of the Fatherhood of God for himself, and for the Fatherhood of God for us.

And, this uh, shows up in other places. If you look up in the text later on, you’ll find that in some of the 
passages in the [28:30] synoptic Gospels he has a very awkward way of wording things where he talks 
about his, that they should pray to their father. Or something like that. Or refers to your father and my 
father in places where it would have been much more simple to say our Father then.

So even in the synoptic Gospel. You have that distinction between God as Father for his disciples and God 
as Father for himself. [29:00]

All right, let me just comment that we look at last Thursday: Jesus’ reverence for the name of God. And 
that he avoided, like any devout Jew, using the name of God lest he would not be using it with the 
reverence and dignity that it deserved. So he avoided this a couple of ways. How does he avoid using the 
name of God? [29:30]

Kingdom of heaven – substitution. You substitute heaven for God. And there was another way – passive. 
He put in the passive. Blessed are they that mourn, for God shall comfort them. Blessed are they that 
mourn, for they shall be comforted. Here you have this great reverence for the name of God. So much so 
that it’s avoided. Yet when he talks to his disciples and tells them how they should address God, he uses a 
very, very intimate term [30:00] that for many people would think, would think would be quite 
disrespectful.

Because it is a childlike term. Now how in the world do you make sense of that? This deep reverence for 
the name of God so that you won’t even utter it, but when you talk to God you use the term Abba, which 
devout Jews wouldn’t use. There’s a kind of paradox on that. [30:30] We have this great intimacy with 
God, that we can address him in a way that for many people would look disrespectful.

So intimate is our relationship with God, and yet we should still practice like Jesus with reverence for the 
name of God and to avoid using it. Now I think the one thing I know you don’t do is you add them up, 
the reverence for God [31:00] you don’t use his name, and you add Abba to that, and you divide by two.

And get something that’s neither reverent nor intimate. I think you have to keep both the extremes. And 
I’ve gotten more and more concerned about our use of God’s name. I hear so much on, on radio, TV, 
somebody talking, and the expression when you are surprised, ‘Oh my God.’ [31:30]

Oh, God. I hear Christians doing that too. I don’t do that anymore. I tend to be very, very careful now in 
how I use God’s name. Jesus was. You think if anyone could be free to use God’s name at any time it 
would be the son of God.

But he tended to avoid it. So reverent was he towards that name. Yet he teaches us Abba. [32:00]

So you had intimacy, but maybe we as Christians of all people should be real careful on how we refer to 
God. Never understand the kind of joshing joke that, ‘God’s going to get you for that.’ Or something like 
that. Don’t do that anymore. Don’t do that anymore. I think the name of God is so, so to be reverenced 
that we should be careful. If anything, better to not use it at all.

But don’t forget [32:30] through the death of Jesus we can come into his presence and call him by the most 
intimate of names, Abba, Father.
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Now, let me just get into … I don’t want to go to a great length, but there are some people who argue and 
I tend to be pretty careful in my writing to try to be egalitarian in writing and refer to, for instance, 
illustrations where [33:00] [inaudible][33:01] text if he or she does something. Because I’m really 
addressing the men and women. I don’t think in our present day the male pronouns are as neutral and 
understood generically as much as in the past.

But there have been tendencies among various feminists groups to refer to God not in male terms, and try 
to remove that. [33:30] I think you have to draw a line at this point. The way Jesus taught us to pray is to 
call God Father.

I’m not willing to break with 1,900 plus years in which the church of Jesus Christ has called God Abba. I 
think that’s the way he taught us. If he were here today maybe he would have taught something else. I 
don’t know. But I do know [34:00] that that’s the way he told us to pray. That’s the way we are to identify 
our relationship with God.

That is the prayer he taught us in the Lord’s prayer. So at this point I don’t think I can give at that point. 
God is our Father. That’s the way Jesus taught us, and I want to stay in the context of the church for the 
last almost 2,000 years.
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Chapter 19

I want to talk today about the ethical teachings of Jesus. And when you start trying to figure out an 
ethical system, one of the things that you have to recognize [00:30] is that Jesus never presented an 
organized ethical system. His teachings are scattered throughout the gospels.

Uh, many of them are incomplete and in various areas. Uh, some areas – such as economics, education, 
things of that nature – are not even discussed by Jesus that would be concerns for us today. Uh, some 
areas are discussed very, very briefly.

For instance, if you wanna know how a Christian is to relate [01:00] to the state, you have, “Give to 
Caesar the things that are Caesar’s, to God the things that are God’s.” But that’s helpful in some ways, 
but it’s, it sure leaves a lotta unanswered questions.

And Christians, for instance, that lived in totalitarian states like Russia or Germany in World War II, how 
does a Christian respond in such a situation? And how do you delimit what belongs to Caesar? [01:30] 
There, I mean, there were Jews in Jesus’ day that said, “Nothing belongs to Caesar.” So you don’t; they 
argued against paying taxes.

Uh, how do you know some of those kinds of things? So a lot of them are, are, are just so brief. His 
teaching on marriage is that he doesn’t like divorce. He’s opposed to it. Uh, but there’s more to marriage 
than, than that.

Uh, and there’s some teachings of Jesus’ that when you look at ‘em [02:00] they look somewhat 
contradictory. They’re not systematically organized. He talks about not coming to abolish the law and the 
prophets, not a jot or a tittle will pass away.

And yet he says “It’s not what goes into a man’s stomach that defiles him but what comes out of his 
heart.” Marks adds the interpretive comment. Well, in so doing he did away with the ceremonial law, did 
away with the clean unclean reg-, regulations. Well, that looks like he’s abolishing certain things as well.

[02:30] And when you look at the, his teaching, there’s a, the teaching on rewards. But there’s also 
teaching on grace alone. I mean, how, how much reward does the 11th hour worker or the thief on the 
cross get? How does that all work out?

Not explicitly taught. Uh, you have sometimes teachings of Jesus that look pretty much impossible. “You 
must be perfect as your father in heaven is perfect.” Luke has, “You must [03:00] be merciful as your 
father in heaven is merciful.”

On the other hand, all you have to do is put, “You must be blank as your father in heaven is blank,” and 
you realize it’s impossible. Pick your best area. You wanna compare yourself to God in that. And so it 
looks like how can you be like God in those, in those areas?

And it’s not so much that you’re actions have to be perfect, but even your motives. It’s not just the outside 
of the cup, the inside of the cup that must be perfect. [03:30] Well, it’s hard enough to make your actions 
conform to the law of God, but the innermost heart must be equally perfect.

You start saying, “Well, what in the world? How do you, how do you ever do that?” There are some 
teachings of Jesus that look, or they...Well, they look confusing, and you don’t know if they’re to be 
universal or not. Should we all be eunuchs for the kingdom of God’s sake?
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In other words, is the ideal not to marry at all? [04:00] Should the advice to the rich young ruler, sell 
everything you have and give it to the poor? Is that for everyone? You say, “No, it was just for him.” Then 
why include it in the b-, in the gospels?

Well, once it was used up for him, why repeat it? Somehow the gospel writers think there’s relevance to 
that in some ways. So you have a lot of confusion about Jesus’ ethical teaching. And the attempts to try 
and put them into a system I’ve listed here for you.

[04:30] The term “Catholic” is not meant to be negative. It’s the way this is described because it develops 
very early in the church. Nor does the Lutheran interpretation or any of those, there’s nothing negative 
about those. Those are simply categorical terms used to describe a particular ethical system.

Let me got through some of the attempts to find a, a unity in the ethical teachings of Jesus into some sort 
of a, and organize it into some sort of a systematic form. One of the oldest, [05:00] uh, maybe the oldest 
system of Jesus’ ethical teachings is what we call the “Catholic interpretation.”

Uh, this is seen as a two-level kind of ethic. There is a ethical demand that is placed upon every believer 
the Ten Commandments, the golden rule. But there is another level for the more dedicated [05:30], which 
requires selling all we have, giving to the poor, not marrying and things of, of this nature.

So you have this double layer, which everybody has to deal with the basic layer of ethical teaching. But 
there’s another, more dedicated level for those who dedicate themselves more fully to the Lord’s work. 
Now, it doesn’t take an awful lot of thought to think of how this two-level Christianity, or ethic of Jesus, is 
going [06:00] to develop in the early church.

What do you have? You have on one side the laity. Then you have the clergy, OK? As early as to tell you 
in the end of the second century, he writes on, on marriage in the lo-, in the lord. And he, he has the 
second kind of, this two kind of level ethic.

“As I write these words, I am disturbed at the thought that I, who but recently exhorted you to practice 
monogamy and remain a widow, [06:30] may be responsible, by my m-, mere mention of marriage, for 
making you disposed to give up the higher ideal.” Which is, of course, not marriage. “Still, if you are 
truly wise, you will see clearly that you ought to live that, lead the kind of life which is best for you.

“It is because this ideal is so lofty, so difficult, and so exacting that I have tempered, to some extent, my 
remarks on the subject. I have had no reason at all to bring the up this matter were it not for a very 
serious consideration that is engaged my intent, my attention.” [07:00] The continence which makes 
possible a life of widowhood is something heroic.

“And therefore, it would seem that a woman can be all the more easily pardoned if she does not 
persevere in such a state,” this second level. “Failure is easy to excuse whenever success is difficult to 
achieve.” So this higher level of remaining unmarried or remaining a widow – well not remarrying – is an 
ideal. And it’s, not everyone can, can make it.

[07:30] “But,” now the other level, “To marry in the Lord is well within our power, and so failure here 
means that our guilt is the greater for our having neglected a duty which we are able to fulfill.” And 
everybody is able to do that one.

“There is also this added consideration: when the Apostle writes that widows and virgins should, should 
so continue, his language is that of persuasion, since he says, I wish all to persevere according to my 
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example. But when there is a question of marrying in the Lord he writes only, [08:00] in the lord, he no 
longer advises, he expressly commands.

“Disobedience,” on the level for everyone, “Especially in the matter of this kind, is dangerous. For 
although a suggestion,” this higher ethic, “May be ignored with impunity, an order,” the sa-, the lower 
level of ethic, “May not, since the former is counsel proposed for our free choice, while the latter is a pre-, 
prescription of authority imposing a definite obligation. In the first instance, we are guilty of indiscretion; 
[08:30] in the second, of insubordination.”

So you have this double layer. Uh, he advises her. He said that this noble, higher ethic is not possible for 
everyone. But this lower ethic – what Jesus teach, you marry in the lord – that’s re-, required. And if you 
disobey that, you’re in really serious trouble.

Earlier – in a work called “The Didache,” Greek word for teaching, or “The Teaching of the Twelve 
Apostles” as it’s sometimes called – in chapter six – he has the same kind of ethical teaching. [09:00] He 
says, “Beware less anyone lead you astray from the way of the teachings, since this teaching would be 
without God. If you were able to carry the full yoke of the lord, you will be perfect,” this higher level. “A 
full yoke of the lord,” this higher dedicated state.

Then he goes on, “But if you are not able, do whatever you can.” I said the lower level of commitment. 
Now, this sounds very Catholic, and yet it’s not just Catholic. [09:30] It is a very common ethical 
understanding that dominates Protestant theology as well. Find it all over.

In Methodist theology, to be saved you must be justified. But after justification, you should seek this holy 
state of sanctification, two stages. Come from a charismatic background, you have to be saved and then 
what y-, should you do? You should be experience the “Baptism of the spirit,” second level.

[10:00] Uh, campus crusade types, any are campus crusade? No? Ah, Bill Bright when you have, when 
you get saved, Christ enters into your heart. But later, what should you seek to do?

[background speaking][10:17]

[10:18] You should put Christ on the, in the throne of your heart, right? OK. If you’re in a holy mo-, 
holiness movement, you want to live not just a carnal Christian life but a...victorious [10:30] Christian life. 
And you have this experience of this kind of commitment and the like. So it’s a very dominant kind of 
thing that we have.

Two steps, two levels, very, very, very dominant. Not just in the old Catholic interpretation, but very 
practical. I should say very much occurring in the Protestant theology as well. Now, there is something 
really nice about this two-stage level. And that is it makes [11:00] salvation possible for people.

If you have to sell all you have and give it to the poor, become a monastic to be saved, at’s gonna be kinda 
difficult. But for the masses, all they have to do is believe in the Lord Jesus and keep the Ten 
Commandments. There’s something nice a-, and, and practical about that.

The problem is that Jesus doesn’t seem to talk that way. “If anyone would come after me,” [11:30] Mark 
8:38, “Let ‘em deny himself and take up his cross and follow me.” This whole idea of starting the 
Christian life where you receive Jesus as your savior, and later you should try to work up to receiving 
him as Lord may be very common, but it’s not very biblical.

Because salvation for Jesus is, is, “Thou shall confess with thy mouth Jesus is Lord,” Romans 10:9. “And 
that if you receive [12:00] Jesus as the Lord of your life, you’ll be saved.” And Jesus says the same.
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So there’s no, there doesn’t seem to be a, a two-stage level that way. So that’s the real problem with this 
particular viewpoint. Now the utopian view is a view that seems to really exist as a counteraction to the 
Catholic view.

Here instead of seeing two levels the, the idea of total commitment is there from the beginning. Uh, the 
very, the Franciscan order, some of the left-wing Anabaptist groups, and the reformations, and pietistic 
groups, various holy groups, holiness groups. Tolstoy said Jesus intended to give a new law, and his 
commandments are to be seen as a law that every Christian should obey. Not just certain ones, but all of 
them.

And sometimes in this particular interpretation, various kinds of commandments were especially [13:00] 
elevated to a higher status, such as “Judge not, let ye be not judged. Do not resist,” a kind of pacifism. 
“Do not swear oaths.” Sometimes their teach you being eunuchs to the kingdom of God, denigrated the 
view of marriage. And marriage was seen as a lesser option.

Judicial systems, governmental systems were looked down upon. Uh, the police, the judicial system, 
army and so forth uh, they became rather negative towards them. [13:30] And there was usually a good 
reason, and that was they tended to be persecuted groups. And if you’re a persecuted groups, a 
persecuted group, police, army, judges are not highly valued.

And so there was almost kind of...If we could get a r-, rid of all of these kinds of things, like judicial 
groups uh, judges, police and so forth, then we could truly live as God intended us to live.

Now it does take very seriously Jesus’ teachings as [14:00] being towards all believers, to every believer. 
Not just to a handful of elite and so forth and so on. But opposed to this view is the fact that Jesus isn’t 
anti-government. There’s a place for that.

When he says, “Judge not, let you be not judged,” it doesn’t mean you never judge anything. It’s kind of 
an overstatement kind of thing. And I think it is dominated by a naiveté that if you just get rid of all 
authorities, then we will [14:30] naturally live out the kingdom of God.

I think that naiveté denies the fact that we’re fallen creatures. And the Bible and Jesus looks at 
governmental authority as a gift, enabling us to restrain our depravity into good sense that it, that he 
intends it to be. So that there’s nothing wrong with government. You should obey them and there’s 
something positive about this.

So the utopian solution, for me, is [15:00] is too naïve about the real depravity that we have. Uh, we need 
judicial systems. We need the police and so forth, because we are fallen creatures.

The Lutheran interpretation, of course, ag-, associated with Martin Luther. And that is many times when 
they talked about the, the ethical teachings of Jesus, they focused in, on the most compact area of the 
Sermon on the Mount. So a lotta times when people talk about the Sermon on the Mount, then they talk 
about the ethical teachings of Jesus. And, cuz they are [15:30] so compact in that group.

But Luther said that when you look at the Sermon on the Mount, it drives you to tears. Because you 
realize that if the poor in spirit are to be blessed, what happens when you look at yourself and you say, 
“You’re not humble? You tend to be arrogant and proud.” When it says, “Blessed are those who hunger 
and thirst after righteousness,” and you realize you haven’t hungered and thirsted after righteousness 
like you should, imperfection.

!174



New Testament Survey I Dr. Robert Stein

[16:00] It brings you to the realization you stand guilty under that. So that all the ethical m-, commands 
when you look at them, you realize you’ve failed, and that’s what Jesus intended. He intended these not 
so much to be rules to be followed, but to show us that we don’t keep them and to drive us to the grace of 
God.

Now that, that follows very much Paul’s understanding of the law. The law is to reveal our sin [16:30] and 
show us the need of a savior. So Jesus’ teachings are the same way, to be understood to reveal our 
sinfulness and to drive us to faith in Jesus Christ.

Now the problem with that view is if you look at the Sermon on the Mount...Why don’t we turn at that, in 
our synopsis to this. Turn with me to page 49. The Sermon on the Mount is introduced by Matthew in this 
way, bottom of page 49, line 26, uh [17:00], under the first column of Matthew.

“Seeing the crowds, he went up to the mountain. And when he sat down his disciples came to him, and 
he opened his mouth and taught them saying.” So the Sermon on the Mount is addressed to the disciples.

In other words, the ethical teachings of Jesus on the Sermon on the Mount are not addressed to drive 
[17:30] people to Christ. But they’re addressed to people who already been driven to Christ or his 
followers.

So the listener interpretation I think errs in saying it’s meant to drive us to Christ. It may do that in some 
instances to people, but that’s not his intention. Jesus gives his ethical teaching to those who are his 
followers.

And thus, it is not meant to drive them to Christ, but having been driven to Christ, now we have these 
teachings. [18:00] It is after Israel is delivered out of Egypt and their bondage that they are given the law. 
It is after we have been delivered from our bondage in it to faith in Christ Jesus gives his ethical teaching.

So the ethical teaching, do not proceed conversion and lead to it. They come after conversion and are 
meant to teach us. Now the liberal interpretation dominated [18:30] primarily in the 19th century, and it’s 
still dominant in certain circles today.

They said what Jesus really was doing in his ethical teaching was not to try to get the specific 
commandments and acts that you should do. He was trying to inculcate in our hearts certain basic 
principles and attitudes. He wants to change the disposition of our hearts. That’s what the ethical 
teachings are meant to do.

He doesn’t wanna put a, put a on us a burden, a new “legalism” in which we take all [19:00] commands 
of Jesus. And we list them and say they, they’re a, a so many commands of Jesus that we need to keep. 
That’s, that’s what the rabbis did with the Old Testament. Jesus doesn’t come to do that.

What he wants us to do is to have a pure heart and pure motives. And much of the teaching he has as far 
as we’re in our day and age are, are to be discarded much like you would in harvesting some corn. You 
remove the outside sh- shuck the leaves and so forth.

[19:30] And you have the kernel, the kernel of Jesus’ ethical teaching when you get rid of some of these 
specific teachings that are not relevant. Uh, that is this strong emphasis on the inner heart. Now there’s an 
element of truth in that.

It’s not just the outside cup that is to be clean, but the innermost being, the heart attitude. There’s, there’s 
element of truth here. And Augustine, way back in the 400s, said he summarizes ethic, “Love God with 
all you heart, [20:00] and then do whatever you want.”
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That, that’s kinda cute in a way, but I, I know some people who love God with all their hearts, but they’re 
really confused as to what God wants ‘em to do. Right? It’s not self-evident how we should behave, 
especially when it comes to loving your children or loving a member of the church when they need 
discipline.

What’s the loving thing to do? Well, some people could not conceive of [20:30] love ever exerting 
discipline. So the idea of a hard attitude, yeah, that’s right. But that provides motivation.

But now, what do you know you should do? Love is not always self-evident. And so you have the 
teachings of Jesus, not only to talk about the need of a new heart, but also to give direction for that new 
heart.

And so the liberal idea is too romantic. I think it you have to understand [21:00] that the liberal theology 
that leads to this really sees the heart as not being that bad after all. Depraved in our sense, nah, you don’t 
wanna talk about those things. You, there, God’s made us in his image.

There’s a divine spark in us. All we need to do is fan at the flame and uh, put the motivation there. And 
then we’ll know what to do, and we can do it.

And needless to say that World War I, and the horrors of World War I, destroyed theological liberalism 
because it became quite apparent that the heart was desperately wicked. [21:30] And who could know it? 
And we needed more than just a hard attitude.

Now the interim ethic interpretation is associated with Albert Schweitzer, OK. Now Albert Schweitzer, 
kingdom of God. What view of the kingdom of God do we associate with Albert Schweitzer? Consistent 
eschatology. It’s all in the future. And what Albert Schweitzer said was the kingdom of God was entirely 
future.

Now this view takes Jesus’ announcement to the kingdom of God very [22:00] seriously. But the future 
that for Jesus according to Schweitzer was the next few months, not 2000 years from now. So [entirely] 
future, but already the signs of, of it taking place are on us. And in a matter of weeks, months – not years 
– the kingdom of God is going to come.

And because of that, the ethic of Jesus’ teaching was an emergency, interim ethic. For this [22:30] very, 
very brief time of a few weeks or months, this ethic now comes into existence. So the result is this, 
someone strikes on the right cheek, just turn the other one. It’s not time enough to worry about these 
things.

Uh, if someone takes you to court, just do it. Give ‘em whatever they want, because there’s not time to 
worry about these kinds of things. Uh, in the same way, therefore, don’t marry because there’s not time 
for that.

And let’s face it, if you believe that Jesus is coming next month, how many who are gonna continue 
[23:00] a, a wedding plan that’s gonna take place three months from now? How many are gonna continue 
studying Greek?

[laughter] [23:09]

[23:11] So this emergency is such that we have this emergency ethic. They come and say walk one mile in 
so-, ga-, walk two. Don’t, don’t worry about these kinds of things. Divorce, marriage, forget about those 
things.
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All these social institutions are irrelevant because of the, the [23:30] short interim period we living in. 
He’s not describing what he believes but what Jesus taught. He’s trying to make sense out of Jesus’ 
teaching.

If you want to understand that Jesus thought the world was coming to an end in just a few months, it 
makes sense of his teachings. They’re very different theology. He, he simply said Jesus was deluded in 
this, and he was wrong.

It’s a very romantic ethic. When you think of totally devoting yourself in this way, you have to admire 
people like that even though they’re all screwballs. [24:00]

[laughter][24:01]

[24:02] Uh, so he has this uh, ethic of Jesus that is not realistic. Now, before you look down your nose at 
this, Albert Schweitzer had this weird view of Jesus. Thought the end was to come when he went to 
Jerusalem, he was gonna force God’s hand to bring the kingdom of God.

He dies on the cross deluded because God did not fulfill what he had aimed for, and he cries, “My God, 
my God. Why have you forsaken me?” The eyes of the deluded [24:30] fanatic. His ethical teaching is 
wrong, because the kingdom of God didn’t come in the next few months. The end of history did not take 
place.

That’s his theology of Jesus. He was one of, one of two or three maybe the greatest Bach organists in all of 
Europe. He was one of the greatest theologians in all of Europe. He gave all that up, studied medicine 
[25:00] and then became a doctor in the heart of Africa.

His view of Jesus, as warped as it what led him to that. Your theology and mine is better. Do you have, do 
I have that kind of commitment? Or does a better theology result in the need for less commitment?

I hope not. I hope not. So yeah, strange man. Uh, and, and his commitment [25:30] to give his life in 
service to others because of what Jesus taught him, even though he had this weird view of Jesus is 
amazing. And some of us have such a good theology, and we don’t have that kind of commitment. That, 
that’s what seems stranger yet.

I’m talking about myself. I don’t know where you are, but makes me very humble. One of the things 
that’s positive about the interim ethic is its [26:00] connection with Jesus’ ethical teaching and the coming 
of the kingdom of God. The kingdom of God’s coming has something to do with the ethic Jesus teachings, 
teaches.

However, the ethical teaching, which Albert Schweitzer thought was all based on the end of history – 
because history’s about to come to an end, because the end is so near, therefore, do such, and such, and 
such and such – uh, loses sight of the fact. Why are you to be merciful? [26:30] Because the end is near. 
No. Because God is merciful.

Why are you to be kind and loving? Because God is kind and loving. The ethic of Jesus is not dependent 
on some sort of a eminent end that gonna end the world, but on the character of God. And therefore, it is 
the timeless ethic in many ways. It’s connected with the coming of the kingdom of God.

But with the king-, character of the, the kingdom [27:00] is coming, the character of the God we believe in. 
So the interim ethic interpretation doesn’t have real persuasion in the convictions as far as I’m concerned. 
The existentialist interpretation takes place mostly in the first half of the 20th century.
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Here, like the liberals, they did not, the liberal interpretation, they did not think that the specifics of Jesus’ 
teaching were to be the concern of ours. What Jesus in his ethical teaching, [27:30] what really is the 
essence of Jesus’ ethical teaching, is that we have to have an encounter with God. And that when you 
read Jesus teachings, what that front, confronts us with is the will and demand of God in our lives. And 
we have to make a decision.

We can remain as we are, or we can commit to follow God. As for the specifics, those are really quite 
irrelevant. Uh, unconditional decision and commitment, [28:00] and that will lead us from freedom to, to 
freedom from the bondage this world around us creates in us and the bondage to law as a principle.

Yeah, some good things about this. Uh, Jesus does demand decision. On the other hand, Jesus didn’t say, 
“Make your decision, and then you do whatever you want.” But he gives instructions to those who are 
his disciples, to those who make that decision [28:30] and are confronted with the will of God in Christ. 
Then there are teachings that follow.

If you do this, then do the following. So all of these systems have some interesting things about them, but 
on the other hand, they do not handle all the evidence well. Uh, Jesus and the law here we talked about 
times when he upheld the eternal validity of the law.

And sometimes he in his practice revealed that...You can look up the references yourselves. [29:00] Uh, 
but at times, like when he talks about marriage in Mark 10, he seems to abolish certain things of the law. 
Moses allowed for divorce, but Jesus doesn’t according to Mark 10:11, at least in that form.

Now, how do we explain this? Uh, there been some attempts to say, well, what, when Jesus talks against 
the law, he’s talking about the oral traditions, remember? Uh, when they had this tradition about [29:30] 
Corbin, Jesus speaks about those traditions, those literally you could say damned traditions, because 
they’re against God.

They reject God’s real commandment for the traditions. So what Jesus was opposed to was not the law, 
the Old Testament, but the oral traditions. And sometimes that’s true, but there are other times when he is 
specifically referring to the law.

Because it’s not the traditions that say you cannot eat certain foods. It’s the law that teaches that. And yet, 
he now seems to abolish [30:00] them. It’s not their traditions that have these view, has this view on 
divorce. It’s the law in Deuteronomy that has this view.

So there’s sometimes he seems to be opposed to that, and that doesn’t fit real easily. The second 
explanation is that Jesus distinguished between what we call, what we now call, the civil, the ceremonial 
and the moral aspects of the law.

The civil would be things like the existence of cities of refuge to flee to, [30:30] various punishments for 
crimes. Uh, those civil rules are no longer binding because we’re not a theocracy. We’re not a, a, a state 
whose king is the Lord.

The ceremonial aspects, sacrifices, clean unclean, those are done away with. But the moral 
commandments, the moral law, remains, because the moral laws are reflection of the character of God 
that can’t change. This became a, a dominant way of understanding Jesus’ attitude toward the law [31:00] 
with the reformers.

What Jesus did away with was the civil law. We don’t have cities of refuge. We don’t deal with the 
penalties the same way as they’re dealt with in the Old Testament.
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Civil law’s done away with. The ceremonial law, sacrifices, clean and unclean, are done away with, but 
the moral law remains. Now there have been some arguments against that and say, “Well, you know, Jews 
didn’t think that way.”

That may be true, but Jesus seems to have thought that way. Because when he says, “It’s not what goes 
into a man’s stomach that defiles him, [31:30] but what comes out of his heart,” isn’t he making a 
distinction between things done with respect to this, to the  ceremonial law versus things that are done 
with regard to the moral law?

And that implied distinction between the civil and ceremonial and the moral law is carried on in the New 
Testament as well. So the New Testament writers followed Jesus’ teaching and bring it out into a more full 
blossom [inaudible][32:00] doesn’t, doesn’t matter what you eat if you, if you eat meat and give God 
thanks, so be it.

If you don’t eat meat and give thanks for vegetables, so be it. Let every person be fully persuaded in his 
own mind. And so you have this further carried out with regard to the New Testament.

And I think that’s probably a, a good way as any to understand his respect to the law. Some things will 
change. The civil and the ceremonial come to an end, [32:30] but the moral law remains in that regard, 
OK.

A summary then of some of Jesus’ ethical teaching, the need for a new heart. Jesus not only provides a 
motivation, a new heart, but also an ability. We’re born again, and through the spirit now have an ability 
to do what we once wanted to do. Uh, Romans 8 and so forth carries that, that on as well.

It’s important that one’s external conduct [33:00] be in obedience to the law, but that’s not sufficient. 
Along with external conduct must come a correct internal attitude. The heart must be well.

And I think for instance that I would understand the, uh...You’ve heard it said, but I say in Matthew 5, 
not as being Jesus abolishing of the law, but bringing out implications which show it’s not enough simply 
not to commit adultery. You must have a pure heart [33:30] in which adultery does not take place, so both.

As to a brief summary, if you wanted to summarize, the Jesus’ ethical teaching, probably nothing is better 
than his own summary in Mark 12:29-31. Where he says, “You shall love the Lord, your God with all your 
heart, strength and mind. And you shall love your neighbor as yourself.”

And that second part, “You shall love your neighbor as yourself,” is expressed in various ways. Uh, one is 
whatever you wish that men do to you, do so to them [34:00] for this is the law of the prophets. Another 
one would be to love your neighbor as yourself expressed elsewhere. So that the essence of Jesus’ 
teaching really is the love command, loving God with all one’s heart, strength and mind, the neighbor as 
oneself.

Having said that, Jesus gives the content of what that love would be like in his teachings. He doesn’t 
simply say, “Love God with all your heart. Love your neighbor as yourself.” Eh, don’t worry about, 
[34:30] doesn’t mean this provides far more motivation than simply content. And now what does it mean 
to love God with all one’s heart?

It means you give to Caesar the things that are Caesar’s. You pay your taxes. It means that you do not lust 
after your neighbor’s wife. So the content is described in various other sayings, but the heart of it is to 
love God with all one’s heart, strength and mind.
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[35:00] The eschatological nature of Jesus’ ethical teaching, I have a quotation here from George Ladd in 
his book “Jesus and the Kingdom of God.” “There is an analogy between the manifestation of the 
kingdom of God itself and the attainment of the righteousness of the kingdom.

“The kingdom has come and Jesus’ fulfillment of the messianic salvation within the old age, but the 
consummation awaits the age to come. The kingdom is actually present, but in a new and unexpected 
way. It is entered history without transforming history. It has come into human society without [35:30] 
purifying society.

“By analogy, the righteousness of the reign of God can be actually and substantially experienced even in 
the present age. But the perfect righteousness of the kingdom like the kingdom itself awaits the 
eschatological consummation.

“Even as the kingdom has invaded the evil age to bring men into an advance, a partial but real experience 
of the blessings of the eschatological kingdom, so is the righteousness of the kingdom attainable in part if 
not in perfection [36:00] in the present order. Ethics like the kingdom stand in the tension between present 
realization and future eschatological perfection.”

And that now not yet aspect of the kingdom of God is also experienced in our ethical situation. We’ve 
died with Christ and been raised into newness of life. We are part of the new creation. And yet we 
struggle with sin, and we grow within ourselves looking for the attainment of the perfect 
righteousness.” [36:30]

!180



New Testament Survey I Dr. Robert Stein

Chapter 20

We're dealing now with Jesus teaching concerning himself, which is called Christology, his self-
understanding. Now, there are a lot of people who have a radical view of who Jesus thought he was. He 
thought he was some sort of a [00:30] semi-prophet or the like but the understanding that we're having 
from our gospels would be very different. When we talk about Christology and Jesus' understanding of 
himself, we usually refer to the implicit Christology and the explicit Christology. Implicit Christology 
involves what he reveals of himself and his understanding of himself by his actions, deeds and words. 
[01:00] Explicit Christology deals with what he reveals concerning his understanding of himself by the 
use of various titles. So, when we're talking about his use of the word Christ or Lord or something like 
that to refer to himself, that's explicit Christology. Implicit Christology is the implications of what his 
actions and deeds reveal about himself. 

There's a very well-known story called the Prince and the Pauper [01:30] and it's a story that's been made 
into film and so forth, but it's a story of a young prince who, one day, being led through the village 
nearby, saw a street urchin – a poor boy who looked just like him, and so when he – when he returns to 
the castle, he tells one of the people who works under him and is looking after him, "I want you to bring 
that pauper boy here to the castle but [02:00] bring him here secretly." So, the pauper is brought to the – 
see the prince in the castle, and when they both see each other, they are amazed because they are 
identical. They look alike. They look like they're identical twins. They're not but it looks like that, and the 
prince says to the pauper, "I've always wanted to know what it would be like to live in the village. I want 
you to change places with me for a while, and I want to take your clothes and go in the village and see 
[02:30] what life is like in that respect, and you can take on my clothes and you can experience what it 
means to be a prince." 

Well, the street urchin thinks that's great, so he does it, and he lives in the castle and makes all sorts of 
mistakes and so forth, but what's interesting is that the pauper is now dressed like a street urchin but he 
keeps on getting in trouble because he keeps acting like a prince because he knows he's a prince and he 
can't [03:00] act any other way than the prince. Now, there's a sense in when we talk about the implicit 
Christology of Jesus. He who emptied himself and took upon himself the form of a street urchin comes to 
earth, and yet the way he acts is like a way that you would not allow other people to act because he acts 
differently, and in his actions, he reveals [03:30] something of who he thinks he is, and we're gonna look 
at the implicit Christology from the aspect of his words and actions. 

Uh, turn with me to page 241 in your synopsis, and we have here the question about Jesus' authority that 
is evoked by his actions. He acts in a way that we don't allow people to act. Reading Mark here, page 241, 
[04:00] "And they came again to Jerusalem and as he was walking in the temple, the chief priests and the 
scribes and the elders came to him and they said to him, 'By what authority are you doing these things,'" 
or, "'who gave you the – this authority to do them? He has cleansed the temple'", and now in response, 
there is a question, "Who gave you the authority to do this in the temple?" Now, there are three sacred 
aspects of Israel that identifies the people of Israel. One is the temple. [04:30] The other is the law, and the 
third is their Sabbaths, and Jesus, in his actions, acts as if he's master of all of those. So, he comes into the 
temple and he cleanses it. Who gave you the right to do this? It's a natural question, and Jesus responds 
here. He says, "Well, okay I'll – I'll ask you a question, and then if you answer that, I'll answer yours. The 
baptism of John, was it from heaven or from men," and they said, "Well, you know, if we say it's from 
heaven, then they'll say, 'Well, then why [05:00] didn't you guys get baptized by him,' and if we say, 'Well, 
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it's not from heaven – not from God – in other words, but from men, then everybody around here will get 
angry because they all believe John's a prophet.'" So, they say, "Well, you know we don't know," and Jesus 
then gives up and said, "There's no sense in my answering the question either because your hearts are 
such that we can't have a dialogue, so I won't answer you either," but his attitude towards the temple that 
he is master of the temple reveals that he believes he is someone unique. He has authority [05:30] to 
cleanse the temple. He possesses authority over the demons who he casts out, and he claims to have 
authority over Satan himself – 108 in your synopsis. 

Now, begi – reading in Mark 3:22, line 11, the scribes who came down from Jerusalem said, "He is bes – 
uh, possessed by Belzaboul, the name of the chief demon, and by the prince of demons, Belzaboul, he 
casts out the demons, [06:00] and he called them to him and said to them in parables, "How can Satan cast 
out Satan if the kingdom is divided against itself, that kingdom cannot stand, and if the house is divided 
against itself, that house will not be able to stand, and if Satan has risen up against himself, he is divided 
and he cannot stand but is coming to an end. 

Then, page 109, "But no one can enter the strong man's house and plunder his goods unless he first binds 
the strong man, then indeed he may plunder his house." Now, Jesus is saying that he is plundering the 
domain of s – Belzaboul, and, therefore, he must be stronger than Belzaboul in this regard. It doesn't say 
who he is. No titles are used, but he says, "My activity here indicates that I am stronger than he, and, 
therefore, that's why I'm able to plunder his house." He reveals his authority over disease by healing, and 
it's a manifold number of kinds of disease. Uh, it's not [07:00] that it's – he's specializes in one thing that 
he can say, "Well, it's kind of a – a psychic kind of help." No, there are different kinds of diseases he heals. 
Uh, he is a general practitioner, not a specialist in that regard. 

He also claims to be master of the Sabbath. Now, before we read the passage on page 44 as to Jesus' 
activity on the Sabbath, I think one thing I want to do is to read some background materials to indicate 
the Jewish reverence [07:30] for the Sabbath. I don't think there's anybody that we know in Baptist circles 
that has any respect for Sunday or our Sabbath like the Pharisees and the – and the Jews in general had 
during the time of Jesus. In the books of the Apocrypha, there's a book called First Maccabees, and in First 
Maccabees, 2:32 to 41, it tells about an incident in which the Jews are at war [08:00] with the Syrians, and 
led by the Maccabees, they are resisting the Syrians who want to stamp out their religion or religious 
identity, and so they are essentially fighting a guerilla warfare. 

Now, we read, "Many pursued them and overtook them. They encamped opposite them" – the Jewish 
people – "and prepared for battle against them on the Sabbath day," and they said unto them, "Enough of 
this, come out and do what the king commands and you will live." In other words, there's no sense [08:30] 
resisting us. The Syrians are saying, "If you just do what the king demands, you'll be all right," but they 
said, "We will not come out, nor will we do what the king commands," and so profane the Sabbath day. 
Then, the enemy hastened to attack, but they did not answer them or hurl a stone at them or block up 
their hiding places for they said, "Let us all die in our innocence. Heaven and earth testify for us that you 
are killing us unjustly." 

So, they attack the Jews that – the Jews are being attacked. [09:00] "So, the Syrians attack the Jews on the 
Sabbath, and they died with their wives and children and cattle to the number of a thousand persons." In 
other words, the Jews did not resist. It's a Sabbath day. To fight is to work. So, they didn't work on the 
Sabbath. They – they – a thousand people died. 
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Now, when Mattathias, the father of the Maccabeeans [09:21] [ph] – Maccabeean leaders, and his friends 
learned of it, they mourned for them deeply and each said to his neighbor, "If we all do as our brethren 
have done [09:30] and refuse to fight with the gentiles for our lies and for our ordinances, they will 
quickly destroy us from the earth." I mean if we don't fight them, they'll just fight on Sundays and we just 
– uh, Saturdays I should say – the Sabbath, and we'll be destroyed. So, they made this decision that day. 
Let us fight against every man who comes to attack us on the Sabbath day. Let us not die as our brethren 
died in their hiding places. So, they make this decision. We will fight to save our lives [10:00] on the 
Sabbath. We're not going to attack on the Sabbath, but we will fight if we have to, to protect our lives on 
the Sabbath. Now, think of the attitude you have towards the Sabbath. Needless to say, you don't do 
frivolous things like have touch football on a Saturday or something like that, but to save your life, you 
may do it. 

When the Dead Sea Scrolls were discovered, there was a work called the Fragments of a Zadokite Work, 
and in it, it reads this way [10:30] – let me read it to you first how it was translated, and then I'll tree – 
read it to you the way it really is. Uh, in the translation of the Dead Sea Scrolls by Vermes and Dupont-
Sommer, we read, "Should any man fall into water or fire, let him be pulled out with the aid of a ladder or 
a rope or such tool." Yet, there's a little footnote that they have amended the reading because the reading 
really reads this way, "If a man falls into [11:00] a pit or ditch, he shall not be raised on the Sabbath. No 
man shall rest in a place near to the gentiles on the Sabbath. No man shall suffer himself to be polluted on 
the Sabbath for the sake of wealth or gain. If any person falls into a place of water, he shall not bring him 
up by a ladder or a cord or an instrument." In other words, the translators, when they came to this, 
couldn't believe it. So, they translated it according to what they thought would be sensible, and that was 
that [11:30] if the person fell into a – a pit on the Sabbath day, then you go and bring him up, but it really 
says you don't bring him up, but they could not conceive of this attitude towards the Sabbath, but see, 
they're reading their understanding of Sabbath and Sunday or something like that into the Assam [11:50] 
[ph] community and the Assam said, "When you see somebody who's fallen into a pit and it's on the 
Sabbath, you can go down and say, 'If you're still there tomorrow, I'll come," but you can't help 
him." [12:00] Now, that's an attitude towards the Sabbath that's very hard for us to contemplate. 

You have, on the other hand, another one – let's see, uh – This Jubilees 2:19, "And God said to us, 'Behold, 
I will separate you unto Myself a people from among all – from among all the peoples, and these shall 
keep the Sabbath day, and I will sanctify them unto Myself as My people, and will bless them, and I have 
sanctified the Sabbath day and do sanctify unto Myself, [12:30] even so will I bless them. They will be My 
people." The Sabbath is special. It identifies God's people because they keep the Sabbath. It's one of the 
three most precious identifying features of being a Jew. 

Now, read the account of Plucking Grain on the Sabbath. One Sabbath, he was going through the grain 
fields, and as they made their ways, plucked heads of grain, and the Pharisee said to them, "Look, what 
are you doing – what isn't – look, why are they doing [13:00] what is not lawful on the Sabbath?" Now, 
the disciples are doing it, but they're disciples of Jesus, and a teacher is responsible for the behavior of his 
pupils. [joking] Good grief, that's scary, isn't it? 

Audience: [laughter] 

[13:15] So – so, anyways, in – in the day of Jesus, and Jesus said to them, "Have you never read what 
David did when he was in need and was hungry, he and those who were with him, how he entered the 
house of God when Abiathar was high priest and ate the of bread of the Presence, which it is not lawful 
for any [13:30] but the priest to eat, and he also gave to those who were with him," and he said, "The 
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Sabbath was made for man, not man for the Sabbath, so the son of man is Lord even of the Sabbath." 
Leaving aside the title, Jesus claims that his disciples can do on the Sabbath what the law does not permit 
because he is master of the Sabbath. How is it that he can make such claims? [14:00] Well, he has an 
understanding of himself of being quite unique. 

Another thing that Jesus has is – does is assume a certain divine priority. Turn to page 40 here. In the 
healing of the paralytic, reading beginning at Verse 1 when he returned to Capernaum after some days, it 
was reported that he was at home, and many were gathered together so that there was no longer room for 
them, not even about the door, and he was preaching the Word to them, and they came bringing to him a 
paralytic [14:30] carried by four men, and when they could not get near Him because of the crowd, they 
removed the roof above him, and when they had made an opening, they let down the para – pallet on 
which the paralytic lay, and when Jesus saw their faith he said to the paralytic, "My son, your sins are 
forgiven." 

Now, some of the scribes were standing there questioning in their hearts, "Why does this man speak this? 
It's blasphemy. Who can forgive sins but God alone," and, immediately, Jesus perceiving this spirit that 
they thus question within themselves [15:00] said to them, "Why do you question thus in your hearts? 
What is easier to say to the paralytic, 'Your sins are forgiven,' or to say, 'Rise, take up your bed and walk?'" 
Well, it's actually easier to say "Your sins are forgiven." It's harder to do, but it's easier to say because if 
you say, "Your sins are forgiven," okay, so – but if you say, "Rise, take up your bed and walk," and the guy 
lays there, then you know you can't do it. So, it's easier to say it but harder to do it. "But that you may 
know that the son of man [15:30] has authority on earth to forgive sins," he said to the paralytic, "I say to 
you, 'Rise, take up your pallet and go home,' and he rolls immediately, took up his pallet and went away 
before them, and they were all amazed and glorified God saying, 'We never saw anything like this.'" 

Now, keep your finger there but turn to page 105 where we have another account like this. It's a different 
story about the woman who anoints Jesus' feet and washes them with her tears. Let's see, the verse that 
I'm looking at is [16:00] – turn to page 106 – after the woman washes his feet and the, uh – Simon says, 
"Well, I – if this guy was really a prophet, this Jesus, he wouldn't – he would know what kind of woman it 
was and he wouldn't allow this to happen," and Jesus said, "Well, you know, let me tell you a parable. A – 
a man had two debtors. One owed a great amount. One owed a smaller amount. The man who owned the 
greater amount, he forgave all, and he forgave the man with the smaller debt all. Who do you think loved 
him more," and he says, "Well, I guess the one who o – owed the greatest debt – debt," [16:30] and Jesus 
says beginning on line 44, "You have judged rightly." 

Then turning toward the woman, he said to Simon, "Do you see this woman? I entered your house, you 
gave me no water for my feet, but she has wet my feet with but her tears and wiped them with her hair. 
You gave me no kiss, but from the time I came in, she has not ceased to kiss my feet. You did not anoint 
my head with oil, but she has anointed my feet with ointment, therefore, I tell you her sins, which are 
many, are forgiven, [17:00] for she is loved much, but he who is forgiven little, loves little, and he said to 
her, 'Your sins are forgiven.' Then those who were at table with him began to say among themselves, 
'Who is this who even forgives sins?'" 

Now, going back to Mark, it's worded, "Who can forgive sins but God alone?" Jesus claims he can forgive 
sins. There have been some who said that what you have to understand is your sins are forgiven are a 
divine passive, [17:30] all right? Divine passive – what would it mean then? Your sins are forgiven are – 
God forgives you of your sins. That's what some exegetes [17:41] are saying Jesus is saying, but that's not 
the way the audience understands this. They are not saying, "How does he know God has forgiven her 
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her sins," but rather, "How can he, personally, forgive a person their sins?" So, it's not a divine passive. 
[18:00] In the story, it's clear Jesus is forgiving this person their sins, and the – the second account – Luke – 
same kind of incident where he personally forgives sins. 

Now, in the Protestant tradition, the understanding that only God can forgive sins is very much dominant 
and emphasized. In a Protestant tradition, the p – pastor will never say something like, "By the authority 
invested in me by the state of Kentucky, [18:30] I forgive you your sins," or something like that, you 
know? They will say rather, "Because the Bible says that if we confess our sins, God is faithful and just to 
forgive us our sins and cleanse us from all unrighteousness. Therefore, be assured that God has heard our 
confession and He has forgiven us our sins." 

So, in a Protestant setting, a pastor may pronounce God's forgiveness unlike in the Roman Catholic 
setting where a priest [19:00] will say "I – I forgive you of your sins on this condition," or something like 
that. So, that distinction that only God can forgive sins comes up a little more clearly in the Protestant 
tradition than in the Catholic tradition, but here's Jesus, and they say, "Only God can forgive a person 
their sins," and Jesus says, "Well, I can and I'll show you." What's easier to say? 

Now, if Jesus can forgive sins, it will be demonstrated by the fact that he now heals [19:30] this person 
with God's help and God's strength, and that this now, the healing, is God's certification that Jesus' 
statement is correct. So, Jesus can forgive sins, although, no human can forgive sins. None of us as 
humans have the right to forgive a person their sins. We can declare God's forgiveness. Jesus personally 
forgives in these two accounts. [20:00] He doesn't pronounce God's, you know – it – it – if, uh – if this was 
a misunderstanding by the opponents of Jesus, then Jesus could have solved the problem very easily and 
said, "You misunderstood me. I – I am pronouncing that God has forgiven their sins," and the whole thing 
would be blown away, but he doesn't say that. He says, "Ill show I have the authority to do this." So, here 
you have another implicit Christology in the actions of Jesus by which he forgives [20:30] the sins of the 
woman in the one instance, the man in the other. 

All right, well, let's go then to the next aspect of the Christology of Jesus and that has to do with the 
words of Jesus. Now, here we have Jesus teaching, uh – turn with me to page 52 where we have these 
statements concerning the uh – his authority over the law – page 52 and following – okay, beginning at 
5:21, [21:00] "You have heard that it was Setavold [21:02] [ph] you shall not kill, and whoever killed shall 
be liable to judgment, but I say to you," – next page, 527 – "You have heard that it was said you shall not 
commit adultery, but I say to you," – 533 – "Again, you've heard that it was said of men of old you shall 
not swear falsely but shall perform to the Lord what you swear, but I say to you, 'You have heard that it 
was said' – 538 – 'an eye for an eye and a tooth for a tooth,' [21:30] but I say to you – 543 – 'You have heard 
that it was said you shall love your neighbor and hate your enemy,' but I say to you." Think of Sunday 
going to church and the pastor preaches and he said, 'It's been said in the Bible the following, but I'm 
telling you." What? Has he lost his mind? What's going on? No one can do that. The Word of God stands 
by itself. [22:00] We are subject to the Word of God, but Jesus, has, "You've heard it said, but I say." 

You have in John – excuse me – Mark 10:2 to 12, page 215, the issue of divorce where Jesus is asked a 
question and he – and they say, "No, the – the Bible says the following, 'Moses allowed a – a man to write 
a certificate of divorce,'" in lines 6 and 7, "'and to put her away,' but Jesus [22:30] said to them, 'For your 
hardness of heart he wrote you this commandment,'" but God doesn't intend that, and then you have in 
Verse 11, line 26, the next page, "And he said to them, 'Whoever divorces his wife and mo – and marries 
another, commits adultery against her.'" So, you have Jesus here saying, "The Bible says this, but I am 
telling you this." 
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In 1:43, a passage which we had a, uh – one of our exercises on, you have the story of Jesus criticizing, 
[23:00] uh, the Pharisees and the Scribes, and then in Verses 14 to 23, you have Jesus saying, "It's not what 
it goes in – from outside which defiles a man in – by entering into him, but the things coming out of the 
man defiles him," and then he says in line 79, Verse 18, "Then are you also without understanding? Do 
you not see that whatever goes into a man from outside cannot defile him since it enters not his heart but 
his stomach, [23:30] and so it passes on," and then Mark puts the comment, 'Thus He, Jesus, declared all 
foods clean." Jesus is saying what the Old Testament teaches here is no longer applicable. Boy, and he 
doesn't explain it on the basis of what Paul writes in Galatians or something like that, except he says, "I'm 
telling you it o – it's over." 

Who is the man that can go about in saying that the scriptures are under his [24:00] authority, and that he 
can do away with things if he so feels like it? I have that also the totalitarian claim of Jesus. It's interesting. 
Uh, a number of times – oh, I shouldn't say a number of times, but once I particularly use that description 
as a sub-chapter heading, the totalitarian claim of Jesus, and my editor changed it. He couldn't handle it 
because when you think of [24:30] totalitarian, you think of uh a Hitler, a Stalin, a Mussolini somebody 
who says all of life should surround me. I am the single most important in life. All of life rotates around 
me, but that was just the point that I was trying to make by the – by the work. That's the way Jesus talks. 
He talks as if all of life should center around him. 

Now, I'm not willing to let some demigod say that, "I stand before you mother and father. If you love 
your father and mother more than you love me you're not worthy of me." Furthermore, I'm not willing to 
have some demigod [25:00] say to me, "You know heaven and hell depend on how you treat me." Jesus 
does that. So, there's this kind of totalitarian claim that everything surrounds Jesus in that respect. He is 
greater than Abraham, than Jacob, [25:30] than Moses, and you can look up those passages on your own. 

With regard to the law, let me just share with you something from the – the Jewish Talmud. This comes, 
actually, from the uh – the Babylonian Talmud r – reads this way, "Our Rabbis taught: A certain heathen 
once came before Shammai and asked him, 'How many Toroth have you?' Toro – Toroth – laws you have 
– 'Two,' he says, 'The Written and the Oral.' [26:00] I believe you with respect to the Written but what 
about the Oral," and then he goes on and says that, "If a person doesn't keep the law – if he changes a dot 
in it – a smallest part of the law – he is guilty and unworthy of eternal life." Jesus' attitude toward the law 
he does that. So, you can't criticize the Pharisees for their seeing Jesus as either [26:30] God's anointed or a 
demon. That's the only choice you really have. 

Now, the followers of Jesus accepted him as the Messiah. He anointed the one who had authority to do 
these – to act this way – to speak this way. Others did not, but there's no in between. Either what we have 
here is a Jesus who is a diluted fanatic with a sense that the world, [27:00] uh, falsely revolves around 
himself, or we have one who is really king of kings and lord of lord's – the anointed of the Lord. We have 
the choice. 

Now, please note, we have not looked at the title. We have not investigated any self-description of Jesus. 
We have simply looked at his words and his actions. 
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Chapter 21

With regard to titles, we can’t look at every one of them but we will look at a few of them. Uh, the first 
one is the title Christ. Now we have to understand that the title Christ is not an English word. It’s not a 
Hebrew word. It’s a Greek word, Christos, and it is a translation of a Hebrew term that it used, which is 
the term Messiah.

So Messiah is a title for the [00:48] anointed one, Christ is a title and if we wa-, want to make it into 
English, we say the Anointed One. So Messiah Hebrew, Christ Greek, anointed one English. They’re 
synonyms, just in different languages. Now we have to keep on, keep remembering that when we talk 
about Jesus Christ, this is not the last name of the son of Joseph and Mary Christ.

It is [01:18] a title given to him and the result is that, there are a couple of places in the uh, the New 
Testament where that title understanding is still found. In Acts 5:42, it talks about that if people were to 
confess Jesus as the Christ, among Christians, the tie between the title to describe Jesus is so intimate and 
close, that as time goes on, even Jewish writers like Matthew [01:48] and like James don’t refer to Jesus, 
the Christ but simply Jesus Christ.

There is always a title and that’s why Jewish people have, you have to be sensitive to the fact there’s not 
when they refer to Jesus, though, not want to say Jesus Christ, because that’s a confession. They’ll talk 
about Jesus of Nazareth or something like that, so it’s a neutral description, but Jesus Christ is not neutral. 
It’s our claim.

Jesus is the Anointed One of God, the Messiah [02:18], the Christ. Now within Judaism, the title Christ 
was not a simple single clear descriptive title of a person. There, there were a lot of strange miscellaneous 
views about the Messiah. Sometimes, the anointed one could be used with a small ‘a’ and a small ‘o.’

For instance, in the Old Testament, a king could be anointed, so David was the Lord’s anointed, small 
‘a’ [02:48] but he was anointed, Christened or so forth. Priests were oft times anointed, small ‘a,’ anointed 
ones, and also prophets. Interesting enough, even a [inaudible][03:01] by the name of Cyrus who is going 
to do God’s will against Babylon to be his servant, what, not necessarily knowing this at all but he’s going 
to do what God wants him to do.

He is called the Lord’s anointed, again with a small ‘a.’ In the Old Testament the idea [03:18] of the 
Anointed One is not extremely clear. In it, intertestamental literature, though, the idea of the one that God 
was to send, the Anointed One, takes on a rather specific kind of connotation.

In the Psalms of Solomon, this becomes clear. Let me just read to you some of the popular conception of 
what the Messiah was like and going to do. “Behold O Lord and raise up unto them [03:48] their king, the 
son of David, at the time in which Thou seest, O God, that he may reign over Israel, Thy servant, And 
Gird him with strength, that he may shatter unrighteous rulers, that he may purge Jerusalem from 
nations that trampled her down to destruction.”

“Wise, righteously, he will thrust out sinners from the inheritance, he shall destroy the pride of a, of the 
sinners of potter’s vessel. With a rod of iron, he shall break in pieces all their substance, he will destroy 
the Godless nations with the word of the, of his mouth [04:18], At his rebuke nations will flee before him, 
he shall refuse sinners for the thoughts of their heart,” and so forth.
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What’s clear now that the most common understanding of the Messiah was of a mighty warrior, a king, 
who would deliver Israel from their bondage, especially, now that they were under Roman rule.

So take that in consideration and think of somebody in the middle of Israel screaming to 5,000 people or 
[04:48] something like that, ‘I want you to know I am the Messiah.’ What kind of reaction would take 
place? Yeah, I mean, good grief if he can multiply food like this, the whole logistics problem is taken care 
of, right?

He’s a mighty warrior and so forth and he will finally bring us the freedom. He’ll deliver us. Now if you 
think in your mission, you’re going to deliver the people from their sins and they think they’re going to 
be delivered from their [05:18] Roman occupiers, there’s a lot of miscommunication that can take place 
and so it would not be surprising that Jesus avoids this title openly.

There’s the idea of in 2 Ezra or 4 Ezra in the Roman Catholic Bible that the Messiah would reign for some 
400 years and then he would die. In the Qumran materials, the Dead Sea Scrolls it refers to the Messiahs, 
plural, of Aaron [05:48] and Israel, a priestly Messiah, the Messiah of Aaron, the anointed of Aaron and 
more militaristic one, the Messiah of Israel.

So that what we have is this general quality of political connotations. Now the result is that with Jesus, 
there has to be great care in how one uses this title and so we don’t find Jesus usually revealing that he’s 
the Messiah openly. Turn with me to 149 [06:18].

Uh, we’re gonna find out in a couple of weeks that the events surrounding a place called Caesarea 
Philippi, the Philippi that, the see, the Caesarea that Philip built in contrast to Caesarea, which Herod 
built, event takes place. Mark 8:27.

“And Jesus went on with the disciples to the villages of Caesarea Philippi and on his way, he asked his 
disciples, ‘Who do men say that I am?’ and they told him John the Baptist, others say Elijah, and others, 
one of the prophets [06:48] and he asked them, ‘But who do you say that I am?’” Page 150, line 16. “Peter 
answered him, ‘You are the Christ. You’re the Messiah.’”

Now look line 38, verse 30, “And he charged them to tell no one about him, Matthew, he strictly charged 
the disciples to tell no one that he was the Christ.” Now here you have a turning point in the ministry of 
Jesus. The disciples recognize him to be the Messiah and now Jesus is going to begin teaching [07:18] 
about his future death but what he tells them is, ‘Don’t tell anyone. Don’t tell on me. If you tell people 
about this, it will be a disaster and this is not the purpose for which I came.’

Now at his trial, this title comes up again. Uh, page 304, he is asked by the high priest, after being silent, 
line 97, following Mark. “Again, the high priest asked him, ‘Are you [07:48] the Christ, the Son of the 
Blessed?’” Christ, [and he having a positives][07:54] who is the Son of the Blessed and “Jesus says, ‘I 
am.’”

So at his trial, he acknowledges at this time that he’s the Messiah. Before Herod, in 15:2, page 308, “Pilate 
asked him, ‘Are the king of the Jews? and he answered them, “You have said so,” so he acknowledges to 
Pontius Pilate [08:18], the Roman governor, that he is the Christ, the synonym for the king of Israel, the 
king of the Jews.

Then at his death, if you turn to page 317, line 20, and following, following Mark in the middle, “And the 
inscription of the charge against him read, ‘the King of the Jews,’” so over his cross you have this 
inscription that Jesus is, in reality, the King of the Jews [08:48].
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The clearest historical evidence that we have, evidence that a historian would see as the most valuable is 
the fact of Jesus’ crucifixion itself. The only way you can explain Jesus’ crucifixion is that he is put to 
death on political grounds. What political grounds do we think of?

Well, the inscription on the cross, King of the Jews indicates that he acknowledged that he was, in fact, the 
promised Anointed [09:18] One, the King of the Jews, the Christ or Messiah and that’s why he is put to 
death. Apart from a confession such as that, it makes no sense whatsoever.

There are a couple other instances in John, if you want to look at them. I’ll just point them out to you. 
John 4:25 to 26 where he confesses this to the Samaritan woman and then in John, well, let’s turn to 314, 
which is John 19:2 and 3 [09:48], “And the soldiers plated a crown of thorns and put it on his head and 
arrayed him in a purple robe, they came up to him as saying, ‘Hail, King of the Jews!’ and they struck 
him,” so John also has that tradition.

So the Messiah, the King of the Jews, not able to be used openly, because of the political connotations that 
surrounded it and the danger that involved. You say, ‘Well, why don’t he, don’t, simply explain to the 
people saying, ‘I am the Messiah but not the kind of Messiah that you believe in,’ [10:18] because he 
would have never got the last part of it out.

When he said, ‘I am the Messiah,’ it’s all over, because there’s only one kind of Messiah, and the fact is 
when Jesus confesses that he’s the Messiah, acknowledges it, who, who does the confession? Peter. Peter 
says, “You are the Messiah.” All right, well, now Jesus explains to him of Messiah and he begins to teach 
about his death.

How open is Peter now to reconstruct [10:48] his understanding of the Messiah to fit Jesus’ understanding 
of the Messiah? Not very, right? [Tell you he won’t be][10:55], can’t be. Now if that’s the reaction of the 
intimate circle of disciples, the 12, you really can’t expect the crowds to be more open to a different 
understanding of the Messiah.

So the very fact that the disciples can’t handle Jesus’ Messiahship in the sense of acknowledging [11:18] 
he’s the Messiah and then Jesus beginning to teach about his death. If they can’t handle it, it’s evident you 
can’t do that with the crowds and so he, his Messiahship is secret, revealed at crucial points but not 
openly to the crowds.

There is one other, om, aspect that we need to talk about. Does the early church so quickly turn and use 
this title as maybe the most identifying title of who [11:48] Jesus of Nazareth is? If it’s such a loaded 
misunderstood title, why can the church then be call him Jesus Christ?

It’s not a problem at all. The situation’s changed, right? Is there any chance after the death of Jesus, never 
having been a revolutionary, that this title, Messiah, could be under, misunderstood as a political title? 
[12:18] You say no.

You might say something like, ‘Well, he has some screwy ideas of what it means to be a Messiah but no, 
it’s not a political threat of any sort whatsoever,” so now the title can be openly used but you could not 
have done that before the death and resurrection of Jesus. Page 31, here we have the sermon of Jesus at 
the City of Nazareth, and this, much like Acts 2 where [12:48] Peter gives a sermon, serves as a paradigm 
to understand the rest of the book.

It’s really the earliest place that Luke can present this speech, because the earlier chapters are taking up 
with other material that had to occur at that place. Now in Luke 4:16, right after Jesus’ baptism and 
temptation, we read, “And he came to Nazareth where he had been brought up and he went to the 
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synagogue as his custom was on the Sabbath day and he stood up to [13:18] read and there was given to 
him the book of the Prophet, Isaiah.

He opened the book and found the place where it was written.” So he’s given the book of Isaiah, which is 
going to be the lesson from the prophets for that Sabbath. He chooses the place. Notice Jesus has to be 
able to read Hebrew, so he chooses this place and here’s what he says, “’The Spirit of the Lord is upon me, 
because he is anointed me to preach good news to the poor [13:48].

He has sent me to proclaim release to the captives, and recovering of sight to the blind, to set at liberty 
those who were oppressed, to proclaim, the accept the year of the Lord,’ and he closed the book and gave 
it back to the attendant and sat down and the eyes of all in the synagogue were fixed on him.”

Now notice how Luke is building up what’s gonna be said. “And everybody in the synagogue was 
looking at him.” What’s he going to say? And this is what he says, “Today, this scripture has been fulfilled 
in your hearing.” Okay, now, verse 18 [14:18], “The Spirit of the Lord is upon me.”

Now what does that refer to? It’s baptism. That is baptism, the Spirit comes upon him and he says the 
Spirit of the Lord is upon me, because he has anointed me. Anointed, the Greek verb, chriso, is the verbal 
form of the word Christ, because he has Christened me, he christened me. If you were right, [14:48] if you 
had the Hebrew equivalent, it would be, he has Messiahed me.

So Jesus’ first words is a consciousness of his Messiahship as he begins his ministry. I have been anointed. 
I am the Christ. I am the Messiah. The spirit of God has come upon me and anointed me for that task, so 
very helpful passage that Luke gives us to understand Jesus’ own sensitivity to his having been anointed 
for the Messiahanic role.

Now we want to look at [15:18] two other titles today, the second title, the Son of God and the third, the 
Son of man. Now the title, Son of God is used by Jesus to describe Jesus in a number of instances. Uh, the 
demons refer to him as a Son of God in the exorcisms.

Satan refers to him as the Son of God in the temptation of the wilderness. The disciples understand him to 
be the Christ, the Son of God [15:48]. The centurion on the cross, truly this was the Son of God. The voice 
from heaven, both at the baptism and at the transfiguration, this is My Beloved Son.

You are My Beloved Son in the baptism and Jesus himself refers to himself as the Son of God. So there’s a 
universal kind of a witness to Jesus being the Son of God in our gospel text. Now the Sonship of Jesus is 
not associated with his miracle working power [16:18]. In the world of Jesus’ day, there were groups 
called Thamathurges. Uh, that’s a, that’s a term that theologians use, because no one will be able to 
understand it and that makes us smarter than everyone else.

Thaumazo is the Greek word, verb for ‘to marvel’ or ‘to amaze,’ T-h-a-m-a-t-h-u-r-g-e, okay, 
Thamathurge. Now, that means a marvel worker, a wonder, a wonder worker, one who works wonders 
[16:48] and acts and in healings and so forth. In the ancient Greek world, such people were often called 
the son of God or sons of God, because of their ability to have, to work wonders.

There’s a stark contrast with the gospels, because many times, the Son of God is used of Jesus in the 
weakness of the moment, like at the cross and it is almost never used with regard to his miracle working 
[17:18] power. He’s recognized as a Son of God but it’s not because like these Greek characters or, or 
myths, they, he worked miracles and, therefore, he must be the Son of God.
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He’s not the Son of God because of any miracle working power. He is not a Thamathurge as the other 
Greek heroes. Now there are a number of passages in which Jesus himself refers to his being the Son of 
God, passages that have a [17:48] strong, strong testimony to their authenticity. For instance, turn with me 
to page 262. In Mark 13:32, Jesus refers to himself as the Son of God but he does so in a way that makes it 
very difficult to assume that the church created this saying.

A lot of people say all these titles were created by the church and read back on the lips of Jesus. Keep in 
mind what we learned about the apocryphal gospels. Would [18:18] any of the apocryphal gospel writers 
create this saying? After talking about the end of history, Jesus says, “But of that day and hour,” line 12, 
verse 32, “No one knows. No human knows. Not even the angels in heaven know, nor the Son but only 
the Father.”

Here’s a saying that I can’t imagine anybody in the church making up and attributing to Jesus’ ignorance. 
Everything we know about the apocryphal [18:48] gospels who’d do just the opposite, wouldn’t they? 
Remember all the super miracles, even as a little kid, people run into him are knocked dead. You have 
this pigeon problem on, in the City of Nazareth and so forth.

They emphasize and they read what the Son of God must’ve been like as a child and so forth and they, 
they magnify that. Here, you have a saying that it’s, it’s incredible for me to think that anybody in the 
church would have made it up. Let me give an example of that from today from this [19:18] day and age.

One time when I was teaching at, at Bethel a colleague of mine who was in systematic theology came, I 
say, “Bob, I, somebody in my class said that you teach in your New Testament gospels class that Jesus 
didn’t know everything, that he was ignorant,” and I said, “Well, yeah,” I, we looked at Mark 13:32 where 
Jesus says, “Of that day and hour, no one know that,” but as the Son of God, he really knew that [19:48] 
and I said but he says as the Son, he doesn’t know that.

Well, that’s because everything that can be said of the Son can be said of the human Jesus and everything 
of Jesus can be said of, of the Son and I said to him, “This is one of the highest Christological passages we 
have and one of the surest ones, because he distinguishes himself from humanity. ‘No one knows. No 
human knows. No angel knows. The Son of God doesn’t even know. Only the Father does know.’”

“So he has to be referring to himself as the Son [20:18] of God not knowing these things.” Well, we, we 
ended our debate and uh, later on, he sent me five pages of Hodge’s Systematic Theology and underlined 
various aspects of it and so I wrote a note back saying, “I always interpret the unclear by the clear.” Now 
what is unclear to me is how Jesus is both God and man. I believe that but I don’t know how it all works 
out.

I can’t conceptualize that but what I do know is [20:48] it’s very clear he said he didn’t know and that I 
have to take for granted and, you know, I, I think my colleague would have said it, when Jesus said to the 
disciples, “No one knows this,” he said, “Oh, you, you really do know.” “No, I really don’t know.” “No, 
you have to know. You’re the son. You have to know it.” “But I don’t know it.”

I mean, how do you know what Jesus knows or doesn’t know? He says so and I think what you want to 
do is to say, I don’t know how my systematic theological understanding [21:18] fits all of this but the one 
thing that seems to be clearest is the statement he does not know.

Now think, would my colleague, my former colleague, would he have ever made up a saying like this 
and put it on Jesus’ lips? Has to be authentic. The very difficulty of it makes it authentic. So here, Jesus 
clearly talks about himself being the Son of God. Another example on page 243 is the parable we looked 
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at and that’s the parable of the [21:48] wicked husbandmen and here you have a parable and there’s 
something about the parable that, again, I think no one would have created.

What happens to the son? Well, he’s killed. He’s distinguished from prophets. He’s the son and what is it 
what happens to him? How does how does the story end? It ends with his being killed and his body 
rotting out of the vineyard. Do you think that any Christian would have made up a parable about Jesus 
[22:18] and ended it that way?

Wouldn’t they talk about the resurrection? The fact that there’s no mention of the resurrection here means 
that it’s not something the church made up. It must go back to Jesus himself, another very important 
reference there I think that you have to attribute to Jesus and must be what we call authentic going back 
to him.

And then one other last reference, page 100, Matthew 11:25 [22:48] to 27. Here, Jesus says, “I thank thee 
Father, Lord of heaven and earth that thou has hidden these things from the wise and understanding and 
revealed them to babes. Yea Father, for such was thy gracious will. All things have been delivered to me 
by my Father and no one knows the Son except the Father and no one knows the Father except the Son 
and any of them whom the Son chooses to reveal him.”

Now I have not used as the strongest witnesses [23:18] to Jesus referring to himself as the Son of God. I 
haven’t used any references in the gospel of John. Now I believe them but the critics tend to write off 
John. John’s not very historical. The synoptic gospel’s historical.

So I picked out those texts in the synoptic gospels, which they think are more historical and chose ones 
that have to be authentic, because no one in the early church would have created these things, and, 
therefore, I think it’s strong evidence [23:48] that Jesus really did consider himself the Son of God.

Having said that, we should note that there’s a distinction between himself and others in that his use of 
that title page 328, in the Johannine [24:03] parallel where after Jesus appears to Mary in the garden, he 
says in line 11, page 328, “Jesus said to her, ‘Mary!’ She turned and said to him [24:18] Hebrew, in Hebrew, 
‘Rabboni!,’ which means teacher. Jesus said to her, ‘Do not hold me or stop holding onto me, for I have 
not ascended to the Father but go to my brethren and say to them I am ascending to my Father and your 
Father, to my God and your God.’”

Now the ending of that is kind of awkward. I think you would if you want to save space, you’d say I’m 
ascending to our Father and to our God but there’s a distinction between his relationship with the Father 
and with God [24:48] that he distinguishes here my relationship’s different so I’m going to my Father and 
he’s also your Father, to my God and your God but it’s not our God in that sense.

That also carries over in a couple synoptic gospel sayings that, turn with me to page 55 for a minute, it’s 
not as clear there but I think the distinction is still fairly forthright and evident. In line 2 [25:18] of 
Matthew on love of one’s enemies, [inaudible][25:22] 59, “Jesus says, ‘But I say to you, love your enemies 
and pray for those who persecute you so that you may be sons of your Father who is in heaven, for he’s, 
he makes the sun rise on the evil and on the good,’” and then he says, at verse 48, “‘You, therefore, must 
be perfect as your heavenly Father is perfect.”

Now he doesn’t say our heavenly Father is perfect, that we might be [25:48], that you might be sons of 
our heavenly Father. Uses your, and I think that reveals, not as clearly as in John, but his own 
understanding of his unique relationship with the Father.
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One other example of that is on page 161, call it to your attention, Matthew 18:10, first line on [inaudible]
[26:10] 169, the parable who lost sheep, “See that you do not despise one of these little ones for I tell you 
that in heaven, their angels [26:18] always behold the face of my Father who is in heaven.”

Their angels and my Father, not our Father who is heaven there. So the distinction here of Jesus unique 
Sonship, I think, becomes rather clear. We are sons of God just as, we can use that term for ourselves as 
with as Jesus but there is a distinction.

I think when we say we are sons of God, we use a small ‘s.’ Jesus as the Son of God, a capital ‘S.’ [26:48] 
And that he’s aware of his own distinction and relationship with God that way becomes fairly clear in 
those passages.

Now if you say, does that mean that the biblical writers believed in the Nicene Creed, God, the Father, 
Son and Holy Spirit in the doctrine of the Trinity? I don’t know. I don’t think at this time they would’ve 
been able to formulate a creed [27:18] that, 300 years later, would be formulated.

I think there, this is a logical procedure to arrive at the doctrine of the Son of God as being part of the, the, 
uh second person of the of the Trinity but I don’t think that these passages by themselves would cause 
you to think that.

I think they’re in harmony with it and I think you have to put all the other passages, John, Acts through 
Revelation together, and then that [27:48] becomes more and more understandable but, again, the Nicene 
Creed was something that scholars worked out trying to work with the biblical evidence and say how can 
you have a distinction between the Son and the Father and yet he being very God, a very God and 
doctrine of the Trinity results from that.

But, at this time, I think you, you shouldn’t think of the biblical writers having the Nicene Creed in their 
minds as they write these things [28:18]. All right, is that gonna get me in trouble? The [reasonable 
orthodox and all][28:21]. Hope not. I hope it is orthodox and I hope it won’t get me in trouble. All right.

Now we have the title Son of man. Actually, this is the most important of all the titles for several reasons. 
First of all, its frequent use. It’s found 82 times in the gospels, 69 in the synoptics, 13 in John, far more 
numerous than the titles Christ or Son of man or any other like Lord and so forth [28:48].

This is the most frequent title found in the gospels and, furthermore, they’re found always on Jesus’ lips 
except in one instance and only one of the 82 instances is the title found on someone else’s lips. John 
12:34, that should be page 273. “Now the crowd,” line 69, “answered him. We have heard from the law 
that the Christ remains forever. [29:18] How can you say that the Son of man must be lifted up? Who is 
the Son, this Son of man?”

Now here, they are using the title, Jesus isn’t referring to himself. However, the reason they’re using it is 
that Jesus has just referred to the Son of man in verses 23, previous page line 11 and following, and on this 
present page, 32, he’s referring to himself being lifted up and they use [29:48] the Son of man with respect 
to him.

So even here is intimately connected with Jesus and not referring to someone else and there’s one other 
reference page 326, 326. Here, we have Luke 24:7. The angel speaks here to the women in line 31, Luke 
24:6, “Remember how he told you while he was in Galilee that the Son of man must be [30:18] delivered 
into the hands of sinful men and be crucified.”
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Of all the other references, the 80 references, it’s always Jesus referring to the Son of man. So you have the 
most, it’s the most important title, because it’s the one most frequently used and because it is Jesus’ 
favorite self-designation. You say, “Well, I would prefer to call himself the Son, to refer to him as the Son 
of God or to, as the Christ.” That’s fine.

Jesus’ favorite self-designation and there was good reason, was the title Son of man [30:48], so this is very 
important in understanding. Also, it’s the title I think that is most difficult to argue against it being 
authentic. It seems to fit the criterion of authenticity quite well.

So this is an extremely important title and yet it’s probably the one that most Christians in our churches 
completely misunderstand. You might have somebody in our church will say, “Yeah, Jesus is both God 
and man [31:18]. He’s both the Son of God and he’s the Son of man.”

Well let me just say that the title Son of man is a much more noble title than Son of God. The title Son of 
God can be used for people in the Old Testament. Uh, David is God’s son. The people of Israel is God’s 
son and the title Son of God can be used in in a, a different way but for other people, the title Son of man 
[31:48] refers to only one and that’s the Son of God.

Now with regard to the Son of man title, there have been lots of attempts and more probably has been 
written on this title than any title in the last century with respect to Jesus. The title itself refers, well, in the 
Old Testament, Son of man can be used to describe Ezekiel [32:18] himself. In the book of Ezekiel, the title 
Son of man occurs numerous times.

Uh, in the Psalms, the Psalmist can refer to him as the Son of man but the Son of man in the gospels can’t 
refer to them, because the Son of man has a particular imagery associated that if you look at Matthew 
8:38, yeah, we’re dealing with page 152. It has a [32:48] unique vocabulary associated with it.

Now for whoever, line 17, in Mark, “For whoever is ashamed of me in my words in this adulterous and 
sinful nation, of him will the Son of man also be ashamed when he comes in the glory of his Father with 
the holy angels.”

Now turn to page 262, 262, you have another reference to that. Here, you have [33:18] in 13:26, no, that 
should be the preceding page, excuse me, line 13, “And then they will see the Son of man coming in 
clouds with great glory and power.” Both of these coming with clouds and glory is, is associated there.

Page 304, 14:62 in Mark. Now there you have Jesus [33:48] being asked is the Son of the Blessed and Jesus 
said, “I am, and you will see the Son of man seated at the right hand of Power,” a synonym for God, “and 
coming with cloud-, with the clouds of heaven.”

Now when Jesus refers here and the other instances to the Son of man, he associates it, not with the Son of 
man in Daniel excuse me in Ezekiel or in the Psalms but the specific reference to Daniel 7:13. And there 
alone you find the son of man associated with him [34:18] sitting at the right hand of power of God and 
coming with the clouds of heaven to judge the world.

So when Jesus refers to himself as the Son of man, it’s this Son of man, this one who’s preexistent, who 
comes from heaven to bring judgment upon the earth. For many people, that’s simply, a, an impossible 
concept to understand, om, the, so you have lots of attempts to deny the authenticity of Jesus being the 
[34:48] Son of man.

Uh, some have said, “Well, if you translate the Greek [gweeos to unthrowpu][34:54], Son of man back into 
Greek barnash, Son of man, bar and Son. Barnash is a is a term that, essentially can simply refer to I, I, 
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myself, the Son of man, I, the Son of man, I, and, therefore, what we need to do is to eliminate all of those 
references to where Jesus is referring [35:18] to the Son of man and coming with the clouds of heaven and 
say they’re not authentic but the other ones where he talks about the Son of man it’s in lowliness and so 
forth, that’s what the term means.

So, linguistically, Son of man can’t be understood as a title Son capital ‘S’ of man capital ‘M.’ It can only 
refer to a kind of a son of man, a human being, a person, I, or something of that nature, the linguistic 
attempt here. Now, what they’re arguing is this [35:48], when the gospel traditions in which small ‘s’ son 
of small ‘m’ man was translated into Greek, it was misunderstood as a title with a capital ‘S’ and a capital 
‘M’ and, therefore, later on, the church made this into a title and it could only become a title in the Greek 
language by people who did not know Hebrew very well.

Well, that sounds interesting but when were the gospel [36:18] traditions translated into Greek? Where 
were they translated into Greek? Were they translated somewhere in Northern uh, remote village in 
Macedonia? Well no. You have, as we pointed out, in the church, early church in Jerusalem, hellenists, 
Greek speaking Jewish Christians.

They had to have the gospel traditions [36:48] translated into Greek for them. So the translation of the 
gospel traditions is not somewhere far away. It’s close in time in Jerusalem and in a bilingual culture by 
people like the disciples who knew Greek and Hebrew. Matt, Matthew had to know Greek and Hebrew.

The four brothers that were in the fishing business almost certainly had to know both Greek and Hebrew. 
It’s probable that Greek, that Jesus knew [37:18] Greek as well as Hebrew and the, the dy-, in the Aramaic 
dialect.

So we have very early this translation, probably within just a few months at most and it’s done in a 
bilingual culture in the presence of the eye witnesses who know that Jesus was using this as a title. To the 
exegetical attempt, or the linguistic attempt is a problem.

Uh, the psychological attempt is, I just mentioned it to show how sometimes a person’s presuppositions 
determine, [37:48] uh, their attitudes towards scripture and towards the authenticity of text.

A man by the name of Whedon wrote an article in the Journal of Biblical Literature a very important 
journal and he argued this way. For any person like you and I to say that we were the son of man would, 
would mean that we’re absolutely crazy, that we preexisted in heaven and we’ve come to judge the whole 
world in the final day [38:18].

I mean, that, that person has to be simply a, a lunatic of some sort. Now one thing we do know is that 
Jesus was no lunatic. He was a wise man, spoke proverbs and the like, and, therefore, we have to 
conclude that Jesus never used this title for himself. Now it’s amazing you can use that argument uh, in 
respect to trying to disprove something that’s in biblical text.

It’s not a historical kind of argument. [38:48] It’s just psychological. I think it might be more likely to say 
that Jesus used the title Son of man for himself and if anybody used that title, they must be crazy. 
Therefore, our conclusion is he was crazy.

That seemed to be more logical than the former but, needless to say, I don’t think those are the old, only, 
intern, alternatives. And finally, you have various exegetical attempts. Some have argued that the only 
[39:18] Son of man sayings that go back to Jesus are the one in which he talks about the Son of man 
coming from heaven and he was not referring to himself, however, but to someone else, and so, and the 
reason we know that is because it’s in the third person.
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He doesn’t say ‘and you will see me, the Son of man coming,’ he says, ‘you will see the Son of man 
coming,” so he’s referring to someone else, as Rudolf Bultmann argued that particular case.

Speaking of some [39:48] of yourself in the third person is a very common approach to speaking about 
things in which you speaking of unusual occurrence or unusual position you have and you don’t want to 
glorify that, you want to speak humbly.

For instance, when Paul in the book of 2 Corinthians speaks of knowing a man who had all these visions 
and ascended to heaven, this all thing’s is too wonderful to be ex-, be explained, [40:18] he’s talking about 
himself, but since he’s talking about a unique experience, he puts it in the third person, in humility, so 
that he doesn’t glorify himself in so doing.

Speaking to the Son of man in the third person could be Jesus’ attempt to do this. Uh, furthermore, did 
the early church, if Jesus was referring to someone else coming, ever talk about someone else coming at 
the end of history to bring judgment? [40:48] I don’t know of any addition, any person supposed to come 
at the end, other than the Son of God.

So there was never any thought in the early church. Jesus talked about someone who was about to come, 
not himself, to bring judgment upon the world. There’s no evidence anywhere that the church ever 
anticipated someone else coming.

They always anticipate Jesus coming, that he’s the Son of man who comes, so that becomes a difficulty. 
Some have argued, om, that none of them [41:18] go back to Jesus. All 80+ are inauthentic and yet the 
irony of it is that of all the, the titles, this is the one that best meets the criterion of dissimilarity.

It was not a title that was well known in in Jewish literature. It was not a title that the early church would 
have created and read back on the lips of Jesus. In the New Testament, the title Son of man, after you 
leave [41:48] the gospels, occurs four times.

Favorite title of Jesus, four times in the New Testament, outside of the gospels, and of those four, only one 
of them, I think it’s Acts 7:56 or something like that, is it used in the sense that Jesus used it.

If the church created this particular title and read it back to Jesus because it was their favorite title, how 
come it doesn’t show up in the rest of the New Testament, essentially? You were thinking [42:18] if it was 
their favorite title, and they read it back to the lips of Jesus, it would be their favorite title also in Acts to 
Revelation.

You don’t find it in Acts to Revelation, except that one time as I referred to it. On the other hand, you do 
find titles frequently used in the Acts to Revelation, Lord, Christ, Son of God. Those tend to be used less 
frequently in the gospels.

I think [42:48] the way you have to look at that is to say Jesus did not use openly the title Christ. He did 
not frequently use the title Son of God for himself or Lord. He did, however, use the title Son of man.

The early church, on the other hand, had as their favorite titles Christ, Lord, Son of God, and that’s what 
you usually find. The early church, for some reason, did not favor the title Son of man. They used a 
different way of describing him and the reason that we have that is to show that Jesus [43:18] had this as 
his favorite title but the early church didn’t.

So to say that the early church created the title and read it back on the lips of Jesus is a really very difficult 
thing to have argued. All right, there are arguments for authenticity. I pointed out that it meets the 
criterion of dissimilarity, which says if a saying of Jesus could not originate in the early church, and that’s 
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evident because the early church doesn’t use the title, if it couldn’t have originated in the Messianic title 
in [43:48] Judaism, where else could it have come from? It must come from Jesus and, therefore, it meets 
the criterion of dissimilarity.

It’s interesting how many critical scholars use the criterion of dissimilarity and yet when you have a text 
like this or title that fits it so well, that you reject it at that point. So it seems that it’s not the criterion in 
itself but it’s a criterion goes along with presuppositions as to what Jesus wasn’t like. Then, then it’s a 
useful tool but if it doesn’t [44:18] fit, like this title, then the criterion is rejected at that point. It’s very, 
very strange.

And the other thing we pointed out was that there was not a favorite title in the early church, so, 
therefore, it must go back to Jesus. Uh, another aspect of that is that if you look at the criterion of multiple 
attestation, this meets the criterion of multiple attestation.

It’s found in Mark, Q, M, [L, it][44:44], fits everything you need in that regard and there are some [44:48] 
difficult verses in which it’s hard to imagine that the gospel writers would have created them.

Turn with me to page 99. Here, you have line 41, “For John came neither drin-, eating nor drinking and 
you say he has a demon. The Son of man came eating and drinking and they behold the glutton and a 
drunk, and a friend of tax collectors and sinners, yet wisdom is justified by her deeds.”

I find it hard to think that the early church would have made up a saying [45:18] in which they attributed 
it, even to his enemies, that the Son of man came eating and drinking, that he’s a glutton, drunk, a 
drunkard. I just don’t think the early church would have made up sayings like that about Jesus.

That must go back to the situation of Jesus. It must be an authentic saying. Then finally, one other 
reference 10:23, turn to page 93. Here is a saying, which I find it hard to think that the early church [45:48] 
would have made it up, because it looks like it’s too difficult. It has problems.

“When they persecute you in one town, flee to the next, for truly I say to you, you will have not gone 
through all the towns of Israel before the Son of man comes.” I don’t have any, I don’t have a good 
explanation for that verse, but I know one thing, I would have never made it up, because long after these 
people had died that Son of man still hadn’t come. So why make that up? [46:18]

Uh, and we have this being written down by Matthew in, om, 85:90 or something like that. The only 
reason he has it there was that it’s a very early tradition that he’s aware of. Sometimes the Son of man 
traditions are divided into three parts. The one part is the Son of man and his normal earthly ministry. 
The son of man came healing and so forth and so on.

The son of man in his suffering, the Son of man who’s going to die and be abused in Jerusalem, and the 
Son of man in his [46:48] glorious return, and you have them discuss the various ways, a, b, c, each one of 
those designee Son of man in his normal ministry, the Son of man in his suffering, another one, and a 
third one, the Son of man and his future coming.

And as they say, you can divide these sayings up, which indicates that probably some of them don’t go 
back to Jesus and are later written, writ into it by the evangelists. Well, all that really says is that when 
Jesus looked at his life, he saw [47:18] his immediate ministry, he saw his death and resurrection, and he 
saw his, saw his glorious return.
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So being able to divide it up means nothing with regard to the issue of [inaudible][47:29]. It’s just the 
matter of his, the way he looked at his life, the nail, immediate ministry, his future, experience in 
Jerusalem with his death and resurrection and that day when he will come again.

Now why does he use this title and the question was raised, very good question, and I think he uses the 
title [47:48] for three reasons. One, it is like a parable, it reveals and conceals. It is a title that he can use 
that will not stir up people and trouble them, because the Son of man is a kind of parable like title.

To those who know, the content is evident. To those outside, it’s all blurry and un-, uncertain. [48:18] You 
can’t use the title Christ that way. It’s too obvious. It’s too uh, filled with misconceptions and, therefore, it 
serves well in his ministry. It’s like referring to himself in this parabolic like term and he’s able to use it 
that way.

Another thing is that it reveals his divine origin, because in Daniel 7:13, the Son of man comes from 
heaven, sits, sits [48:48] at the right hand of God, so reveals where he came from. He came from the Father 
and he’s going back to the Father.

Then thirdly, it reveals his future role and that is that Jesus as the Son of man will come one day and bring 
judgment upon the earth, so it fits very nicely, maybe even better than any of the other titles in that that 
sense.

But it conceals, [49:18] you can use it openly, which other titles you can’t, it reveals his divine origin and it 
also reveals his future ministry. I spent a lot of time on this title. It’s an important title and if you deal 
with anything in studies of the life of Jesus of Christology, the Son of man title comes up and you’ll say, 
yeah, we, we, I remember reading some of those things in hearing about those and you’ll be familiar and 
you won’t start from scratch.

By the end of the method and [49:48] message text with a footnote, the last footnote in the book, I want to 
tread it to you. It comes from C. S. Lewis, the mayor or Christianity.

“I am trying here to prevent anyone saying the really foolish thing that people often say about Jesus. ‘I’m 
ready to accept Jesus as a great moral teacher but I don’t accept his claim to be God’. That is the one thing 
we must not say. A man who is merely a man and said the sort of things Jesus said [50:18] would not be a 
great moral teacher. He would either be a lunatic on the level with a man who says he’s a poached egg.”

I don’t know. The British weird sense of humor. [laughter]

“Or else he would be the devil of hell. You must make your choice. Either this man was and is the Son of 
God or else a madman or something worse. You can shut him up for a fool. You can spit at him and kill 
him as a demon, or you can fall at his feet and call him Lord and [50:48] God but let us not come with any 
patronizing nonsense about his being a great human teacher. He has not left that open. He did not intend 
to.”

There’s a sense in which there only two legitimate attitudes you can take to him. Either you fall at his feet 
and worship him or you’re obligated, I think, like the Pharisees that tried to destroy him.

The nonsense we have in our [51:18] society of “having great respect for Jesus as a teacher is not an 
option, not an honest option. You can shut him up for a fool or spit at him and kill him as a demon, or 
you can fall at his feet and call him Lord and God. But let us not come with any patronizing nonsense 
about his being a great human teacher. He has not left that open to us. He did not intend to.”
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Chapter 22

Our Father, as we begin to look at the life of our Lord, we pray that you give us insight into your word 
and help us to understand more about our savior; his life [00:30] and come to love him more as a result. 
We pray your blessing upon us now on this day and in the days to come. In Jesus’ name, Amen.

Let me just make some Johannine general comments concerning the miraculous in regard to the study of 
the life of Jesus. When you realize that 30 percent plus of the Gospel of Mark is devoted to Jesus’ miracles, 
you have to somehow come to grips with [01:00] –with- whether you believe in miracles or not. If you 
don’t believe in miracles, you have a real difficult task. You have to eliminate huge portions of the Gospel 
materials.

-Uh- That presupposition involves Johannine a particular view of Jesus that- don’t be surprised if it comes 
out if you don’t believe in miracles with a non-miraculous Jesus. But, please note that if you start out that 
way that’s the way you generally finish. [01:30] Unless some miraculous event takes place.

On the other hand, if you start out with an openness toward the miraculous, then you may come to an 
understanding of the life and teachings of Jesus and his ministry that is more in harmony with the 
Gospels.

Now, we’ve already talked about miracle stories, we’ve talked about form criticism and the normal form 
would be the description of the condition, in other words, the diagnosis of the problem, then there may 
be Johannine sometimes [02:00] quiet often a reference to the faith of the individual, but not always. Then 
you have the healing itself. What the doctor does, the doctor of the soul- Jesus. And then a description of 
the result of that. And Jesus Johannine you have described a man who was a paralytic from birth. Jesus 
says rise take up from your bed and walk. The story can’t end there. You have to- did he rise take up from 
your bed and walk. And so then you have the proof of that.

Now miracles are generally divided into two categories. Healing miracles and, I list here, sickness 
miracles, [02:30] raising from the dead I should also include there exorcisms. Exorcisms, so add to 312 
miracles stories divided into healing miracles and under that sickness, raisings from the dead, exorcisms. 
Okay.

Then there are nature miracles. Those who tend to be left of us are frequently willing to talk about Jesus 
working miracles of healing. [03:00] They never accept a nature miracle. And the reason for that is that 
they can rationalize various healing miracles. Jesus was the great Johannine Freudian psychologist of the 
first century. He perceived peoples’ mental problems and brought them healing or something like that. 
And Johannine see you can explain that rationally. Some of those things.

Now some of them are a little more difficult. Like Johannine withered hand [03:30]- multiplying bread- 
becomes even more difficult-walking on the water. So nature miracles tend to be disregarded by critical 
Johannine uh- scholars completely. Some of the healing miracles are accepted.

Now there are various approaches to miracles. Johannine We’ll look at the last day of class a kind of a 
history of what was called the old quest for the historical Jesus. And the first Johannine approach that we 
want to look at Johannine just talk about it very briefly is that of [04:00] rationalism. Where the scholars 
who didn’t believe said there must have been an- an event of some sort that gave birth to this. Let’s try to 
reconstruct the actually event itself, which of course would be non-supernatural.
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And so rationalism tried to reconstruct- quote- unquote- what really happened and Johannine that would 
be a non-miraculous explanation of the event like the sharing of bread Johannine during the feeding of 
the 5,000 and so forth.

The mythical treatment acknowledged, like [04:30] rationalism, that miracles could not happen, but they 
didn’t think there was any event behind these stories. They thought they were kind of Johannine growing 
out of the consciences of the individual Johannine church members and stories began to develop which 
encapsulated a great spiritual truth of one sort or another.

And what we should do then is to de-myth the story to find out what that truth is. Johannine Liberalism 
approach was to simply [05:00] cut out all those passages Johannine in –in the Gospels that deal with the 
miraculous. A kind of Thomas Jefferson approach where you just eliminate all the Johannine miracle 
stories and you deal with the pure kernel of the Gospel. And those would be the teachings of Jesus. Those 
miracle stories are husk that you have to get rid of.

In the Johannine 20th century Johannine we had the Voltomanian [spelling of name] [05:24] theologizing, 
which sought to, again, remove the mythical [05:30] story and say what is that subconscious existential 
truth that this myth is trying to teach. It’s like reading Johannine Homer’s “Odyssey.” You don’t believe 
any of these things, but do you see any morals being taught in these stories. If so, you were de-mything 
the story and looking for some meaning in that. And the same approach Johannine took place here.

Now one of the Johannine vocabulary [06:00] Johannine expressions that you need to know is the 
distinction between what critical scholars call [foreign words][06:08-06:09]. These are German words. 
Don’t try to pronounce ‘em. You might find you’re spitting at your neighbor or something like that.

[Audience laughter][06:14]

Now these classify the stories in the Gospels. If they are [foreign word][06:22] that means that objective 
historical critical analysis can be- can deal with that. [06:30] And since objective historical critical analysis 
does not allow for the miraculous, or for miracles, they are the non-miraculous portions. So an event as 
the baptism of Jesus is a [foreign word][06:49] event. Historians, using the objective historical critical 
approach of which of course doesn’t allow for miracles, can deal with the baptism. That’s a real event. 
Jesus was baptized by John. [07:00] Now when you have two voices coming from heaven that’s other 
stuff. You have to eliminate that.

The crucifixion is [foreign word][07:07]. Historians can deal with that. The Johannine trial of Jesus -
[foreign word][07:13]. His call of the disciples - [foreign word][07:15].

The transfiguration-no, that is a miraculous event and critical historical approach can’t deal with that, so 
that is called [foreign word][07:25]. And it’s kind of nice that the Germans use different vocabulary [07:30] 
to distinguish between what they say are stories about Jesus that deal with- that do not deal with the 
miraculous the [foreign word][07:38] ones and then those that deal with the supernatural are [foreign 
word][07:41]. And we can’t – as historians deal with that.

We- we can’t really deal with the story of the resurrection because we don’t believe in it. It is simply part 
of- not capable of being discussed by the critical historical approach.

Now-uh- sometimes [foreign word][07:58] materials are sometimes referred to [08:00] as to also by 
another term kerugmatik, the preaching eliminate in kerugma and supra historical, above history. There’s 
a kind of Johannine subtlety here you have to be careful of.
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Somebody can start talking about Johannine the transfiguration and say, now of course this is not a 
[foreign word][08:20] event. It’s [foreign word][08:22]. I can handle that. By your definition you say it 
deals with miracles and as a historian Johannine I can’t handle that. Okay, [08:30] yeah. Okay. I think it’s 
Johannine rather narrow definition of history. I think history has to deal with what took place and that 
you find out by historical investigation, not by presuppositions of one sort or another.

But after you’ve read the first few chapters where this definition is very clear this is [foreign word][08:48] 
meaning that historical research can’t deal with it because it’s a miraculous- it claims to be miracle and we 
can’t deal with miracles. All of a sudden in chapter 4,5 or 6 they make a statement like, now we know this 
is a [foreign word][09:00] event and did not really happen. And now they are jumping to a conclusion on 
the basis of a definition. And that’s not legitimate.

Uh- if you want to say it’s a [foreign word][09:11] event, historical approach that precludes the possibility 
of miracles don’t- doesn’t know how to handle it, alright, I’ll accept that. Although it seems strange to me 
that you’re not open to the possibility of wrest- wrestling with this, but to say if it’s [foreign word][09:29] 
thing, it can’t [09:30] happen- that no research has determined that, that’s simply a blatant fundamentalist 
presupposition. And you bring that with you.

It’s never been determined by the investigation of the texts. You simply have started out with that 
presupposition.

Now as to the miracles of Jesus, the Bible looks at them as signs of who he is. They are wonders of the 
powers brought by the Son of God, but Jesus never [10:00] intentionally does them for that purpose. 
There’re a lot of miracles that are done privately with no one around. Now if you’re doing these as signs 
you need a crowd. But nowhere does the Gospel have Jesus entering into a town, passing out Johannine 
pamphlets and saying, tomorrow at two o’clock, I’m going to heal all the paralyzed. Come and see. And 
then you will know who I am.

His miracles are not done that way. They are signs to be sure. [10:30] But they are not done for the 
purpose of being signs. He is not a showman of Johannine Ringly Brothers or something like that. Trying 
to get people to ooo and awe as to his miracle working power, but he does them none the less.

He, however, refuses when people say, “work a miracle.” Do a sign for us now here in Nazareth as they 
say you’ve been doing. He- he refuses to do that. And the fact is that Johannine if he did it, people still 
wouldn’t [11:00] believe.

So Jesus works a miracle, how does his audience respond? He never did it.

Now even the Talmudic literature; the Jewish literature Talmud acknowledges he did miracles. In the 
New Testament, they attribute this to satanic power. He does this through the principle of demons. And 
Johannine in the Talmudic literature he does it [11:30] because he learns sorcery in Egypt during his 
Johannine stay there and so forth.

As to the veracity of the miracles, let me just, in general comment that they- they were performed openly 
in the public. They were not done with props around like a magician might do today. They were 
performed before unbelievers. And Johannine over a period of time and in different circumstances. 
There’re different kinds and even Jesus himself- his opponents themselves [12:00] will acknowledge his 
miracle working power. Furthermore, when it comes to a miracle such as the resurrection, I think there is 
strong evidence in favor of its historicity.
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Now we are going to go into that, now, but we’ll do that later on at the end of the semester when we 
come to that point in the life of Jesus.

Just some preliminary comments with regards to the miracles of Jesus Johannine at this point.

Alright, now with regard to chronology we have a rather frustrating and- [12:30] and humorous kind of 
situation. And that is when we look at the birth of Jesus he is born before Christ year wise. Well, we say 
how can that have been? Well, our calendar did not become created on the day of Jesus’ birth. There was 
no one in Bethlehem when Jesus was born that ran to Western Union [13:00] sent a wire to Rome and say 
the calendar change, now everything is B.C. A.D. The calendar that existed was the Roman calendar- A. 
U. C. [Foreign words][13:14] -from the foundation of the city of the Rome. That was the decisive turning 
point in history as far as the Roman Empire was concerned- when the city of Rome was founded.

Now, our calendar primarily was worked by a man named Dionysius Exiguus. [13:30] He was a monk, a 
mathematician, theologian and astronomer, but he worked this out in the 6th century, I believe, if my 
memory is correct, it’s somewhere around there.

And-uh- he came to the conclusion, like many Christians, that the turning point in all of history was not 
[foreign words meaning founding of the Roman Empire][13:50] from the foundation of the city of Rome, 
but the birth of Jesus Christ.

And as Christianity has become such a dominating Johannine [14:00] force in the empire, the calendar 
now- the Christian calendar comes into existence. And so he tried to work it to conform to the birth of 
Jesus. The problem was he made a mistake.

And he is off. And as to the birth of Jesus, Jesus could not have been born any early than 4 B.C. You say, 
well, how do you know that? Well, Josephus tells us that Herod the Great- and turn with me [14:30] here 
to- yeah, Matthew 2:01, page 8, Matthew 2:01, page 8. “Now when Jesus was born in Bethlehem of Judea 
in the days of Herod the King.” Jesus is born in the days of Hared the King. Josephus says that Hared the 
Great died in 4 B.C. April 4th. April 4th, 4 B.C. Actually, he said [15:00] [foreign word][15:01] 750. That 
day when you transform it into the Christian calendar that becomes April 4, 4 B.C that’s when that 
u[foreign word][15:12] 750 ends.

Now, the result then is that if Herod dies in Johannine on April 4th, 4 B.C. Jesus has to be born before 
then. That’s also confirmed in what Josephus says that he died shortly after there was an eclipse and the 
[15:30] eclipse he refers to is an eclipse that we can date March 12-13th 4 B.C. So shortly before that April 
4th fits very nicely. Uh- Jesus- uh- Herod dies and Jesus has to be born before then.

Okay. Now. How much before then? Did he die on the day that Jesus was born? Nah- you can’t say that 
because after Jesus is born, [16:00] remember wise men come and he wants to find out about this, so Jesus 
is born before Herod dies.

Now, if we look at the events surrounding his birth, we find that in Luke 2:01 to 20, we have a story of 
Jesus’ birth in Bethlehem in Judea. And that wise men, excuse me, shepherds were out in the field and 
they come to the birth of Jesus. And see him laying in a manger and they Johannine they’re there that 
[16:30] first night of his birth.

But when is that? When is that? Now, if you follow the events in the first days of Jesus’ life. Turn to page 9 
and we’ll go through them. We have shepherds present at the birth of Jesus. Then Luke 2:21, page 9, “and 
at the end of 8 days, when he was circumcised, he was called Jesus. The name given to him by the angel 
before he was conceived in his womb.” On the 8th day, a Jewish male was circumcised [17:00], remember 
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Paul when he talks about his Jewish-ness, his circumcised on the 8th day, as the tribe of Israel and so forth 
and so forth. So Jesus is circumcised on the 8th day. After which, there is another event.

And that event involves two things. One is his redemption, which is a ceremonial rite. The first born of 
everyone is redeemed and this is the reenactment now in the birth of the first born son of the [17:30] 
Exodus and the Passover event. So that the first born being redeemed with a coin this reminds us that our 
first born did not die in the Passover, but everyone else’s did. Johannine in our celebration of having this 
first born we then give this coin. And it’s a reenactment and the birth- and a early yea- days of the first 
born child of the Passover event.

[18:00] It’s wonderful to have rituals like this that relive the experience of your religious history like this. 
It’s one thing I think that we as Protestants are very poor at. I think, Roman Catholic tradition has lots of 
these kinds of things that go over and you go through various kinds of rites and it reminds people of 
these things. Johannine can of course become empty sterile ritual, but if done properly it can be very 
meaningful.

Now, we read in verse 22, “and when the time came for their [18:30] purification to- according to the Law 
of Moses, they brought him up to Jerusalem to present him to the Lord. As it is written in the law of the 
Lord, every man that opens the womb shall be called holy to the Lord. And to offer sacrifice according to 
what is said in the law of the Lord.” Now, it mentions here a pair of turtle doves- or two young pigeons 
now that refers back to the book of Leviticus chapter 12. Let me read to you the opening verses, “the Lord 
spoke to Moses saying, ‘speak to the children [19:00] of Israel saying if a woman conceives a male child 
she will be ceremonially clean for seven days. On the 8th day, the flesh of his foreskin shall be 
circumcised. Her time of blood purification shall be 33 days. She shall not touch any holy thing or come 
into the sanctuary until the days of her purification are completed. When the days of her purification are 
completed, whether for son or for daughter,’” it’s longer for the daughter, “’she shall bring to the priest at 
the entrance of the tent of [19:30] meeting a lamb in its first year for a burnt offering. And a pigeon or a 
turtle dove for a sin offering.’”

Now, what does that tell you right away about Joseph and Mary with regard to this rite?

They’re poor because it says that shall bring a turtle dove- or a lamb and a turtle dove for sin offering and 
if they cannot afford [20:00] the lamb she shall take two turtle doves. And Luke says here that they offer a 
pair- two turtle doves or two young pigeons. So we have here that they are poor.

Now that indicates, if you take these things seriously, that the wise men haven’t arrived, yet, because 
when the wise men arrive, we read on page 8, here, and 9 that they come bringing, in verse 11, treasures: 
gold, frankincense and myrrh.

[20:30] Now, if the wise men have come, you have to envision this, Joseph and Mary go from Bethlehem 
to Judea, it’s a- from Jerusalem it’s a –you can probably do it in little over an hour. And as they come to 
the temple JohannineJoseph whispers to Mary don’t tell ‘em about the gold, frankincense and myrrh. We 
can get by on two pigeons this way.

[Laughter][[20:52]

That- that doesn’t seem to fit the kind of people Joseph and Mary are, so [21:00] they don’t have this kind 
of material available for them.
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Now, that means that at least 41 days before Herod dies, Jesus has to be born. But there’s more to this. If 
you look at Matthew 2 verse 7, “then Herod summoned the wise men secretly and ascertained from them 
what time the star appeared.”

And then when we read about the massacre of the innocence, [21:30] uh- that occurs on page 10. After the 
wise men come, they do not go back to Johannine Herod, but they flee and go another way.

We read verse 16, “then Herod, when he saw that he had been tricked by the wise men was in a furious 
rage and he sent and killed all the male children in Bethlehem and all that region who were 2 years old or 
under, according to the time which he had ascertained [22:00] from the wise men.”

So there’re two references as to the star having appeared and-uh- Herod brings about the slaughter and 
massacre of the innocence according to that time. So you get the impression that Jesus could be up to 2 
years old already at this time.

And it was Johannine say two years and Herod died the next day then you have going from 4 B.C. to 6 
B.C. and could’ve been [22:30] somewhat earlier than that as well.

So when we’re talking about the birth of Jesus if I were to guess, I’d say 7 B.C. plus or minus a year is a 
good of a guess as any.

So the irony is, is that Jesus is actually 7 years old when he is born. Johannine according to our particular 
calendar.

Now you say why don’t we change the calendar? We –we could get a little closer, but we still wouldn’t 
know exactly to which year. We don’t know, so as to the birth of Jesus, probably 7 B.C. or so, somewhere 
around there.

[23:00] Now with regard to the day of Jesus birth, Protestants and Catholics celebrate the 25th of 
December- uh- the Greek Orthodox celebrate it on 6th of January. Um- now which is right? Well, my own 
view is that each one has about a 1 in 365 chance of being correct.

There is nothing in the accounts that give a date. It doesn’t say on the first month an 14th day- nothing 
like that. [23:30] If anything it’s probably unlikely that it’s winter, if there are shepherds out in the fields. 
Now I know you can defend it. There were always crazy shepherds out doing something Johannine in the 
weirdest times of the year. But the normal shepherding period was in the spring, when the rains had 
come and the weather had warmed up. And they lead the sheep out to pastor to feed on the new grown 
grass that had come up.

It may well be that the 25th of December was celebrated –[24:00]uh- by the early church because it was to 
set up a rival to the worship of the sun god in Mithraism. And that Johannine even as they called the 25th 
of December the day of the invincible sun, Christians may have as a rivalry said, no, we want to celebrate 
and remember the day of the Son of God’s birth and chose the 25th of December. It’s impossible to be 
dogmatic on something of that.

[24:30] The result is there are people who tend to be rather encumberclastic about that and say, “well, if 
we don’t know the exact day when Jesus was born, we shouldn’t celebrate it.” And there are some 
religious groups, I wouldn’t mention their names, that Johannine do capitalize on that. And are anti-
Christmas. It’s a pagan holiday Johannine and [hesitations][24:53]-the Mithray the Mithraic religion.

Well, I think, practically there are a number of things [25:00] that say let’s make the most of it. It’s a time 
of year where people think about the birth of Jesus. Even the non-believers think about it. It’s a time when 
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Christmas carols are being sung. Why not make the most of this as an opportunity of evangelism. 
Johannine If we can share that, and, I mean, let’s face it, if one of our children said to us- and there was no 
day we celebrated the birth of Jesus- how come Jesus birthday we don’t celebrate?

[25:30] You might say, well, let’s make one. What’ll be a good day to celebrate it? And every year we’ll 
celebrate it this day and recall the birth of the savior of the world. So it practically, I think, and Johannine 
has some great value. And Johannine let’s use the opportunity and rather to simply be Johannine agnostic 
and speak against it.

And the second reason that Johannine for some of us, like me, maybe most important, is that I get 
presents on Christmas. I don’t want to give that up.

[Laughter][25:58]

So, that’s very practical, [26:00] remembrance of that way.

Alright. Now, the baptism of Jesus, or the date of the beginning of his ministryJohannine is also 
somewhat uncertain. But let’s look at page 12. Here you would think that Johannine we have a really 
exact day to help us understand the beginning of Jesus’ ministry.

Here you have Luke 3:01, “in the 15th year of the reign of Tiberius Cesar,” ahhh-ha, that’s good, “Pontius 
Pilot being governor of Judea, [26:30] Herod being Tetrarch of Galilee, his brother, Phillip, Tetrarch of the 
region of Ituraea and Taconites and Licentious Tetrarch of Abalone and the High Priests of Anis and 
Caiaphas. The word of God came to John, the son of Zechariah, in the wilderness and he went preaching 
baptism and repentance” and so forth.

Well, what you do then, is you figure out when Pontius Pilot was Governor, Herod was Tetrarch, Phillip 
was Tetrarch, -uh- Licentious Tetrarch [27:00] and Anis and Caiaphas the High Priests, well, when you 
put them all together- they –lot- these have long reigns. And there’s a large over lapping of years. The 
only way it looks like it’s very distinctive is the 15 year of the reign of Tiberius Cesar.

Now, when did Tiberius become Cesar? Was it in the 15th year or the 15th year from what? In 11 A.D. 
Tiberius Cesar became the co-emperor [27:30] with Cesar Augustus. Cesar Augustus was old, foible, 
senile and Tiberius became the co-ruler. He didn’t, however, receive sole authority as emperor until 
September 17th, A.D. 14. That’s when Cesar Augustus died.

So do we begin from 11 or 14 to count the 15th year of his reign?

Okay, its- it’s been an interesting study, recently. [28:00] And it has suggested that the reason so many of 
these emperors became senile and crazy at the end of their reign, like Nural, who really started off as a 
pretty- pretty good emperor, is that being specially privileged they did not have to drink their wine from 
wooden cups like the poor, but they could drink from lead cups. And they think they got lead poisoning 
and they went bonkers as a result of that.

-uh- So it might be good to be poor, once in a while.

[28:30] Now, if we take the date September 17th, A.D. 14 that would be the first year. But the second year 
began less than 2 weeks later on the first of October because any part of the year was considered a year. 
And the years were counted from October first, so that if you had become emperor on the 14th of 
September and died 2nd of October, [29:00] you had a two year reign. So, it’s only 15 days. –Hey, I’m not 
counting days I’m counting years-their years. And so when you put this together, if you start with the 
date of his becoming sole emperor the 15th year would be sometime around October 1st, A.D. 27 to 
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September 30th, A.D. 28. So, this leaves you somewhere around 27, if you figure out the first year [29:30] 
15th year of the reign of Tiberius Cesar.

In Luke 3:23, page 17, we have another one. We have a time indicator of Jesus’ ministry. “Jesus, when he 
began his ministry was about 30 years of age. Being the son of Joseph” and so forth and then you have the 
genealogy. About 30 years.

Well, born in 7 B.C. 27 and you leave out Johannine 0, there is no 0 that way. [30:00] You have him in the 
early 30s -uh-towards the mid-thirties. And Johannine that would fit reasonably well.

The other indicator is, page 24 of John 2:20 page 24, John 2:20, were Jesus begins his ministry. Uh- Jesus 
says-uh, verse 19, line 28, “’destroy this temple and in three days I’ll raise it up.’ The Jews then said, ‘it 
has taken 46 years to build this temple, and will [30:30] you raise it up in three days?’” So the temple had 
been in the process of being built in -for -46 years and Josephus, again, tells us, that Johannine Herod 
began to build the temple-rebuild the temple on the 18th year of his reign. That comes to be about 20 or 
19 B.C. and if you put 46 to that again you are around A.D. 27-28 something of that nature.

So, if you’re- you’re going to talk about the date of Jesus ministry [31:00], I think, the wises thing would 
be around 27, 28 in that regard.

Now, the length of his ministry. We have in the Gospel of John, three specific references to Passovers and 
they’re not the same. They’re different Passovers. So in John 2:13, “the Passover the Jews was in hand and 
Jesus went up to Jerusalem. “ Then you go to page Johannine 135. [31:30] John 6:04, “now the Passover, 
the feast of the Jews was at hand.” Then you go to 281, John 13:01, “Now before the feast of the Passover, 
when Jesus knew his hour had come to depart out of this world to the Father having loved his own who 
were in the world, he loved them to the end.” So you have three specific clear references to the Passover.

There’s another one in John 5:01, page 129 that refers to another [32:00] particular Johannine date, but it’s 
not specific. “After this there was a feast of the Jews and Jesus went up to Jerusalem.” Now usually, when 
one went up during the Passover, is this another reference to the Passover, or is it a reference to, perhaps, 
the feast of Tabernacles, or something like that?

And that raises the question of how many years was the ministry of Jesus. Johannine According to John, 
it’s probably somewhere around 3 [32:30] years. Irony is that an early church follower, 1 A.D. said it must 
be 10 to 20 years. There’s no indication like that at all.

The synoptic Gospels look more like a Johannine possibly year, year and a half of ministry. But we talked 
about the arrangement of the Gospel of Mark being not chronological, but first of all dealing with the 
materials that Jesus did in Galilee and the things there. And then Jerusalem materials [33:00] there’s not a 
chronology of going back and forth as we find in the Gospel of John.

The other Johannine date that helps us with regard to the Johannine death of Jesus is that after the 
Passover the next day is the Sabbath. All 4 Gospels say that Jesus is crucified on the Passover day and the 
next day is the Sabbath. And that’s when the bodies come down from the cross and [33:30] so forth.

Now, we know through astronomy when the Sabbath would have to take place because it involves the 
moon. And so you can date the Sabbaths through astronomical observations fairly clearly. There are only 
four years roughly in that period were the Passover was linked in time with the Sabbath. And they are 
A.D. 27, A.D. 30, A.D. [34:00] 33 and A.D 36. A.D. 27’s too early – not possible. A.D. 36 is too late –not 
possible. So the debate is, then, whether Jesus died in A.D. 30 or A.D. 33. And Johannine I inclined to A.D. 
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30, but there are a lot of people who’ve argue- tried to argue for A.D. 33. I don’t think one can really be 
dogmatic on that issue. Uh- in some way. [34:30]

There are a number of people who argue for 33, some Johannine Evangelical friends of mine argue for 
that. Johannine to me it’s more likely it’s A.D. 30.

When we deal with issues of chronology we have to realize that the Gospel writers don’t seem to be that 
interested in those things. Sometimes like Luke 3:01 there’s an attempt to do some of that. But they’re not 
so concerned about when things happened, but what happened. And Johannine our historical interests in 
chronology and so forth [35:00] may not necessarily follow theirs.

Finally, let’s talk about the resurrection of Jesus. Johannine Here too we have something of a difficulty. We 
have Jesus rising on the third day. First Corinthians 15:3 and 4, “I delivered to you what I also received, 
now that Christ died for our sins, according to the scriptures, buried, on the third day he rose from the 
dead.” The Passover -uh- saying of Jesus that on the third day he would rise from the dead. But for many 
people [35:30] it’s a real problem because Jesus dies late in the afternoon of our Friday and he rises early 
in the morning of Sunday.

Well, we’re talking about say 36 hours. And three days is not what we would consider 36 hours. That’s a 
day and a half. But, again, you have to deal with a time understanding of the people of their day. They’re 
not writing our- using our concept of time, but [36:00] their own.

The day, the first day, of Jesus burial and death is from Thursday 6 P.M. to Friday 6 P.M. Friday afternoon 
late dies, the second day is 6 P.M. Friday to 6 P.M. Saturday and the third day begins 6 P.M. Saturday and 
ends 6 P.M. Sunday by our calendar and, so, he rises on the third day.

And, again, [36:30] the irony could be that if he died, if they had the precision at the 5:59 on Friday and 
rose 6:01 on Saturday, that would have been two days. So he could have died at 5:59 Friday and 6:01 
Saturday would be three days. 24 hours to minutes the way they count time. But of course it wasn’t quite 
like that.

Alright, that gives you an idea of the time. And I –I’ve heard [37:00] people make references that Jesus 
had to die on an earlier day. He died Thursday because that’s the only way you can get three days out of 
it. And I say, “you-, what you’re not doing is not thinking how the author is using time. You’re thinking 
about how you understand time. You didn’t write this account.” The Gospel writers did. Their 
understanding is different. They counted time like a dew counts time that any part of the day was a day. 
So part of Friday is the first, Saturday is the second [37:30]- Saturday being Friday night’s 6 P.M. to 
Saturday night’s 6 P.M. -6 P.M. Saturday to Sunday is the third day. And it fits nicely in that regard.
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Chapter 23

Now we want to talk about the birth of our Lord, Jesus. And in particular we want to talk about the virgin 
birth. Now, the virgin birth accounts, if you look in your synopses at [00:30] page seven, occur in 
Matthew 1.16 to 25, and in Luke it occurs in Luke 1.26 to 38, where the angel comes and says to Mary that 
she will conceive and she says, "Well how can this be? I have no husband." And the angel goes on to say 
"The Holy Spirit will come upon you and overshadow you and [01:00] the child to whom you have will 
be called holy, the Son of God."

And so we have here the announcement of the virgin birth in Matthew and Luke. That's why we believe 
in it. There have been numerous attempts in one form or another to find additional references that refer to 
the virgin birth. In [inaudible 01:20] 4.4 we read, "When the time hath fully come God sent forth his Son, 
born of woman, under the law." Some have attempted [01:30] to see that statement "Born of a woman", 
"Born of woman" it negates a virgin birth because it doesn't say "Born of a man and a woman", but just 
"Born of a woman."

And so that Paul is eluding here to a virgin birth. I don't think that explanation really flies because the 
fact is that you and I can also say we've been born of a woman. And if you look at Galatians 4, what he's 
trying to do is to show not [02:00] so much the distinction and uniqueness of Jesus, but the commonality 
and the likeness that he shares with us. God said to his Son, "Born of a woman, born under the law of 
reading those that were under the law."

And I think surely, if you had never the virgin birth stories you would never think Galatians 4.4 referred 
to anything other than a human birth. Jesus truly became very man [02:30] of very man, as the creed says. 
Some have suggested that John 1.13, turn with me to page one. May also be, be an illusion here to the 
virgin birth. Verse 13 beginning at line 20, "Thou who received them who believed in his power to 
become children of God. Who were born out of blood nor the will of the flesh nor the will of God, but of 
God?"

Now that reference, "We were born [03:00] not of blood nor the will of the flesh nor the will of man but of 
God." That doesn't apply to Jesus, but to those who are his followers who are born into his family. That 
doesn't seem to be a reference of the virgin birth. Then if you turn with me to John 8.41, here in the 
ministry of Jesus [stutters], Jesus said, um, he says in verse 37 "I know that you are the descendants of 
Abraham, yet you seek to kill me because my word [03:30] finds no place in you. I speak of what I have 
seen with my Father and you do what you have heard from your Father." They answered it.

"Abraham is our Father" Jesus said to them. "If you were Abraham's children you would do what 
Abraham did. But now you seek to kill me, a man who has told you the truth. Which I heard from God. 
This is not what Abraham did. You do what your Father did." They said to him, "We are not born of 
fornication." Some have said that this is an illusion to [04:00] Jesus' questionable birth.

In other words, we are not born of illegitimacy. We are not born of fornication. And this was their 
response to the attempted claim that Jesus was born of a virgin. Well, in the passage, when they say "We 
are not born of fornication" it looks like they're defending themselves and not accusing Jesus. Because he 
says "You are not Abraham's children. You do what your Father, not [04:30] Abraham did." And they said 
"We're not born of fornication." So it's an attempt to defend them, not to attack Jesus. Uh, a claim of a 
virgin birth.
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And the question of course, was, was there ever a claim of the virgin birth going around, in respect to the, 
um, ministry... When Jesus was going and teaching, administering that way.

Finally we turn to page 1.28, when Jesus comes to Nazarus. Some have said this is [05:00] [pause], "Is this 
not the carpenter or the Son of Mary and brother of James and Joseph, Judas and Simon and all his sisters 
here with us?" Notice they're saying "Is not this the carpenter, the Son of Joseph [emphasis] and Mary?" 
And brother and so forth. James, Joseph, Judas and Simon. The fact that Joseph is not mentioned here 
indicates that they’re saying in some way or other that Joseph may not be his father.

I think that's [05:30] a very strange way of interpreting the passage here. I think it just implies Joseph is 
dead, been dead for some time and when they think of Jesus they think of Mary more than Joseph in that 
regard. So I think the other attempts here in Galatians, John and Mark are really not very convincing. We 
believe in the virgin birth because the bible says so in Matthew and Luke. How much more do you need!? 
Right?

[06:00] Does it say that in every book of the bible? No. It's said there and that's efficient. So the church has 
believed in the doctrines of the virgin birth. Probably the best way of referring to that is not so much the 
virgin birth as much as the virginal conception. Because you get into a definition as to a 'birth', being 
virginal or not. And I [inaudible 06:28] I don't want to get in to. But it's [06:30] certainly a virginal 
conception and that expression would be one that's quite easily accepted.

Now, we have this account of the virgin birth in the gospels. And now the question is, "Well, if you don't 
believe in the virgin birth. If you don't believe in the miraculous, what are you doing with a claim like 
this?" You have to try and explain it in some way. Why in the world did the church ever come to believe 
in the virgin birth?

[07:00] Well, there have been a number of attempts to explain this and one is that as the church expanded 
more and more into the Greek world, Christians were coming out of a gentile background and in the 
gentile world there were numerous people who had been born supernaturally in the [stuttering] of the 
diocese, supposedly. You have numerous God and human births in Greek mythology. Some of them, um, 
[07:30] uh, are somewhat mysterious.

For instance the birth of Perseus, whose mother Diana was loved by Zeus. She conceived by a reign of 
gold coming from Zeus upon her and then she gave birth to Perseus. Another one is the birth of Hercules, 
who was born by the lust of Zeus for another woman. When you read the accounts of these, quote, 'God-
[08:00] human births', the women are never virgins to start with. Hardly ever. And if they are virgins to 
start with they're not considered virgins afterwards. In other words it's conceived very physically in this 
regard.

So in the technical sense, Paganism really has no virgin births. A man by the name of Ellen Sweet writes, 
"After a careful aborious and occasionally worrisome study of the evidence offered. And the analogies 
urge, I’m convinced that Heathenism", [08:30] gentile world, "Knows nothing of virgin births. 
Supernatural births, it has without number. But never from a virgin in a New Testament sense and never 
without physical generation. Except in a few isolated instances of magical births" like in the case of 
Perseus "On the pot of the woman who had not the slightest thing to be called a virgin. In all recorded 
instances, which I have been able to examine is the mother was a virgin before conception took place. She 
could not make that claim [09:00] afterwards."

Now, Paganism, then, [background coughing] really doesn't have any parallel to what we call a virgin 
birth. Furthermore, Pagan births are always very sexual in nature. Very, um, very physically oriented. 
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Now, if a person starts looking at the virgin birth accounts in the gospels and sees the holy spirit seducing 
Mary and having a sexual relationship with her and [09:30] to this relationship Jesus is born, I would 
suggest you need serious counseling.

This is a very A sexual account. There's nothing physical implied in all this. Ah, furthermore, this is not a 
gentile story. These stories originated in a Jewish world. In fact, um, the virgin birth account in Luke is 
probably the most Jewish part of the whole gospel. This story originated in Judaism. Now, [10:00] where 
in Judaism do you have [inaudible 10:03] seducing women? And giving birth to super heroes? If you even 
said that to a Jew you'd probably need to duck, stones are coming. It is so completely inappropriate and 
out of the ordinary. It's just not a possibility.

So here you have another virgin birth [very loud microphone], not a supernatural birth in the Greek sense 
of the word, but a 'virgin' birth. You have an 'A sexual' account, not in the Greek sense [10:30] with a 
sexual encounter with Zeus and some beautiful woman. And you have an account that comes out of the 
Jewish world.

Now, the next question that a person might ask, "Is it possible that what the Jewish world did was to look 
at Isaiah 7.14 Christian Church and they read this account about a "Young maiden or virgin will conceive 
a bare a son" and they made up the story of a virgin birth to fulfill a prophecy? A very common thing to 
say.

[11:00] The problem with that explanation is that as far as we know, no one in the Jewish world 
interpreted Isaiah 7.14 as referring to a virgin birth. It was not interpreted that way in the [inaudible 
11:17] texts, in the other kinds of texts such as, um, the [inaudible 11:24] texts. You might say, "Well in a 
subtuigen it does use the word 'virgin' or 'virgin shall conceive'", yes, but, [11:30] everybody who 
interpreted that interpreted it as a woman who's presently a virgin will have, with her husband, the birth 
of a child. And no one thought that this maiden, this virgin would be, still be a virgin after the conception.

So then where would this have come from? I would suggest the best way of explaining how Isaiah 7.14 
came to be understood as a virgin birth was that in light of the virgin birth stories, [12:00] that the early 
church had, when they came to that passage in Isaiah, they saw this as a prophecy concerning what really 
happened. In other words, Isaiah 7.14 is interpreted in the Jewish church after the virgin birth stories. 
After the fact, as a reference to a virgin birth.

Not the reverse. And so, ah, one of the problems you have if you don't believe in the virgin birth stories is 
that, "How did it originate?" And there's not [12:30] a nice, easy way of saying how this story originated 
because of such and such and such and such. It certainly didn't originate as a parallel to Paganism, 
because those are not virgin births. They're very physical. And it doesn't originate in the Jewish world 
because they do not have a virgin birth understanding of Isaiah 7.14. It's after all this that we start having 
an understanding of that text as referring to the virgin births.

Now, where did this story come [13:00] from? [stutters] It's really very unlikely that Jesus and his 
preaching ministry taught, "I'm a virgin born Son." I can't imagine that in the teaching on the hills of 
Galilei saying something like that. And the fact is it doesn't occur in any of Jesus' teachings. Which is, if he 
had taught this way he would expect they would have been preserved. It's very unlikely that Mary had a 
coffee clutch one day [13:30] with a number of her neighbors and said, "You know, I've been keeping this 
inside of me all this time. I just can't keep it in any longer. Jesus is not Joseph's son. I was a virgin when he 
was born."
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They don't get that sense. But if you look at Luke, you have a couple references in which Luke says that 
Mary kept all these things in her heart and pondered them. And the question now is, "If she kept them in 
her heart and pondered them, how does Luke [14:00] get to know about it?" Has this been shared, by 
Mary herself, to Luke? It's impossible to prove it, but it is a possibility to be sure.

For instance, Luke 2.51, page 11. "After this event of the boy Jesus is in the temple", how do we know that 
story? We read it. "And then he went down with them and came to Nazareth, went down from Jerusalem 
to Nazareth." Of course it's North. We would say 'go up', [14:30] but Jerusalem's on the mountain so they 
go down all the time, whichever direction they go. 'And he was obedient to them. His mother kept all 
these things in her heart." Now that's an editorial comment by Luke. "How does he know that? Where 
does he get it?" Same place he got it in, on page nine, Luke 2.19. "After the Shepard’s come we read, but 
Mary kept all of these things pondering them in her heart." Is this the source, then, [15:00] of the virgin 
birth story? They come from Mary and from her witness after the events have taken place.

All right, now, along with the virgin birth stories, or the virginal conception stories, there are a number of 
difficulties that are found in the accounts as well that one of them is the problem of [phonetics] 
[Cyrinius], or as the King James spells it, [Cyrinius]. In Luke [15:30] two, verse two, we might as well go 
to page seven, number seven there. In those days a decree went out from Caesar Augustus that all the 
world should be enrolled. This was the first enrollment when [Cyrinius] was governor or Syria and all 
went to be enrolled into his own city and Joseph also went up from Galilei from the city of Nazareth to 
Judea.

Okay, now. The problem here is as follows. We are able to obtain a [16:00] pretty good understanding of 
the governors of Syria from the time of nine BC to 86. From nine to six BC the name of the governor, the 
Roman governor was C. Sentiasa Aeternitas. Now the next governor, from six to four, was [phonetics] 
[Pequentilias Veras]. We're not sure who the governor was in three to two BC [16:30] but that's not going 
to really affect us because Jesus is born before four BC when Harry the Great dies.

So that lack is not a major problem. From one BC to 84, Aguayo Caesar, from four to five AD [phonetics] 
Fallacious Seternimus. And then in six BC the governor is a man by the name of [Cyrinius]. Now the 
problem here is [17:00] it looks like we have pretty good evidence that [Cyrinius] was governor of Syria in 
86. Which is much, much too late for there being a census that he had commanded and was in charge of 
at the time of the birth of Jesus. And so we're off about 12 years! And we go back to say, six BC.

There is no question about this, this is a real difficulty. And I think one of the things that you have to 
[17:30] start wrestling with, is when you come across a difficulty like this, what do you come to as a 
conclusion? Do you say, "It looks like it's contradiction must be wrong." Do you simply say "I don't 
believe any of these problems exist? I live in a wonderful land of simple faith." I think that they spelled it 
wrong. Actually this man should've been spelled Cyrinius and the documents are all wrong, or 
something [18:00] silly like that.

Or do you say something like, "You know, we don't have all the evidence. We don't have a lot of evidence 
from the first and second century." It may well be that there would be some evidence, something that 
would come up that could explain it for us. I don't know. But I think I will hold off the judgment until 
that time.

Now there have been lots of attempts to try to explain this, and let me just share with you a couple of 
them. The one that I find, [18:30] uh, not most convincing, but least difficult, is the fact that in six BC there 
was a revolt of the Homodensians, which is in South West Turkey. All right? You think of this oblong and 
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South West Turkey and they were narcissists in places like this. There's this revolt of this Homodensians 
group in six BC and we do know that a man by the name of Cyrinius [19:00] was placed in charge of the 
Roman forces to quell that revolt.

And therefore in six BC, although he was not the governor, one of these two were the governor at the 
time, he was to a certain extent the man in charge of what was going on in that part of the world. Is this 
what Luke is doing? Is he trying to be specific [stutters] it was when Cyrinius was in effect the governor 
of that land during the time of the Homodensian revolt. [19:30] Maybe.

Another way of trying to explain this is, if you look at page seven, Luke 2.2, this was the first enrollment 
when Cyrinius was governor of Syria. Luke seems to distinguish between the first enrollment of Cyrinius 
and a later enrollment of Cyrinius. And is it possible that we have the second enrollment of Cyrinius in 
86, and the first one was, say, 12, [20:00] 14 years earlier, sometime during the Homodensian era... Era, or 
something of this nature.

So there are certain suggestions that help us wonder, "Maybe there is some evidence out there, we just do 
not know how to explain it fully." Although somebody might say "It can only be this or that." But we're a 
little more open to the possibility that evidence could arise that would explain this to us.

I just called your attention, remember when I [20:30] explained to you how that I could say at the same 
time that I spent my sabbatical in 1985 in Germany? And I could say at the same time, I spent my 
sabbatical in Switzerland. And they're not contradictory. I shared that with you, right?

Now they look like they're contradictory statements. But if you knew enough evidence, I think most 
people would be able to say, "Yeah. I can see how he could say either of those [21:00] statements and 
they're both true." Maybe there are things like that that come up in regard to some of the biblical 
materials. If we knew more, that would be fine. We'd be able to understand it.

Another problem that I've seen here is the problem of the massacre of the innocence. There is no external 
evidence, at all, that there was a slaughter of children in Bethlehem two years old [21:30] or younger. 
There have been attempts to refer to a passage that might elude to this, let me just [flipping pages], it's the 
assumption of Moses, chapter six. The assumption of Moses. It talks about a powerful kingdom rising 
and that putting to death boys old and young. And some have seen this as a reference to Harold the 
Great's slaughter of the innocence.

[22:00] No real evidence for it, however, in the story. And say this would have certainly been recorded. 
Why would it certainly have been recorded? How much historical evidence do we have about Herod's 
reign? You have to go to, essentially, Josephus and a few other scraps and scriptions and so forth. And the 
question is, "Would Josephus have [inaudible 22:24]?" If it had taken place?

Well, first of all, let's look for a minute at [22:30] the fact that if you try to talk about how many children 
would be involved, probably we're talking about 20 children two years old or younger in the city of 
Bethlehem. Bethlehem was not a huge city. It was a little town. It's only 20, don't make light of that. It's 
terrible. Yeah, it is terrible, but in a time of Herod, there's all other things that were going on that he did.

The fact is, if there's a character in the bible [23:00] that you could conceive of massacring the innocence, 
Herod would come up quite easily. His character fits it perfectly. We're not talking about Mother Theresa 
doing this. We're not talking about Albert Schweitzer doing this. We're not talking about the blessed Ajani 
Simian doing this. We're talking about Herod doing this! And if we look at Herod's character, this fits him 
real well. For instance, we know that he was very suspicious of any threat to his rule. He put to death his 
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brother in law, [23:30] he put to death his mother in law, he put to death his wife's grandfather. He put to 
death two of his wives, one of whom was his favorite wife.

He put to death three of his sons. One being his favorite son. Now, this is the man that the biblical account 
says took the lives of some 20 children in Bethlehem. [24:00] And if you're willing to put to death two of 
your wives, your favorite one, three of your sons, your favorite son, your mother... Ah, you know. Mother 
in law, you can understand that. [audience laughs] Don't misunderstand me, I had a wonderful mother in 
law who went to be with the Lord. Real sweet soul. But a brother in law, in addition. Father's grand... 
Wife's grandfather and so forth. This is the man we're talking about, so it fits very much the character of 
Herod.

But there's no account to it, simply means that in the world [24:30] of that day, it probably didn't create 
that great a stir. There was a pun that circulated in Rome considered Herod, which I... [inaudible 24:40] 
who's, who i Aqueous. [inaudible 24:48]. This is a swine. A pig. It was better in Herod's kingdom and 
safer to be a pig, than to be a son." [25:00] He was a half Jew, he didn't eat pig, eat pork. So pigs are pretty 
safe. We will be your son. This is the man we're talking about.

If it's very much his character, the massacre of the innocence. Probably the biggest problem we have 
associated with the virgin birth accounts is the genealogies. Let's just look real quickly at page nine, six 
rather. Page six. Begins on page five somewhere, [25:30] but mostly on six. When you look at them there 
are a number of difficulties. One is that the look in genealogy goes back to Adam. Well let's hold off on 
that.

Let's first deal with the question, is it possible in the day of Jesus, to have genealogies like that, that can 
trace your ancestry over a thousand years down [26:00] the pipe? Maybe closer to 2,000 years. I have a, a 
genealogy of my father's family that goes into the 1600's in Germany. But that's about it, we couldn't get 
any further than that when we tried to look it up.

Now, in the time of Jesus, Josephus talks about geologies like this and Josephus has a genealogy in which 
he could trace his descendants back to the time of King David. And he refers to the fact that [26:30] 
[inaudible 26:31] when he, his daughter, when his son was going to marry a daughter, could trace her 
genealogy back all the way to the time of David's and even before that. So genealogies and records in the 
temple were there. It's after AD 70 when the temple destroys all those records are destroyed with them.

So genealogies are possible, no question to that. You could have a genealogist, not like, there was no way 
in the world that they could [27:00] trace their lineage this way. That's not true at all. As to differences 
Matthew traces the genealogies from Abraham to Jesus. Luke goes, Jesus is back to Abraham in reverse 
order, but needless to say that they go further back. Luke wanting to establish Jesus as the fulfilment of all 
the world's hopes gentiles as well.

But the biggest problem are the names. The names are quite different. And it doesn't take very long. You 
have [27:30] the first after Joseph you have the name Hili, H-i-l-i and if you look at Joseph in, um, 
Matthew, the name before Joseph is Jacob. Right from the start they're different. And, um, it's a notorious 
problem. It's been there for a centuries, various attempts to explain them. One explanation is that 
Matthew traces the royal lineage via Joseph [28:00] back through Solomon. Where Luke traces the priestly 
lineage via Joseph back through Nathan.

We could realize that you could have a lin... A lineage in England of a person's physical lineage and we 
could have how he has descended from the present came, where he stands in the royal line and maybe it 
would like [28:30] quite different. And another one explains that Matthew traces the physical lineage via 
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Joseph through the actual father who was Jacob. Whereas Luke traces it back via Joseph who was the 
legal father. Fulfilling his brothers Jacob's death responsibility in marriage.

So where do we have any evidence? Well there is no evidence for this. We, we, we just don't know. It's just 
a a suggestion. Can it be wrong? [flipping pages] Sure. Can it be right? Possibly. [29:00] The legal father 
would be Joseph and his lineage is through Hili, H-i-l-i. That's Joseph's legal father. When Joseph was 
young his father Jacob died and his uncle, who became his legal father, Hili took... Adopted him. And so 
now you follow the legal kind of genealogy through his adopted father Hili.

Okay, now. Another possibility [29:30] is that what Matthew does is to trace Jesus' lineage via Joseph and 
Luke tracing it through Mary. And the key there is in the genealogy let's look at page five. "He who have 
Jesus', when he began his ministry was about 30 years of age, being the son. They have in brackets. As 
was suppose end of bracket, of Joseph. [30:00] Okay?

Now, technically that bracket could be extended to as was supposed of Joseph. And the end of the bracket 
can come after Joseph. Now, this way, as it presently reads in our [inaudible 30:20] Jesus, when he began 
his ministry was about 30 years of age, being the Son, as was supposed of Joseph. He really wasn't 
Joseph's son. Joseph on the other hand was the son of Hili, [30:30] who was the son of Matthew and so 
forth and so on.

Or you could read it this way, less likely, I have to admit. "Jesus, when he began his ministry was about 30 
years of age. Being the Son, bracket, as was supposed of Joseph, end of bracket. But he was really the Son 
of Mary, who was the father of... Whose father was Hili and therefore he's the Son of Hili and the Son of 
Matthew. And now you have the [31:00] lineage not of Joseph, as it was supposed of Joseph's bracket. 
Eliminate Joseph. But really of Mary. And so you have now the difference being that Joseph's genealogy is 
what we find in Matthew and Mary's is the one found in Luke.

And there is some support in the sense that, in the conception of Mary in the mythian account, you have 
Joseph being referred to as the son of David. [31:30] And what precedes in Matthew, therefore must be 
Joseph's genealogy because David is the, is the central part of that whole genealogy. And in the very first 
account Joseph is referred to as the son of David. To show his tie with the genealogy before.

Mary, Luke has a special interest in Mary. And heavily deals with Mary's roll in all of this. So in favor of, 
[32:00] of this kind of an argument is that Luke does seem to focus on Mary. Matthew tends to focus on 
Joseph. Now hypothetically, this is possible. It’s the less likely way of reading the text, however. I think 
we have to admit that. It's not at all impossible.

I come to the places that I had no way of explaining this in a very easy, satisfactory manner. I just don't 
know. I just don't know. [mumbles] Why don't we simply say it looks [32:30] contradictory? Because I 
have a faith in the bible, I have doctrine of inspiration but I've also seen times when things that looked 
like they could not be reconciled, could be reconciled. But I rather leave things in a kind of, 'I'm not sure' 
mode, than to force an explanation upon it that doesn’t seem convincing.

Now you could read a text of Jesus, a book about the life of Jesus [33:00] and I'll give you one of these as if 
it's the gospel truth. I don't want to do that for you. I don't want to give you the possibility to be honest 
with you and just say, "I don't know how to resolve it."

All right now, the star of Bethlehem. As early as 1606 the astronomer Johannes Kepler argued that this 
star in Bethlehem was a conjunction of the planets Jupiter and Venus. [33:30] In the spring of seven BC. 
Notice the time, it fits real nicely. Or that it was the conjunction of Jupiter and Saturn that fall. The latter 
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occurs every 800 years or so. And certainly some of this phenomena and the heavens would've been uh, 
observed, speculated about and commented on in regard to that.

Some have suggested that it was a nova, or super nova where, [34:00] uh, a star explodes and the star that 
could hardly be seen before all of a sudden lights up the heavens for a short period of time. We also know 
that Haley's Comet came around 12 or 11 BC, at that time. And in addition there are Chinese records that 
refer to five and four BC as a time when there were comets and novas of the sort that were fairly common. 
So what is a star of Bethlehem? Again, [34:30] you can go to some astronomer, astronomy show and there 
will be dogs saying, "We don't know." We don't know.

However, rather than simply saying it's a myth made up, it's interesting to note that, if you like to look at 
the heavens there's a lot of things going on in that time. A lot of things coming up.

All right, now, the theological significance. Anel Brunner argues that the virgin birth stories [35:00] are 
really a kind of impertinent attempt by the early church to try to explain the incarnation of Jesus Christ. 
That it was a bad attempt to try to explain in some kind of mechanical way, how the word became flushed 
and dwelt among us.

Well, you know there's a sense in which he has a point. [35:30] The virgin birth does not explain one wit 
how Jesus, quote, became the Son of God. Has nothing to do with Jesus' son ship. Think just one minute. 
Did the Son of God preexist before a virgin birth? That has nothing to do with his being the Son of God. 
He either is or he's not. And before there was a virgin birth, he was the [36:00] Son of God. So it has 
nothing to do with his becoming, in some way, the Son of God. He was the Son always and his coming to 
earth is via this particular way of a virginal conception.

Now, is it possible that Jesus could've been born in a physical manner? And the word became flush this 
way? I don't know how to answer that. Yeah. If you say "No", [36:30] my question is, is it possible if God 
knows something about doing something just like that, that we don't know? And so wait a minute. If he 
had been born by a normal physical birth, he would've been contaminated by sin. All right? Now, be 
good Roman Catholic and take it the next step. All right?

Now you need to have an immaculate conception. Which protects you from the Mary side [37:00] of the 
birth source. The New Testament doesn't do that. The New Testament is perfectly willing to say, "The 
angels said the Holy Spirit would come upon her, they would be born, and the child would be the Son of 
God." That's all. I think it's a very big mistake to try to talk about mechanics.

That, to me, is a looking down upon [37:30] the sexual relationship [audience sneezes], which, the Old 
Testament doesn't do. The command to replenish the earth comes before the first sin. So you can't always 
sit and say, "Well, sex is innately evil." Because God said it was good. And before the fall. So I think what 
we simply have to say, "This was the way God brought it about." My response to Brunner, if he were here, 
would be to say, "You talk about God being sovereign. How can you tell which way he can or cannot 
breed [38:00] about the incarnations?" The only evidence we have is what the bible says, about the birth of 
Jesus and about the incarnation. And Luke and Matthew, two of the gospels say it was about the virgin 
birth. Why not simply accept the [inaudible 38:15] and allow it to be?

And I want to finish here with just some comments concerning the writing of the fundamentals. 
Fundamentalism is named after a work that was produced in 1910, [38:30] to about 15. In 1895 there was a 
meeting at Niagara, Niagara Bible Conference, in which Evangelicals got together, um, more and more 
they were seeing the Christian Colleges that once were faithful to the gospel and seminaries becoming 
liberal. And they said "We need to respond against this" and the result was a five volume set [39:00] of 
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books entitled, "The Fundamentals" in which Evangelicals talked about what are the fundamental beliefs 
that were held by Evangelical Christians.

And, um, the five that were mentioned in the book, and by the way, that was an outstanding work. It was 
a very scholarly interaction with liberal theology and reputation of it. Uh, it was a, a work of great 
scholarly [39:30] prominence. What they concluded with the five fundamentals was the [inaudible 39:35] 
of scripture, the deeding of Jesus, the virgin birth which we're talking about, the substitutionary 
atonement, the bodily resurrection and second coming of Jesus.

Now let me just say that, if you ask me, "What are the five most fundamental beliefs that I hold?" These 
would not be my five. But fundamentalism was not enlisting the five fundamentals, I'll say these are the 
five most [40:00] important doctrines, but these are the five that we, as Evangelicals see are most under 
attack and must defend at this time. Notice for instance that there's nothing about the nature of God here. 
I think that's pretty important.

Character if righteous and holy God was unimpenetent and so forth. Uh, I think fundamentally in, in a 
sense of a base of theology that would be certainly one of the fundamentals you'd want to list. But these 
were a fundamental [40:30] list of things that were being attacked at the time that Evangelicals had to 
unite under. They were, so to speak, not so much individually important as they were indicators of 
whether a theology here was warped, or if Evangelical.

For instance, if you ask somebody about the virgin births, if they denied it that sent the signal as to their 
whole [41:00] attitude towards the bible and to Christian faith. And the implications of that. If you said 
you don't believe in the inherency of scripture that indicated that the bible was no longer their main 
source of theology. And it would be able to help you understand. It was kind of like a [inaudible 41:16]. 
And if you repeated these it indicated you were Evangelical, if you didn't it indicated you were not.

Now, the virgin birth is important here. Not because it's one of the five most basic doctrines [41:30] we 
hold as Christians. We believe it because the bible teaches it. If you don't believe it, it says something 
about your whole attitude towards the bible and that would imply implications in other areas as well. So 
I think there's a sense in which we have to keep in mind that the virgin birth is the means and manner in 
which God brought about the incarnation. But it's the incarnation [42:00] that's the key doctrine.

At Christmas time, we do not celebrate motherhood. We don't deify human birth. What we are 
celebrating is that the word became flush. And dwelt among us. The way God brought that about was 
through the virginal conception of a young girl named Mary. But it's not the manner as much as what 
happened. [42:30] The Son of God took on human form and so we're far more important than the virgin 
birth, is the incarnation. The virgin birth was the manner, the incarnation was the 'what' that resulted 
from that.
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Chapter 24

All right, after the birth of Jesus, the next thing in the life of Jesus is period which we can refer to as the 
silent years. The silent years. Why are they silent? Because the bible doesn't talk about them. If you want 
to know, what happen in the silent years you have to go to the apocryphal gospels and they will clue you 
in.

[00:38] Remember we read some stories about the boy Jesus, who works all sorts of miracles, was the best 
running back the Nazareth High School football team. Scored every time he had the ball, and left 
[inaudible] [00:53] for all sorts of opponents who tried to tackle him, or something like that.

[00:58] However, the gospels are silent about this and there is not much we know. We can learn some 
things about it. There is one incident in this period found in Luke 2:41 and 52. Turn to page 11 for a 
minute.

[01:14] This is the story of the boy Jesus in the temple, and what we have here is story about how a little 
boy, 12 years old, is in Jerusalem, when his parents head for home they assume he is with the caravan 
playing with the other children. They are not just saying, well we are going to start, if he comes out with 
us, but let's not worry about it, maybe someday he will show up again. There is a kind of pilgrimage in 
which families are all together, and they assume he is with the rest of the children. [01:47] They find he’s 
not there. They go to the temple, and eventually they find him here and they are very upset and they say, 
“Son, why have you treated us so?” Line 8, “Behold your father and I have been looking for you 
anxiously.” And he said to them, “How is it you sought, did you not know I must be in my Father's 
house.” [02:09] They did not understand the saying which he spoke to them. He went down with them, 
came to Nazareth, and was obedient to them and his mother kept all these things in her heart. Jesus 
increases in wisdom and is stature and favor with God and man.

[02:22] Why is this story recorded in the gospel of Luke? Why was it preserved by Luke? What does it 
teach? I, Luke, wrote this story for you because...It shows that he is different. That there is something 
about him, that is not like us. And the fact that he, who is the Son of God, is already aware of this at the 
age of 12. 
 
[02:59] Now, he of course had to know that, he always knew he was the Son of God. Well now, think for a 
minute. If you really believe in a true incarnation, the Word became flesh. When did Jesus begin to 
become aware that he was the Son of God? Well, by 12 he was already aware of this in some ways. Was he 
aware of it, when he was seven months old, crawling around in the house of Nazareth?

[03:30] I find that hard to conceive. When he was nursing from his mother, his womb, from his mother's 
breast? Is the Son of God aware of Sonship? I don't know, I don't know how to answer that question.

[03:46] If you are writing for the apocryphal gospels, as he is nursing he is doing Einsteinium geometry. 
[laughter] But that, I mean you have kinda of a dualistic Son of God, who has nothing to do with 
humanity. If the word truly became flesh, as the writer here says in, Luke says, he increased in wisdom 
and stature and in favor with God and man. I don't want to minimize that and say well, he always had 
this wisdom.

[04:18] I don't know how it works out. Maybe, some mysteries about the incarnation. But this incident 
tells us that already at the age of 12 he already understand something unique about himself. if you say, 
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well Luke, how much before that he was aware of it. Luke would say, I don't know, I just know at the age 
of 12, that's about all I can say. I don't know.

[04:42] At the age of 12 he is aware of it and that is why it is in the account, because there is something 
unusual in the silent years. But, why is this the only account we know of in the silent years? Does that 
suggest something? I think it suggest that this was an unusual instant, and the rest of his life was very 
usual, so to speak. That he was not that unusual, and that his humanity was quiet similar to ours.

[05:10] I think if you look at the account in Nazareth, that would be page 128, when Jesus comes to 
Nazareth. We read at the bottom of 127, he went away from there and came to his own country, and his 
disciples followed him, and on the Sabbath he began to teach in the synagogue. And many who heard 
him were astonished saying, where did this get all of this? What is the wisdom given to him? What 
mighty works, are [inaudible] [05:35]. It's not just the carpenter. The son of Mary and brother of James 
and Joseph and Judas and Simon and not his sisters here with us and they took offense of him. And Jesus 
said to them, the prophet is not without honor, except in his own country and among his own kin and in 
his own house.  
 
[05:53] When Jesus comes to Nazareth the people are saying, what's he doing? I mean, what does he think 
he is doing going around preaching like that and what are these miracles he is doing? How come, this is 
Joseph's kid, and Jesus says he is without honor in his own country as he begins his ministry.

[06:14] Why is it? Well, I think their unbelief indicates they had seen and watched him for some 30 years, 
they have never seen anything that would cause them think otherwise, and he was just a normal person. 
Well you say, well he was without sin. All right, tell me. How would you know a person is sinless? You 
would have to be with him 24 hours a day, every day of his life or her life. Now you still wouldn't know. 
Because you wouldn't know what they are thinking. [06:45] Sinlessness, [inaudible].[06:46] Piety can be 
seen, but sinlessness, I don't know how you would know that.

[06:52] If the first miracle is at Canaan and Galilee, let's turn to page 23. After Jesus turns the water to 
wine in verse 11, line 10 at the top of page 23. This the first of his signs, Jesus did at Canaan and Galilee 
manifested as glory as his disciples believe in him. According to John, the first miracle that Jesus rot was 
after his baptism and in Canaan and Galilee as he begins his ministry.

[07:24] So there is no miracle working, despite what the apocryphal gospels might be saying, that he 
doesn't work miracles during these silent years. So, they are very normal, no.

[07:36] Others pointed out his sinlessness, I believe it, but how would you know it. How would you know 
it? Devote, sure. Man who kept his word, sure. Man that you have never heard using profanity, sure. 
Honored his father and mother, sure. Sinless. You don't know that, you don't know that.

[07:57] Now, in the passage in Mark 6:22 and 26, the brothers and sisters of Jesus are mentioned. James, 
Joseph, Judas, Simon, and his sisters, plural, that means at least two are mentioned as well. So, you have 
these four brothers and two sisters. Now, what was their relationship to Jesus and to Mary? [08:26] In the 
history of the Church, this is greatly debated. It's debated in particular in the early church as more and 
more the doctrine of the perpetual virginity of Mary comes into being.

[08:41] I have my own dues as to why arose. I think it arose at a world that had not become so much 
Jewish Christian, but Greek or Gentile Christian and people in that world are raised in an environment of 
platonic dualism. In platonic dualism, spirit is good but matter is not. Now if there is anything that is 
matter, it is the flesh.
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[09:11] The human body and therefore if there is anything is, quote, "matter like", it has to do with the 
sexual experience and quite soon many in the early church become celibate. They have become a negative 
attitude towards the sexual relationship and towards marriage in general, which involves the sexual 
relationship. And you have a view of celibacy being more noble than marriage.

[09:45] The result is as time goes on the doctrine of the perpetual virginity takes place. You wouldn't 
really want to think that the mother of the Lord had a sexual relationship with Joseph, would you? That 
would contaminate her.

[09:59] Well, that can come out of the Greek world, and the more the Greek world becomes divorced from 
the Jewish Christian world, the more that becomes a dominating influence. If you talked about a 
relationship to a Jewish Christian, that Joseph and Mary lived in a sexual relationship, they would 
probably say, well sure. I mean there would be something wrong about them if the didn't live in a normal 
marital relationship. Didn't God create them male and female and bless them that way.

[10:29] Nothing evil about this, this is what you would expect to fulfill God's purpose for a man and 
woman to marry and have children or something like that. Now, one of the explanations, the Helvetian 
view, is that the sons and daughters of Joseph and Mary, James, Joseph, Judas, Simon and the sisters are 
the actual sons of Mary and Joseph and after the birth of Jesus, Joseph and Mary lived in a normal marital 
relationship and to that relationship and marriage, it was blessed. At least four sons and two daughters.

[11:05] I think that is what, the only way I would understand Matthew 1:25 on page 8. Here you have the 
story of the announcement of in-virginal conception of Mary and at the end, verse 24, after the angel 
visits. Joseph says, don't fear to take her as your wife, what she has is from the Holy Spirit, we are reading 
verse 24. When Joseph woke from sleep, he did as the angel of the Lord commanded him. He took his 
wife, and in verse 25, but knew her not until she had born a son and he called his name Jesus.

[11:48] But he did not know her, that is the beautiful word for the sexual relationship we find in the bible. 
It doesn't mean he didn't become acquainted with her afterwards in a sense that they he learned who she 
was and learned all about her. But they had a sexual relationship. But they didn't have that until she had 
born a son and called his name Jesus. It looks like after the birth of Jesus, Joseph and Mary live in a 
normal marital relationship and they are at least four sons and two daughters. This is the Helvetian view.

[12:19] That view suffered later on, being associated with Helvetius who later was known as a heretic. 
Not for this but for other reasons. The Epithanian view, Helvetius is the author of this view. Epithanius 
the author of this view and that is that the sons and daughters of Joseph by a previous marriage are these 
four sons and two daughters.

[12:46] So James, Joseph, Judas, Simon and the daughters are before Jesus birth. They are Joseph's children 
from a previous marriage. so they are essentially half brothers or something like that, without trying to 
figure out how you do a virgin birth and all of this and figure halves and relations of that nature. But they 
are not the actually sons of Mary and Joseph, but Joseph's sons and daughters by a previous marriage.

[13:19] That always causes me problems at Christmas time, because at Christmas I usually envision 
sometimes Joseph leading a donkey and Mary sitting on the donkey as they head toward Bethlehem. And 
now I see Joseph leading Mary and a donkey, and then there is James, Joseph, Judas, Simon and the 
daughters, their sisters. [13:43] It does explain being no room in the inn, [audience laughter] more than 
that it doesn't explain much.
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[13:54] I might point out by the way, Calvin held this view, interestingly enough. Calvin, he doesn't, he is 
not a real proponent for it, but he inclines to that.

[14:10] Helvetius, the author of this view, Epithanius the second view, Hieronymian that is Jerome's view 
and that is that they are cousins of Jesus and I would suggest that the strongest argument for that view is 
found it page 322. I tend to be very strong on the first view, but I must admit that John 19:26 to 27 favors 
the Hieronymian view.

[14:48] Here when Jesus was on the cross, verse 26 of John, line 9. When Jesus saw his mother and his 
disciple whom he loved standing near he said to his mother, woman behold your son. Then he said to the 
disciple, behold your mother and from that hour the disciple took her to his own home. That I think is 
less easy to understand under the Helvetian view or the Epithanian view in some ways it ah, more the 
Hieronymian view, the view of Jerome.  
 
[15:12] The term brothers and sisters is sometimes used like cousin-like relationships in ancient times. Not 
the normal one, but it, it's possible so that being cousins then if you interpret it that way, this is the way 
you interpret it here then. The fact that Jesus doesn't commit his mother to James, Joseph, Judas or Simon. 
[15:45] It what looks like maybe she didn't have her own children or adopted children from Joseph. To do 
it to a cousin that would seem strange. Doesn't it? If you had children that were your husbands children, 
that Jesus would entrust her to friend, loosely a cousin rather than his own stepbrothers and so forth. 
That looks like it's more difficult to explain.

[16:16] But of course this has difficulty explaining Matthew 125. Now, concerning the languages of Jesus. 
We won't look these up but a number of passages in Mark you have a non Greek expression lemana 
Shabaqthani, my God, my God, why have you forsaken me. You have the little girl, to which being 
interpreted means little girl I say to you. [16:45] There is a number of places where you have Aramaic 
quoted my Jesus, followed by the Greek explanation.

[16:51] Aramaic is the native tongue of the people of Judea and of Galilee. There is no reason why that 
anyone would think that the Aramaic on the lips of Jesus in these places are not original and go back to 
him. That would of been a natural language. Now, Aramaic is related to Hebrew, their dialects of each 
other and it is almost certain that he also knew Hebrew.  
 
[17:18] When he comes to the synagogue, in Luke 4:16 they give him the scroll of prophet Isaiah. He finds 
the place and he reads. So he is able to speak Hebrew and understand it, but to read Hebrew as well and 
not everybody, a minority of people can actual read text in his day.

[17:38] Arabic and Hebrew and that would not be hard at all. I mean it's like a being a border city between 
Holland and Germany. These are dialects that are related to each, to speak Dutch and to speak German 
would be very, very, very easy.

[17:54] People in Switzerland for instances are taught three languages. German, French and Italian and if 
you come from a different area, instead of Italian you learn Romansh, which is a language that is extinct 
at this time, but it's a native dialect in that area. And besides that they go to school they learn English.

[18:16] So, knowing various languages is not that difficult and it's not just the matter of having educated 
population. They are people in Africa who know a number of different dialects among themselves and 
they may not be able to read, but they can speak in these languages.
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[18:34] I was always amazed that when I went to Jerusalem how well these storeowners could bargain in 
English. Well, several years later they were bargaining in Japanese. So, I mean some people [inaudible] 
[18:54]. For Jesus to know these two languages is not a problem.

[18:58] Now there is also some suggestions that he knew Greek. For instance, when he speaks to the 
Syrophenician woman. This would of not of been in Aramaic. She was a Greek. She did not know 
Aramaic. He must of known something of Greek. When he appears before Pontius Pilate, the 
conversation goes on, now no translator in mentioned. It could of been that they didn't refer to the 
translator. But, it looks more like a kind of direct conversation and also when you realize that Jesus is 
raised for 30 years in Galilee.  
 
[19:32] How is Galilee referred to? Galilee of the Gentiles. Three miles, four miles away from the city of 
Nazareth. Nazareth was the city of Sepphoris, which was a major city which had a great deal of building 
going on and it might be very well that Jesus as a boy, went with his father and they worked in Sepphoris. 
In this very, very Greek kind of city. So, probably had ability in three languages. [20:03] As to Latin, he 
probably picked up some terms because of the Roman legions that were in the area, but he not of been 
able to read Latin as such.

[20:12] Now the value of these silent years I think are very important for us as Christians. Let me read to 
you how the writer of the book of Hebrews refers to this period in Jesus’ life. In chapter, two of Hebrews 
verses 14 to 16 he writes the following. Since therefore the children share flesh and blood. He himself, 
likewise shared the same things, Word became flesh. [20:40] So that through death he might destroy the 
one who has the power of death, that is the devil and free those who all their lives were held in slavery by 
the fear of death. For it is clear that he did not come to help angels, but the descendants of Abraham. 
Therefore, he had to remain like his brothers and sisters in every respect so that he might be a merciful 
and faithful high priest in the service of God. To make sacrifice of atonement for the sins of the people. 
Now he says, because he himself was tested, by what he suffered. [21:12] Another word is tempted by 
what he suffered. He is able to help those who are being tested or tempted.

[21:21] And then in chapter 4, verses 14 to 16, since then we have a great high priest who is passed 
through the heavens, Jesus, the Son of God, let us hold fast our confession, for we do not have a high 
priest who is unable to sympathize with our weaknesses.[21:38] But we have one in every respect has 
been tested as we are, yet without sin. Let us therefore approach the Throne of Grace with boldness so 
that we may receive mercy and find grace help in time of need.

[21:51] I think it is very encouraging to think that our savior to whom we pray, was tempted like we, and 
therefore he understands and he bids us to come to him as a sympathetic hearer of our prayers.

[22:04] Now if you asked me theologically, could Jesus have sinned? I am not a real deep theologian, I am 
very simple. When I hear Jesus is tempted by Satan, my understanding that is, yes, he was really tempted 
by Satan and therefore he could of sinned. Then you say well, isn't that kinda dangerous doctrine?  I don't 
know, I do notice this though that when Jesus meets Satan and he is tempted by Satan, he never responds. 
[22:35] "Bug off man, you know I can't sin." [audience laughter] I am not trying to be frivolous, if you say 
he is not really tempted, that is essentially what happens and I think the writer in the book of Hebrews 
really says he suffered through this and therefore because of that, I don't want to lose that.

[23:00] I have a savior who knows what it is to be tempted and if somebody said well, you know, well he 
never sinned so he really didn't experience the temptation like we do. I say well no, it's just the opposite. 
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The person who is really tempted is the one who does not give into his temptation. That is when you feel 
the temptation. Once you give in it's over. Because he never yielded he experienced temptation to the 
fullest. And so we have a high priest we can come to, who can sympathize with our weaknesses. [23:33]

[23:35] The baptism of Jesus. When we talk about the baptism of Jesus, the story begins with the 
appearing of a man, John the Baptist. And one of the things you have to understand, is that when John 
comes on the scene. He causes a tremendous stir. There is a great excitement that he causes because up to 
this time there had not been a prophet. For 400 years. Reading from some of the inter-testament literature, 
Second Baruch. [24:07] Know you moreover that in former times and times of generations of old, our 
fathers had helper, righteous men or holy prophets and more when we were in our land, they helped us 
when we sinned or they interceded us with whom who made us. And the Mighty One heard their prayer 
and forgave us. But now the righteous has been gathered and the prophets have fallen asleep. [24:32] We 
also have gone forth in the land and Zion has been taken from us and we have nothing now to save. Now 
save the Mighty One and his law.

[24:40] In the, ah, Joseph Soto rabbinic material. Since the last prophets Haggai, Zechariah and Malachi 
died, the Holy Spirit has ceased in Israel. Now, that means that the normal view, there were some 
exceptions to this, like the Dead Sea Community at Qumran thought that God had raised up a prophet, a 
teacher of righteousness or something like that.

[25:03] But the normal view among the people of Israel was that for the last 400 years, there has been no 
prophet in the land. The voice of God has not been heard. In the book of Maccabees, in 167, the Syrian 
general, and Ciac Esophoneise [phonetic] comes down and he desecrates the alter in the temple. What he 
does is unclear. They are not sure whether he sacrificed a pig on it, [25:30] or whether he put an idle on it, 
or it was a combination of it, but any of those things are not a sacred kind of act for the Jewish faith.

[25:41] When three years later, the Jews took possession of Jerusalem and the temple. They did not know 
what to do with the alter stone. What should they do with it? And so they made a discussion and that is, 
they would take the stones and put it in a of the temple area and leave it there until a prophet should 
arise and tell them what to do.

[26:03] So, now all of a sudden, after 400 hundred years in the minds of the people there has been no 
prophet. There is a guy down near the Jordan River, who sound just like the prophet. Repent, the 
kingdom of God is at hand. further more, his dress is kinda peculiar. He is wearing, well let's describe it, 
or read it rather. Mark 1:6. Turn with me to page 13. [26:31] Here is the dress of John the Baptist, line 61.

[26:39] Now, John was clothed with camel's hair and had a leather girdle around his waist. Now he is 
wearing very unusual garments and is it just that, that was on sale a Kmart down in Jericho when he 
went through. I might as well get it, it's a good price. Or, does he chooses unusual dress because he has 
something in mind. [27:09] Now, what does he have in mind?  In Malachi 4:5, it says that before the Lord's 
day comes, God will send Elijah back to them to proclaim and there is this expectation of the return of the 
prophet Elijah.

[27:27] For instance, Mathew 9:11, Mark 9:11 to 13. After the transfiguration the disciples asked Jesus, why 
do they say Elijah must come first? The answer for that is, because Malachi said he would. Now if you 
look at II Kings 1:8. I'll read that for you. You have a description of Elijah's dress. The king sends a 
messenger in II Kings one.[27:59] As the messenger goes somewhere to do something that is forbidden. 
He is met by a man who is dressed in this weird way and he sends him back to the king and he says, tell 
the king he is going to die. He comes back to the king and says, this man came up and said your in 
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trouble king. And he said well, what sort of a man was it who came to meet you and told you these 
things? and he answered him, a hairy man with a leather girdle around his waste. And he said, that's 
Elijah of the Tishbite.

[28:28] So here you have this distinctive garment of Elijah, being worn by John the Baptist. And I think 
you would have to say, he consciously sees in his life the fulfillment of the promise of Malachi. He is the 
one who God has sent to proclaim the way of the Lord.

[28:46] And so, John has this understanding of his roll and his garments show that. It's not the normal 
dress that you would have. The only thing you can say is he consciously chose to dress this way, to dress 
like Elijah. So he must have a Elijah consciousness. Consciousness of fulfilling the role of Elijah.

[29:09] Now when the Dead Sea scrolls were discovered a great excitement arose because the Dead Sea 
scrolls had as the theme verse of the community at Cameron, Isaiah 40:3 Reading from the manual of 
discipline at the Cameron community, another words, this was the basic manual of behavior and purpose 
of the Cameron community.

[29:41] Reads, when these men exited Israel, the movement, these are the provisions where by they are to 
be apart from any relationship with sinful humanity. To the end that they may indeed, quote, "Go into the 
wilderness to prepare the way." That is to do what the scripture joins, and it says, Prepare in the 
wilderness, make straight in the desert a highway for our God.

[30:05] And then there is a interpretation, the reference here is to the study of the law, which God 
commanded through Moses. To the end that occasions arise, all things may be done in accordance with 
what is revealed therein and what the prophets have also revealed by God's holy spirit.

[30:20] So the these verse of the Cameron community is a voice crying in the wilderness, prepare the way 
of the Lord. That theme refers to John the Baptist. The locations similar. It's the wilderness of Judea. They 
were quite close to one another. About 10 miles from each other or so.

[30:40] They both had a similar initiation process, although at Cameron there was this baptism that was to 
be repeated on a yearly bases. But, John has a baptism and both are very critical of the Pharisees, those 
seekers of smooth things. The Cameron community refers that. As John says this brood of vipers. They 
are both ascetic in a manor of living and their are both priestly in orientations and Johns a son of a priest.

[31:09] So, you put all this together and you have the material for wonderful, ah, story making 
imagination. Was John brought by his elderly parents of the Cameron community, another priestly group 
to say, we are too old, we cannot take care of him. You take care of him. And as he grows up with the 
theme verse, "A voice crying int he wilderness", he begins to think the best way of preparing the way in 
the wilderness is not by means of trying to keep the law perfectly, [31:42] but going out to the people of 
this world and tell them they should repent for the Lord is about to come.

[31:47] That is nice isn't it? The evidence for. Now who needs evidence when you have a good 
imagination you can make up. True stories. Isn't that right? It is very intriguing, but we don't have any 
evidence. And the question is, Is the wises thing to say is we simply don't know what the relationship is. 
That they knew of each other? I think that seems fairly clear, but we don't have any evidence to talk about 
the exact relationship of the person. Now maybe sometimes more evidence will arrive. But in the present 
time, it's all a question mark.

[32:22] Now, Jesus comes to be baptized and one of the most certain events in the life of Jesus. When even 
the most critical of scholars will be willing to except is the fact that Jesus was baptized by John the 
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Baptist. No, no one argues against that. The only people who argue against that are the people who say 
Jesus never lived. And if Christ never lived it would be hard to get baptized then that way.

[32:46] But that radical attitude is rejected by all. Why do you think that no one at the church would of 
made up a story about Jesus being baptized? Yeah, you have to remember this is a baptism of repentance. 
And the question that arises then is, well, what ah, what was he seeking to repent of? And the very 
difficulty that this encounters is proof that it truly happened. [33:17] The church doesn't make up 
difficulties like that that need to be explained. It's simply a problem that proves that Jesus was truly 
baptized.

[33:26] In the early church, attempts were made to explain this and in one account found in, ah, let's see, 
I'm trying to think what the apocryphal gospel to the Hebrews. We read, behold mother of the Lord, and 
his brethren said to him, Jesus, John the Baptist is baptizing for the remission of sins, let's go and be 
baptized by him. But Jesus said to them, where in have I sinned that I should go and be baptized?

[33:54] Unless, perhaps this very thing that I have said is sin of ignorance. And the story goes on and 
Jesus goes to be baptized just to make sure. Well you can see that they are struggling with this issue and 
we also find that struggle in Matthew's account where John wants to stop him and say, you should 
baptize me, not the other way around. And Jesus say, let it be to fulfill all righteousness.

[34:19] And some how my understanding is the reason Jesus is baptized is to fulfill all righteousness in 
the sense that God having shown his approval that indeed his, the work of John the Baptist came from 
him. Jesus then says, all right I will go and join myself with this which is approved of God and become a 
part of, identify I should say, with the group [34:45] preparing their way for heaven, for the kingdom of 
God. So then, he is baptized to fulfill all righteousness.

[34:53] Another words, God has shown this move by John the Baptist to be right and of him and Jesus 
therefore wants to become part of it. Now after the baptism itself, turn with me real quickly to Mark 1:9 to 
11 and that would be page 16. In those days, Mark 1:9, Jesus came from Nazareth of Galilee. He was 
baptized by John in the Jordan, and when he came up out of the water, immediately he saw the heavens 
open and spirit descending upon him like a dove and a voice came from heaven, thou art my beloved 
son. With thee I am well pleased.

[35:31] Matthew has, this is my beloved son, with whom I am well pleased. And they say, what did the 
voice say. Well, Augustine points out there is no difference between this. I mean it's just the way you 
report it. Mark is reporting what the voice said directly, in quotes. Matthew is saying when he was being 
baptized a voice came from heaven, from God, this Jesus is my only begotten son.[37:57] And for the 
prospective of the hearer, they are hearing about the affirmation that Jesus is God's son and in Mark he 
had the more direct quotation. But there is no real difference between them.

[36:12] Now at the baptism, several things take place. the heavens are rent, torn into. Do don't have to 
remember this, but interesting to note that the past, the verb used for rent is schedzumi [phonetic] from 
which we get Schizophrenic, split personality, here you have the heavens split and there is only one other 
incidence in Mark where that verb is used. And that is when Jesus is crucified and the curtain of the 
temple is schedzumi [phonetic], torn into.

[36:48] And it might be that Mark is implying, it's hard to know, because he doesn't build on it that 
heaven is open to the son of God at his baptism, so heaven in now open, on way to the holy of hollies is 
open to us because of the death of Jesus. The spirit descends upon Jesus, another words he is anointed, 
christened, messiahed, and here in the next account in Luke, nearest account, Luke in Luke 4:16 and 
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following where Jesus [37:20] comes to the city of Nazareth. [37:22] He reads from the book of Isaiah, and 
he says, the spirit of the Lord is upon me. That's the nearest event that Luke has after the baptism of Jesus.

[37:32] So, after the baptism of Jesus, Luke is telling us that he already senses his anointing. His being 
messiahed, his christening, if you want to use the word. And he speaks this is taken place. I have been 
anointed for my ministry. And there is a voice that comes from heaven, this is my beloved son, hear you 
him.

[37:57] And no doubt in the ministry of Jesus, that would be very meaningful and significant in his 
ministry to remember the affirmation of God in that regard.

[38:07] There is one thing that I wanted to comment briefly on. The message of John the Baptist as the 
forerunner of Jesus was that after me comes he who is mightier than I, the tong of those sandals I am not 
worthy to stoop down and untie. I have baptized you with water. But he will baptize you with the Holy 
Spirit.

[38:28] That expression, to baptize with the Holy Spirit is found some seven times in the New Testament.  
All but one make reference to John's message. I baptize you with water, and he who comes after me shall 
baptize you with the Holy Spirit.

[38:47] The other is in I Corinthians 12:13. There's a great deal of emphasis today in certain circles about 
the baptism of the spirit, being some sort of a secondary experience in the Christian life that one should 
seek after. This is not what, what is meant by the words of John the Baptist. [39:09] When John says, I 
baptize you with water, unto repentance, he means I baptize everyone of you who have followed me, 
with the baptism that is associated with repentance. The one who comes after me, he also has a baptism 
and we talk about Christian baptism, but this is a baptism associated with the Holy Spirit. He will baptize 
his followers with the spirit.

[39:34] Now, it seems impossible to me, if you do the comparison, I John baptize my disciples this way, 
Jesus will baptize a small percentage of his disciples with the Holy Spirit.

[39:49] This is something that every Christian has when they become a believer. They received the gift of 
the Spirit. So I understand it this way, I John baptize all of you who have followed me with water and it's 
a baptism of repentance. 

[40:05] But the messiah when he comes, he will baptize all those who follow him with the Holy Spirit. 
And that's exactly the way Paul understands it in I Corinthians 12:13 when he says to the Corinthians, For 
by one Spirit were are all baptized into one body. Whether Jews, the Greeks, slaves or free. We were all 
made to drink of that one Spirit.

[40:27] So that the expression, the baptism of the Spirit is a way of describing the early Christian 
experience of believing in Jesus, being baptized, and also being given the gift of the spirit, of being born 
again, becoming a new creation in Christ. It's not something that if you are a Christian, you have received 
the Spirit. You have had that experience. It's not something you should seek later on after you become a 
Christian. [40:54] For the very act of becoming a Christian involves that coming of the Spirit and the life 
and in the early church it was so intimately associated with the act of baptism, the expression is rather 
clear, the baptism of the Holy Spirit was understood as there conversion baptism, faith and repentance 
and they are receiving the gift of the Spirit. All of which took place generally on the same day.
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Chapter 25

Closely connected with the baptism of Jesus is the temptation. And have you ever given thought as to 
where this information about Jesus’ temptation came from? [00:30] No one is present. The only people 
present are Satan and Jesus. And it’s clear that Satan was not instructing the disciples about this event. 
Uh, so how did this come into being? Think it was A.M. Hunter refers to this as a piece of spiritual 
autobiography. Something that was shared by Jesus later with the disciples.

And, the question that would be [01:00] can you ever imagine why Jesus would share something like 
this? And there are a number of instances where Jesus experienced things which would make a good 
setting for telling his experience because this experience was one that directed him to a particular kind of 
Messiah-ship. Not the commonly thought one, but one that had a particular role as being the suffering 
servant who would die for the sins of the world. Some have suggested, for [01:30] instance, that Jesus 
might have said something to, like, this to Peter.

When after in Mark 8:31-33 he teaches them that the son of man must suffer many things. That’s page 151 
if you want to follow. Be rejected by the elders chief priest inscribe and be killed after three days rise 
again. And saying this now clearly, for the first time about his death. Peter took him and began to rebuke 
him. But turning and seeing that his disciples he rebuked Peter, and said “Get behind me saying for you 
are not on the side of God but of men.”

[02:00] Uh, this would’ve been a quite natural setting for Jesus to say, “I went to that issue once before.” 
And share how, at his temptation, he committed himself to a particular role and understanding of the 
Messiah-ship. Another instance would be John 6:15, page 137. Where, here Jesus had performed the 
miracle of feeding the 5,000. And [02:30] um, page 137, line 70. In John. When the people saw the sign 
which he had gone the feeding of the 5000. They said, this is indeed the prophet was come into the world. 
Perceiving them that they were ‘bout to come and take him by force to make him king, Jesus withdrew 
again to the mountain by himself.

And this idea of an earthly kingship might have very easily gave an opportunity for Jesus to share with 
his disciples [03:00] the experience of the temptation. Now of course, if you are anti-supernaturalist, all of 
this is nonsense. Because you don’t believe in miracles, you don’t believe in Satan, you don’t believe in 
any this. So it has to be just a fictional thing.

But allowing room for the supernatural, the experience in Jesus life could easily have been recounted at 
times like this. And this is why we have the information that he shared this with his disciples. Now, there 
are three temptations. The first involves the [03:30] question if you're the son of God. Then turn this bread 
to stone. Excuse me, that — that doesn’t make sense. Uh, you, nobody caught that. You turn stone to 
bread in the Temptation, not the other way around. Alright?

Audience Member: [inaudible][3:43]

[03:45] Uh, you’re, uh — no you're all asleep, I know that. [audience laughter] Now, the question here 
seems to be: Would Jesus use his power for personal advantage or to trust God to provide his needs? Uh, 
others have also said that this is [04:00] a temptation to Jesus to duplicate, once again, the miraculous 
events of the Exodus where God provides bread in—in the desert for the people. If he would do so then 
he would show that he was God's anointed one, his Messiah. And this would be a sign then for the 
people that he was indeed the Messiah.
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Similarly, the second temptation to jump off the temple this being the second in Matthew with the third in 
Luke [04:30] we’ll talk about that just in a minute—uh, is the idea of whether one will tend God. Now, 
there's uh, an indication where he could've shared that with his disciples. For instance, on page 206, we 
have this account where his brothers and sisters. We know his brothers only uh, in this account. Say the 
following, 206, John 7:2. “Now the Jews feast the Tabernacles was at hand, so his brother said to him, 
“Leave here and go to Judea that your disciples [05:00] may see the work you were doing. For no ‘an—no 
man works in secret if seeks to be known openly. If you do these things, show yourself to the world. Do a 
sign.”

And then there's the comments by John, for even his brothers did not believe in him. So that you have the 
temptation of Jesus to do a sign, to vindicate his ministry. This could also be understood messianically or 
it could be understood as an attempt to dare God in faith. [inaudible][5:29] has [05:30] tremendous 
application in — in or own life and situation. There are a lot of people who simply say, “Well just walk 
out in faith, and God will provide.” And my question is whether this is a daring of God, much like Jesus 
is being—saying, “You don't dare God to do these things, you do it, um, if he has so indicated. Uh, but 
not otherwise.

So jumping off the temple, will Jesus dear God in some way? And Jesus replied again [06:00] is by means 
of scripture, You shall not tempt the Lord, your God.” The third temptation. Here you have, um, an 
experience where Satan takes him to a mountain and shows him all the kingdoms of the world. Saying, 
“All these will be yours if you bow down and worship him—me.”

And here is whether Jesus will contemporize with evil for the purpose of gaining certain political goals of 
[06:30] the light. One of the questions that comes up is, “Were these real experiences in the sense that they 
were physical experiences. A real desert, a real stone, a real mountain, a real temple top, and so forth. Or 
are they visionary experiences? Visionary experiences can still be very real.

A temptation, for instance, could be in your mind and it's [07:00] still a temptation. A temptation can be 
seen [inaudible][7:02] physically before you, and that also is a temptation. Now, there's one aspect of it 
which does look like it’s somewhat visionary. How high do you have to see, to go to see, all the kingdoms 
of the world? Pretty high. And if you high enough, now knowing the earth is round, you have to wait 24 
hours for it to spin around.

[07:30] So is this a visionary kind of experience in some way. On the other hand, I think the general 
impression you have here is that where's maybe seeing the kingdoms of the world may be visionary. 
We’re talking about real experiences, real hunger. I mean he’s in the desert 40 days, and he’s hungry and 
he feeds afterwards. That all looks like it's not simply visionary, it looks like it's real uh, physical kinds of 
experience than the fact that you’re talking about the top of the temple.

[08:00] That looks like a real double top and so forth, and a real mountain. So I think we should see these 
as real temptations, although certainly the vision is probably one that might not of been physically able to 
see all the world. But is shown, in some way, by the evil want to Jesus. Turn with me to the temptation 
accounts think they’re on page 19 if I’m right.

[08:30] Note that in verse — well let’s look at line, line 10. “If you are the son of God, command these 
stones become loafs of bread.” And you have the same in Luke, “If you are the son of God command, 
command these stones to be bread.” The second one in Matthew is that he’s taking to the pinnacle of the 
temple. And notice that in Luke, you have small print here, which, this, temptation, but it's [09:00] not at 
this place. It’s out of order here.
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And the third one, in Matthew then is at the line 28, on page 20. The devil takes them to a very high 
mountain, shows them all the kingdoms rooms of the world and the glory thereof. Now, here you have 
Luke which is having this temptation second, and the one that Matthew has second, in Luke, is third. Uh, 
so you have, in Matthew, stone [09:30] to bread, jump from the temple, worship Satan. In Luke, we have 
stone to bread, worship Satan, jump off the temple.

And the question is how do you harmonize these? Well you could say, “Maybe it happened twice, and 
there were six temptations.” Um, I don't think that's the normal way uh, that you'd want to explain it. 
You’d you have say the gospel writers are not concerned about the exact chronological order, but they 
arrange [10:00] them according to their purpose. For instance, mountains are very important in Matthew. 
We have this taking place on the mountain, we have the sermon on the mount — on the mountain. And 
we have at the end of the gospel of Matthew, Jesus being on the mountain and giving the great 
commission.

So it may be that Matthew wants to [10:30] end on the mountain because that's very important for him. 
On the other hand, Jerusalem plays a very important role in Luke and Acts. And he has the temptations 
ending in Jerusalem, on the mountain, because the gospel ends in Jerusalem. Ex—excuse me, he wants to 
end it on the—in the Temple. Not in Jerusalem on the mountain.

[11:00] But on the — in Jerusalem and the Temple. And so this becomes his concluding temptation, and 
the gospel ends that way in Jerusalem, in that area. So it looks like each—each of the—the orders fit 
Matthew. They fit Luke's organization of the gospel rather well. What we have to remember is, I think 
that they were not primarily interested in—in the chronological order. But in what takes place, not [11:30] 
exactly how it all takes place. Uh, remember once again Mark was — is referred to as having written the 
memoirs of Peter, but not in chronological order. So Matthew and Luke, we shouldn’t press this way. Uh, 
we’ve looked at that also in the sermon on the mount materials in Matthew. You follow the order, it's 
scattered in Luke in a different order.

Uh, for Matthew and Luke, it's not the order of events it's important [12:00] in these things. It's the fact of 
them and what they teach to us. Now the meaning for Jesus, I think the meaning of the temptations is 
very, very important. For at this point, Jesus settles once and for all the kind of Messiah he's going be. 
He’s not going be one that works wonders and he gets people to follow him because he does all sorts of 
signs. He’s not going to contemporize with evil. He doesn't see that his goal is some sort of political 
situation.

[12:30] A and new world order. He sees his goal as dying for the sins of the world. And having gone 
through the temptation, that's settled in his mind. He’s never—it never comes up again in the sense of 
whether this would be the way he goes. And he begins—they will teach his disciples this particular 
matter. The temptations, therefore, I think are best understood as the — an attempt to direct Jesus away 
from his anointing, from [13:00] the kind of Messiah that God has anointed him to be to a different kind of 
Messiah-ship. One way or the other.

Next night, what I want to talk about is the call the disciples. After Jesus’s baptism, and after his 
temptation. We read in the New Testament that he makes the city of Capernaum his home. He leaves 
Nazareth, which is a rural city, off the beaten track somewhat. And, on [13:30] page 30, Mark 4:13, we 
read at this point that after Jesus had heard that John was arrested, he withdrew into [inaudible][13:39] 
and leaving Nazareth. He went and dwelt in Capernaum by the sea in the territory of Zebulon and 
Natalie. So that what was spoken by the prophet Isaiah might be fulfilled. The land of Zebulon and the 

!228



New Testament Survey I Dr. Robert Stein

land of Natalie, toward the sea across the Jordan, Galilee of the Gentiles. The people who sat in darkness 
have seen a great light. And for those who sat in the region, shadow [14:00] of death light has dawned.

This is also brought out, page 80, in Matthew 9:1. Indirectly, it’s not specifically mentioned. But here, how 
Jesus has crossed the sea of Galilee into the area of Gedera. And then in 9:1, he recrosses, and we read 
Matthew 9:1. And getting into a boat, he crossed over and came to his own city. Now [14:30] Capernaum's 
on the Sea of Galilee. If he gets in the boat comes to the city Nazareth, they—they were going uphill. Uh, 
quite a ways. Uh, so, again in—in the Matthew just mentions it incidentally here shows that he's not 
trying to make a point. He assumes that his readers will understand that Capernaum is his home.

Much larger city, much more in the center of things, if you’re going to an evangelist it's [15:00] best to go 
where the people are. And there were people in this area than there would be in Nazareth. So he now 
makes Capernaum his home. When you read the account of the call of Peter and James and John, it's a 
really strange one in some ways. Because, here this stranger comes along Sea of Galilee. And he sees these 
fishermen and he says to them “Leave everything you have, leave father, leave your business, come and 
follow me.”

[15:30] And they meet—they leave everything and follow him. It’s almost like he has a such a charismatic 
character that people just automatically say, “Yeah bye dad.” And just leave. But I think we have to 
understand this in the light of what John 135:51 says. In John, Jesus goes down to meet John the Baptist 
and disciples of [16:00] John the Baptist, Peter, Andrew, James and John. Andrew and—and James and 
John especially. Uh, don't know exactly Peter's relationship but it looks like he's a disciple. They meet 
Jesus and recognize that John has pointed him out to be the Messiah.

And Jesus had said some things that caused them to believe this because he knows things about them. He 
already says that they're going to do some wonderful things for him. That the Peter will call, uh—uh, the 
rock [16:30] and so forth. And then he leaves. We don't know that from the gospel of Matthew Mark and 
Luke because Matthew Mark and Luke don't tell how about an early Judean Ministry. Now, when they 
pick this up in talk about the ministry in Galilee. Here Jesus comes and he calls these four. And they seem 
to have known him already, from John one.

[17:00] And they follow him and now they will continue to follow him throughout his ministry. So it 
makes sense in light of John 135 through 50. But I’m not saying it‘s impossible that Jesus could come 
along and just point to four people and say, “Come on and follow me.” And they just desert everything 
they own. Uh, their father and the people in the boat and take off and follow him. But it makes more 
sense in light of what John says how this could have taken place.

Now the importance of [17:30] choosing the 12 disciples is evident from the book of Acts. Because the 
very first thing that we read of in the book of Acts, after Jesus ascension into heaven, is the choosing of 
the 12, 12th disciple. Lots are cast, and [inaudible][17:48] is chosen. He is qualified because of what? He 
was an eyewitness [18:00] from the time of the baptism until the end. So the importance of the number 12 
is — is very clear. Judas's betrayal makes the number 11. Now after you have the 12, when other disciples 
died, they don’t replace them anymore. Not — not in New Testament at least. Because faithful disciples 
don’t need to be replaced.

But here you have an unfaithful one and you need 12 disciples. And the list of these are given in our 
[18:30] New Testament Gospels. And let's look at where they’re found. Call the disciples, page 47, page 
47. Now as we look at the disciples, they’re the list of names. And for the most part they read pretty 
straightforward. But there are at least four differences that we find to you that we need to comment on. 
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You have first and all the accounts Simon, line 16. And [19:00] his name, being named Peter is mentioned 
there. Then Matthew and Luke have Andrew, James and John. Marcus, Simon, James and John, and he 
comes back to Andrew.

So, the first four are the same but Matthew and Luke, I thought we said that they’d never agreed against 
Mark. For the most part they don't agree with John against Mark . But can you think of why [19:30] they 
might agree against Mark if you are following Mark and your writing will assume the disciples. Is there 
any reason you might put Simon, Andrew, James and John. Rather than Mark, Simon, James John and 
Andrew. You keep the brothers together, right? Uh, for some reason, Mark splits up the brothers and has 
Simon. And then he puts in between there the brothers James and John. And then he finishes the other 
brother Andrew.

So [20:00] it makes sense to understand that they simply want to keep the brothers together and you have 
this kind of an agreement between them. Alright now, the order, of the first four, I don't think it's a major 
issue I think it's explanatory by saying James in Matthew prefer to keep the brothers together. Beginning 
at line 27, you then have Phillip in each, Bartholomew in each. Then then you have a little difference in 
order, Thomas and Matthew [20:30] last in Matthew.

But you have Matthew, Thomas in Mark and Luke. Don't know exactly why. Then you have James, the 
son of Alpheus, and all three. then you have Thaddeus in Matthew and Mark. Followed by Simon the 
King [20:53]. Luke has, Simon who is called the zealot, and Judas the son of James. And then [21:00] all of 
them conclude with Judas Iscariot]. So we have another problem and that is that you have the references 
Simon being the King [inaudible][21:13]. And here you have Simon who’s called a zealot in Luke. No 
problem whatsoever in that, because Cain and Ian does not mean someone from the land of [Cana]
[21:18]. It's simply an Aramaic word for zealot.

So what you have in Simon the cane and Ian is Simon, and he is referred to as the zealot, in [21:30] 
Aramaic. Which is the way he would've been generally understood along the disciples. Whereas, Luke 
translates that and puts zealot in the Greek. But there’s—so there's no problem. You simple have, um, 
difference in the language [Simon the Cain][21:47] and it means Simon the zealot. The big problem is 
Matthew and Mark have Thaddeus and Luke [22:00] has Judas the son of James. We have looked at Cain 
and Ian in zealot being the same. But here you have this Thaddeus and Judas situation.

The most common explanation, and one I — I think it has a lot of merit, and I'll explain why in a minute, 
is that this is the same person that they have the two different names are given to this man, that he many 
people in that day have two names. And that Matthew and [22:30] Mark use the name Thaddeus was 
Luke is the more normal name he had. Judas, the son of James. The explanation there would be—how 
many have of you have sons? Any of you have sons? How many of you have named him Judas? It might 
be therefore that the they [23:00] didn't want to name Thaddeus, Judas. Because there is another Judas 
and the name has bad connotations.

Now you say, “Well you know, okay, that’s just—you’re just making that up. Well, there’s no explanation 
the—the proof that they are the same. But let me say something to l you. Look for a minute at Simon, he’s 
given a second name. Why? [inaudible][23:24]. There’s another Simon right? And to distinguish Simon 
you have one [23:30] who’s called Simon Peter and the other who’s—who’s was called Simon, Cain & Ian. 
James is the son of Zebedee, why? Because there’s another James, the son of Alphaeus.

Right, now look at Matthew and Mark. The next page you find Judas with the second name Iscariot. Why 
do you have a second name to Iscariot. You have no second name to Philip, none to Andrew, none [24:00] 
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to John, none to Bartholomew. While the second name? Is it to distinguish between this Judas and another 
Judas. That’s the only reason I can—can see why you describe it. And in all other instances where’s a 
second name, it’s to distinguish that Simon, or that James, from another Simon or James.

But you have only one Judas that’s Judas Iscariot in Mathew and Luke. Is it because Judas Iscariot is 
[24:30] to be distinguished from another Judas that was in the group? That makes se — I — I think that 
makes the explanation that Thaddeus and Judas are the same person. Quite strong [inaudible][24:41]. I 
think it’s a good—it’s a good argument there. And if—if you knew, for instance, that Thaddeus’ name 
was Judas, you’d have to give a qualifying Judas something else. And if you look at Luke, he is Judas the 
son of James. Versus Judas the son— Judas Iscariot.

[25:00] Well of course you have to make a distinction between—when the both names are there. But you 
do have a second name for Iscariot, Judas Iscariot. Even when he’s the only one listed in the group. Now 
the question is why would do that? Unless, like Luke has, there’s a second Judas in the group. So 
Thaddeus [inaudible][25:22] and Judas being the same person, two different names. Makes sense, I think.

Uh, the fact that Judas Iscariot is described by a second name I think [25:30] argues for that. Now there’s 
one other listing listing of — of the names. And that’s in the book of Acts. And here you have, once again, 
Judas the son of James and Judas Iscariot mentioned there. Now the — the importance of this [inaudible]
[25:48]. When Jesus chose 12 disciples, this was enacted out parable in some ways. 12, [26:00] in the old 
Testament what does 12 conjure up in your mind? 12 tribes [inaudible][26:07], okay.

Now, in the time of Jesus, how many tribes of Israel still existed? Two and a half. Part of Levi, Benjamin 
and Judah. Well what happened to the other 10 tribes? Nathanael, Levi. The one — they went into Exile 
and became [26:30] the lost tribes of Israel. And the common understanding in Jesus’ day was that when 
the messianic age would begin, God would gather his people from the four corners of the Earth. And 
there would be the bringing of the 12 tribes once again. And now Jesus is saying the kingdom of God has 
come, and he’s walking around with 12 disciples. Which [27:00] visualize that the coming reconciliation 
and the bringing together of the outcast, the lost tribes of Israel is taking place.

So it’s, to me, very symbolic of the — of the coming of the kingdom of God. And the re-gathering of the 
lost tribes. I—I think that is the way I would clearly understand that. And that is furthermore supported 
by the first thing that the church that is the book of Acts after the ascension. The [27:30] symbolism 12 
have to remain. Because that’s the symbol of the kingdom of God having come. So the symbolism of the 
12 is a fulfillment of the promises that there would be this gathering from the four corners of the Earth of 
the lost tribes of Israel. They are now regathered in the ministry of Jesus.

Another aspect of this is that they will then become the foundation of the church. Jesus Christ the [28:00] 
chief cornerstone, I think that is—is fairly clear in Ephesians. Another aspect of their important is that the
—the—the disciples are not followers of the teachings of Jesus. They are his followers. In other words, 
they follow him not because you the great Rabbi with great teaching.

[28:30] And they are disciples of his teachings. They are disciples of them personally. A different kind of 
the discipleship. A lot of the rabbis had disciples of their teaching, but they were disciples of Jesus 
himself. They were his personal disciples. He was the goal, he was the essence of their ministry and of 
their understanding as to what the word. They were the followers of Jesus, they were his apostles. And 
[29:00] one of the roles they will have will be to minister in his name.

Now Matthews 6 — Mark 6:7 talks about there going out and preaching in the villages. So he sends them 
out, and his disciples will go out, he will send them out. The Greek word for “send” is “apostelló”. To 
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send ,from which you get the noun apostelló. Apostle, [inaudible][29:26]. And then they are then his 
representatives that go out and [29:30] probably, the chief of will that they will have, as Luke talks about, 
will be— they will be the guardians of the Jesus traditions. He trains well so that they will know the 
traditions, they will know and be able to pass them on and be the ministers of that tradition after he 
departs. After his death and resurrection and ascension to heaven.

There have been some, eh, who have argued against the historicity of the 12, but the [30:00] greatest 
argument in favor of the historicity of the 12 disciples is not that we have an early reference to them in the 
book of Acts. In which that’s the first thing the church does is to make sure the 12 contain, uh—uh a unity 
and are complete. The greatest argument for its historicity is not that in an early church [inaudible][30:22] 
in first Corinthians 15:3. Paul talks about the 12 of the group.

The strongest argument that there [30:30] was a group called 12 was not one of them was a traitor. No one 
in the church would’ve made up the story of Jesus choosing 12 disciples and make one of them, the one 
will be traitor. That’s not the way you make up traditions. The difficulty of, how could he choose 12 
people in the wrong one of them? So badly one wrong at one of them even betray him. I mean, that 
guarantees that he [31:00] really did choose 12 and one of them did betray him. So the historicity is very 
strong because of the fact that Judas is one of the 12.
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Chapter 26

We need to look today at the turning point in the ministry of Jesus and if you have your synopsis, turn 
with me to page 149. The turning point [00:30] in the ministry of Jesus involves a place called Caesarea 
Philippi. There were, in the time of Jesus, a lot of cities called Caesarea. People named cities after Caesar 
to kind of butter him up to be his patron and so forth and so on.

Now, there was a Caesarea on the coast of what we call Israel today somewhere, oh, [01:00] say half way 
between the Sea of Galilee and Jerusalem. There was a – a Caesarea – a very famous Caesarea built by 
Herod the Great. Herod was a gr – fantastic builder. He built – of course, he rebuilt the temple to make it 
a – one of the wonders of the world in a way, and he built fortress cities, Herodium and Macias across the 
Jordan River. Uh, he built the city Caesarea. Really, a marvelous job of engineering. [01:30] Uh, that part of 
Israel and the – the west – eastern part of the Mediterranean, has no really good harbors. So, he had to 
build a man-made harbor, and what he did was he constructed barges, and he put them in the proper 
places and then sunk them with cement, and the cement was kind of a very high-tech cement t – it would 
harden under water, and then they would build on top of those and it became a major [02:00] city and the 
major port all the time, that if you were going from east, uh – from west to east, you would usually land 
at Caesarea. Paul was in prison there for a couple of years you might remember.

Caesarea Philippi – it's called Caesarea Philippi to distinguish Herod's Caesarea from Philipps Caesarea. 
Herod's Caesarea was this major port city. Caesarea Philippi is located elsewhere. This one compared to 
Herod the Great's Caesarea [02:30] on the Mediterranean, this is located north of the Sea of Galilee on the 
slopes of the largest mountain in the area, Mount Hermon. Now, this event is associated with this place, 
and it must be historical because we know of nothing in the whole history of the early church that says 
anything about Caesarea Philippi. It is a meaningless s – city as far as the early church is concerned. The 
only thing we know about Caesarea Philippi in Christian materials is this event.

[03:00] So, if you make up stories, you usually don't make up stories about irrelevant cities, you make 
them up of major cities that play a role in the early church, and attempts have been made to say, "Well, 
this story was built around Caesarea Philippi because there – later on there was a great Christian 
community there." We don't know that. We don't know anything about Caesarea Philippi. So, i – it lends 
historicity to, uh – to the account because of its being such an unknown place as far as the early Christian 
church [03:30] was concerned.

Now, it's the turning point in Jesus' ministry for three reasons. If we look at the account of Peter's 
confession following the Markan account on 149, "And Jesus went on with his disciples to the villages of 
Caesarea Philippi and on the – the way, he asks his disciples, "Who do men say that I am?" He – they'd 
been with him for a while and wants to find out what is your personal understanding of who I am. So, 
when he says, "Well, who do men say that I am," [04:00] they respond in line 10, "Some say John the 
Baptist." Others say, "Elijah," and others, "one of the prophets,” and he asked them, "But who do you say 
that I am?" Peter answered him, "You are the Christ." and he charged them to tell no one about him. So, 
what we have here is, for the first time, the disciples actively concluding that Jesus is the Messiah. He had 
been with him long enough. [04:30] They – Jesus now draws out, "Well, who do you think that I am?" 
They say he is the Messiah.

Now, about 20, 30 years ago in biblical scholarship it's rather interesting that Verse 30 was understood as 
a rebuke of Jesus to Peter in the sense that, don't tell me your, uh – you, uh – that I'm the Messiah. That's 
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nonsense and he charged them, "Don't tell anyone this silly stuff or anything like that." Well, it's an 
amazing thing that [05:00] no one until 30 years ago except these scholars ever understood the verse this 
way. Isn't it amazing for nearly 2,000 years, people have read this verse. They've read it just the opposite 
way in Matthew, in Mark and in Luke.

Now, it doesn't make any sense that Mark would want you to understand that Jesus is not the Christ. It is 
not the way you would start out by – the book by beginning, "The beginning of the gospel of Jesus [05:30] 
Christ the son of God." So, everybody is intended to understand that this is the correct understanding, 
but now, he – why is it that he charges them to tell no one about him? Well, he's been doing this all the 
time in Mark. Throughout Mark, we have what we call the Messianic Secret. Don't tell people, and when 
we looked at the title, Christ, we realized that that title wa – was so inflamed in meaning. It had us 
associated with such revolutionary kind of [06:00] war-like uh, attitudes and understandings that it is not 
a title Jesus could use openly. So, what Jesus is saying to Mark is – to – to Peter, "Don't tell anyone."

Now, in the Matthean account, Peters says, "You're right. Blessed are you for this has come from the 
father." In other words, the conviction of my being the Christ has been given to you by God himself." So, 
the first thing is that we have here now, for the first time, [06:30] the recognition by the disciples and the 
open confession, "You are the messiah."

Then if you go to 8:31 across the page on 151, we read, "And he began to teach them that the son of man 
must suffer many things and be rejected by the elders and the chief priests and the scribes and be killed, 
and after three days, rise again," and he said this plainly. Now, there have been hints [07:00] of Jesus 
talking about things about a bridegroom. The bridegroom being taken away, and he can't rejoice in that 
day, so there will come a time of mourning, but nothing explicit about his death up to this point – nothing 
at all – and so, he now begins to share, "You know that on the Messiah, let me tell you what my job is. 
This is what I plan to do. I'm going to go to Jerusalem, and there they will kill the son of man." So, he 
begins to teach concerning his death, and he began to teach them Mark 8:31. [07:30] Matthew makes this 
even more explicit. "From that time, Jesus began to show his disciples that he must go to Jerusalem and 
suffer many things from the elders and chief priests and scribes and be killed and on the third day, be r – 
be raised."

So, nothing so far has been shared by Jesus about his forthcoming death – nothing about his resurrection 
as a consequence. So, this begins a new period of his teaching ministry. He actively now begins to teach 
them concerning these future events. [08:00] So, it's a new time in his teaching ministry, and, furthermore, 
he begins focusing less on the crowds and more on the disciples. He tends to focus more upon them.

T. W. Manson writes in The Teaching of Jesus, "The most obvious and striking division in Jesus' ministry 
is that marked by Peter's confession. It has long been recognized this is – this event marks a turning point 
in the life of our Lord." What is perhaps no so clearly recognized [08:30] is that it marks the close of one 
period and the beginning of another one in the teaching. All right, now, so the turning point, they 
recognize his as the Christ. He begins to teach about his death, and he begins to concentrate more and 
more on the disciples. There is the statement not to tell anyone. We have looked at that on several 
occasions already in the ministry, the Command of Silence, and the response of Peter after 8:32 probably 
bears witness why [09:00] he tells him, "Don't tell anybody."

After Peter recognizes him as the Christ – and this comes from God – when Jesus talks about his death, 
Peter takes him and rebukes him, and when Jesus sees that the disciples are noticing this, he says to Peter, 
"Get behind me Satan, for you are not on the side of God but of men." So, even Peter himself doesn't 
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understand the messiahship of Jesus. So, how in the world [09:30] can you publicly claim to be a messiah 
if those who have been with you for weeks and months don't understand it either, and the historicity of 
this event to – to me is also strengthened by the fact that I don't think anybody in the church would have 
made up a story in which they called Peter Satan as this way. Get behind me Satan. There has to be a 
historical event [10:00] behind this that causes these words, not just the early church making it up.

Now, the famous rock saying in Matthew 16:17 and following has been one that um, all through the 
history of the church has had tremendous, tremendous consequences. After Jesus confess that – Peter 
confesses that Jesus is the Christ, we read in Verse 17, line 22, on page 150, "And Jesus answered, [10:30] 
Blessed are you Simon Bar-Jonah" – "Blessed are you Simon Bar, son of Jonah" – of John – "for flesh and 
blood has not revealed this to you but my father who is in heaven." Clearly, Matthew sees the confession 
of him as the Christ as positive and correct, and "I tell you" – now here's the verse that causes so much 
trouble in the history of the church – "And I tell you, you are Peter, and on this rock I will build my 
church, and the powers of death shall not prevail against it. I will give you the keys [11:00] to the 
kingdom of heaven and whatever you bind on earth, will be bound in heaven, and whatever you loose on 
earth, shall be loosed in heaven," and then he strictly charged the disciples to tell no one that he was the 
Christ. Marks equivalent, "And he charged them to tell no one about him," can't be a rebuke of his being 
the Christ. "Don't tell anybody about who I am." That's – that's what Mark is saying, so it's certainly not a 
– a rebuke of Peter, but – but like a Matthew acknowledgement [11:30] of its truthfulness.

Now, if you were reading a commentary on Mark's – up to say 50 years ago, and you wanted to know if it 
was a Protestant or a Catholic scholar who wrote the commentary, all you'd have to do is to turn to Ma – 
Matthew 16, Verses 17, 18 and 19, and if they said that the rock referred to as Peter, then it would have 
been, you know, a Roman Catholic scholar, and if it was the confession that he was the Christ, [12:00] then 
it would be a Protestant. It – it was that clear. Now, there might be some weird exception, but, you know, 
99 and f – 44 – 100% of the time, and that's usually enough to be pretty universal. It's a kind of a scary 
thing that if y – you know, if y – you say the Bible is the final authority, when you read the Bible and 
you're a Protestant, you always come up with a Protestant conclusion, [12:30] and if you're a Catholic, you 
always come up with a Roman Catholic conclusion, and that – that – that's frightening. That really is.

Uh, now, for the Roman Catholic argument, the term Petros the rock and Petra – these are the Greek, 
"And on this rock, I shall build my church" – you have Petros, the name – "On this rock I will build my 
church" – that's the Greek. If we go back to the language, however, in which Jesus spoke the word Kaiafas 
[13:00] would have been used for both Peter and rock. They would be absolutely no difference. So, 
Protestants have often said, "Well, see, there's a different word being used for the rock here, and it's not 
Peter. It's the rock of his confession," because it's not Petros but Petra. Uh, whereas if you back to the 
Aromatic, you can say, "Well, no, the Roman Catholic point is that it's exactly the same. That's the point. 
It's the exact same name or word."

The difference in Greek, as far as I know, is simply because Petros is male [13:30] and, therefore, 
masculine, and the w – word rock is always feminine and that – that's why the – the endings are different. 
That – that – that's the way the words are. The name is male, uh – masculine – rock – the word is 
feminine. So, I don't think you can make much of a distinction here. I think uh, it's a – it's a pure pun on 
the name of Peter and you can't distinguish between them and say, "Well, what we're talking about on the 
rock, [14:00] that Jesus is going to build the church is really different. Uh, if you go back to the actual 
words of Jesus in Aromatic, it would be no difference at all.

!235



New Testament Survey I Dr. Robert Stein

So, what do we do with it? Well, first of all, there are a number of things that you have to wrestle with, 
and one is, what does the New Testament teach about Peter and his leadership of the church? Well, he is a 
leader in the Book of Acts, isn't he? [14:30] I mean, when you think of the leading apostle, who comes to 
mind? It's not Thomas or Bartholomew. It's Peter and in the Book of Acts, who speaks up at Pentecost? It's 
Peter and through him, the gospel comes to the Jewish nation and a great event, the Pentecost, takes 
place.

Who is the first gentile to be one and who wins him? It's Cornelius and Peter wins him to the Lord, and 
there's the instrument there. [15:00] So that the – the leadership of Peter is such that I – I think that Jesus is 
referring in some ways to the leadership role that he will have in the disciple – in the future of the 
disciples' ministry.

Having said that, there is nothing here about a successor of this Peter. There is nothing here about a kind 
of papal role or anything like that. He is simply the leader much like [15:30] a – a chairman of the board of 
deacons is the leader of the other deacons. My own – my own view is that I think this is a pun and play 
on Peter's name. You're – you're – you're Peter and you're gonna be the rock that will help the church to 
get established. That is a long, long – an infinite distance from the Roman Catholic view that makes him 
into a Pope, and then the kind of reasoning – they say, "Well, if P – if God made Peter the fir – the Pope, 
[16:00] doesn't it seem reasonable that after his death, there would be another one who would succeed 
him," and I'd say, "Yeah, it doesn't seem reasonable to me. It – it doesn’t seem reasonable at all." Nothing's 
said here. There's nothing about uh, papal's succession or anything of this – this nature, and if you look at 
the way he leads the church, it is not by arbitrary decisions. It's by his leadership in the role of the 
ministry and preaching. It's through his preaching ministry [16:30] that he leads them. It's not that he 
make pontifical dec – uh, decisions of one sort of another. In fact, very quickly, the leadership o – of the 
church sh – shifts over to James, the brother of our Lord, who – whom now there is this interesting 
ossuary that uh, may very well go back to – and be the actual ossuary in which the bones of James, the 
brother of our Lord, was contained for many, many, many centuries.

[17:00] All right, let me just read to you something from Donald and Guthrie. I think he has a good point. 
He says, "It's impossible to discuss here had the problems that have been raised concerning this 
statement, but the crux of the matter is the interpretation of the word rock as Peter himself intended, or is 
it his confession? In favor of the former – that's Peter – is the play on Peter's name. There's a pun here. 
"Thou have Petros and on this Petra, I will build my church. Thou a Kaypha. On this Kaypha, I will build 
my church." If the former is correct, it can only draw [17:30] attention to the important place, which Peter 
would occupy in the coming church, and one, you may recall, it was through his preaching that both the 
first Jews and the first gentiles became Christians. "Nevertheless, a church which was to withstand the 
gates of Hell as Jesus predicted would need a surer foundation than the unstable Peter. He would further 
be given the promise of the keys of the kingdom, which carried with it the power to bind and loose." This 
must be understood in conjunction with a similar injunction in Matthew 18:18, which is addressed to all 
the disciples.

[18:00]When Peter is told that he – he has, "the keys of the kingdom of God and that it would be bind and 
loose and so forth, it – it would be bound and loose in heaven," that same exact saying as found later in 
chapter 18 in Verse 18, and it's given to all the disciples. So, even though if you looked at medieval art – I 
mean, i – if you walked ever, uh – look at medieval art and paintings and you wanted to figure out who is 
whom, if you want to know who Judas is, [18:30] he usually has a bag of money in his hands. If you want 
to know who Peter is, he has a set of keys, and if you want to know who John is, he has a loving look or 
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something like that, or uh, and so forth, and if Thomas, he questioning or something – of – of nature, but 
Peter has these keys, but the keys are given to all of the apostles in 18:18.

So, yeah, I – I don't see any reason p – personally why I cannot allow Peter to be the rock Jesus is referring 
to here, but if this [19:00] is that important, why is it only referred to once in all the scripture? Now, this is 
not a question heard in the nunix [19:09] [ph] but I always tell people, "Look, the things that are important 
that God wants us to know, he repeats many, many times, and, therefore, if you want to know what's 
important, what is frequently repeated?" This occurs once – only once. It can't be [19:30] the key of the 
ecclesiology.

Now, that doesn’t mean I don't believe this passage is true. I don't think you have to go to that extreme. It 
doesn’t mean that I have to deny that Peter is the rock being referred to here. I am simply denying that 
this being true doesn't have anything to do with the Doctrine of the Papacy that it has been built on, that 
this is – this is not a – in any way a strong enough foundation for the doctrine [20:00] of the Roman 
Catholic church's Papacy and leadership of a pope and a continual pope thereafter. It's just not true, but 
that doesn't mean I have to react to the other extreme any more than to say, "I know in Roman Catholic 
circles, Mary is venerated. Being a Protestant, I have to minimize her goodness." No, you don't have to do 
that either. You don't have to try to put down Peter because he's such a big icon in the Roman Catholic 
tradition. He's a big icon in my tradition [20:30] and your tradition as Baptists. So, we n – our theology 
shouldn't be so permanently a reacting against but trying to find out what the text is about.

All right, as to the historicity, I already referred to the fact that the obscurity of the event proves the 
historicity of what took place there. Closely connected with this event, is the next event of the 
transfiguration on page 153. The event [21:00] is associated with one of the few really precise kinds of 
temporal designations, and after six days – Matthew says, "And after six days" – and Luke, for some 
reason has, "Now, about six days – a – about eight days after" – there's no contradiction in those. I mean s 
– about eight days – six days – that – the – there's no con – conflict in this, but why Luke does it this way, 
[21:30] whether he wants to be more inclusive including the days, then the counting of time is exclusive 
by Matthew and Mark, I don't know what's going through their minds, but the transfiguration is 
intimately associated with something. Six days after something this event takes place. Well, six days after 
what, and the only other event that's intimately connected in some ways, are the events of Caesarea 
Philippi.

So, time wise, [22:00] six days after what h – Peter's confession and Jesus' teaching about his forthcoming 
death six days after that, we have this event on the trans – of the transfiguration, where Peter, James and 
John are with Jesus, and they are on, according to Mark 9:2, a high mountain – high mountain. Now, what 
mountain? Okay? Suggestions: Mount Tabor is the traditional site. [22:30] There's a beautiful church there. 
Uh, Mount Tabor is southwest of the Sea of Galilee and a flat plain. It's kind of a – a rounded mountain 
about 1,000 feet up there. Uh if you go there, you have a beautiful overview of the area, um, and there's a 
– there's a beautiful garden and church there marking the traditional site.

Mount Carmel has been suggested but that's way on the other side, [23:00] uh, of the plain. You have to 
go all the way through the Mediterranean Sea. It's the site, of course, where Elijah does battle with the 
priest of Vale, and then there's Mount Hermon, where Caesarea Philippi is located on the lower slopes of 
this, and it really is a high mountain – 9,100' high – snowcapped much of the year around. Uh, in favor of 
Mount Herman, is its being close to Caesarea Philippi [23:30] and it being a really high mountain. 
Nothing is in – really in favor of Mount Carmel.
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One of the things against Mount Tabor is that, apparently, it was the seat of a Roman garrison. In other 
words, there was a Roman garrison up there because, from the height, you could overview any of the 
activity below. It doesn't look like that's the kind of place where Jesus probably would have been able 
freely to go up or want to go up on that way. We talked about – so i – if you're looking for the mostly 
likely [24:00] historical site, I would think it's Mount Hermon, which is a high mountain and is near to the 
preceding event, but what's interesting is not a single gospel writer is interested in telling exactly where it 
is. It's not where it is that's important for him – it's what happens. They all proclaim what happened on 
the high mountain but you don’t need to know which is the high mountain because all you're gonna do is 
make a shrine out of it anyhow later on.

The temple tie, we had six days, and at this event, [24:30] some – three specific things take place. First of 
all, Jesus is transfigured. Then Elijah and Moses appear, and there is a voice that comes from heaven. So, 
those three events are all looking on the Mount of Transfiguration. Transfigured – the Greek word is 
metamorphoo. You get metamorphosis or something like that – a transfiguration. Elijah and Moses 
appear talking to him. Luke adds [25:00] that they talk about his future death, and then there's a voice 
that comes from heaven.

The transfiguration is really more for the intention of the disciples than it is for Jesus. There's a sense in 
which what the baptism meant for Jesus, the transfiguration would mean for the disciples. Notice, first of 
all, how in the various verses, who the chief [25:30] people are that are involved here. In 9:2, "He was 
transfigured before them." Then you go to Verse 4, "Then a voice comes from heaven and there" – actually, 
not yet though – excuse me – "and there appeared to" – not him but – "them," Elijah with Moses – and 
they were talking to Jesus.

Then when you get to 9:6, "They were exceedingly frayed." Verse 7, "And a cloud overshadowed them 
and a voice came out of the cloud, 'This is my beloved son. Listen to him.'" The voice is not directed to 
Jesus. At the baptism in Mark, "You are my beloved son," but here it is, "This is my beloved son," and 
Verse 8, [26:30] "Suddenly, looking around, they no longer saw anyone with them but Jesus only." So, the 
transfiguration is really focusing on the disciples and what they are seeing far more than anything else 
that seems to be present. It's not so much something that, uh – it's for the sake of Jesus, but it's for the sake 
of the disciples.

Now, the disciples present air [27:00] [ph] and if you look at 9:6, you have Peter saying something, um – 
Verse 5 actually – "Master, it is well that we are here. Let us make three booths. One for you and one for 
Moses and one for Elijah, for he did not know what to say, for they were exceedingly afraid."

Uh, we talked about Peter being the leader of the disciples. Here with James and John, this takes place 
and Peter is the spokesman. [27:30] Why he speaks, that's the kind of leader he was or maybe James said, 
"Well, he said you were the – the rock. You talk" – something like that, and he's far from infallible when he 
– when he speaks.

Now, a lot of discussion is going on. Exactly what was the mistake that Peter made? Was he trying to 
prolong this experience which can’t be prolonged by making booths so that they call – could all encamp 
up there [28:00] and have a great religious retreat and drag out and not go home that weekend or 
something like that. Uh, we don't know, but that there is a mistake is the fact that a voice from heaven 
comes and says, "This is my beloved son." Now, I think that is what indicates what the mistake is. Let's 
build three booths – one for you, one for Moses, one for Elijah – and the voice says, "No, this one's my 
son," [28:30] and it's a Cristological mistake in that he equates the three together, and the voice from 
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heaven says, "You can't equate them together. This is my son. He is different. He is unique. He is distinct," 
and so this is the error of Peter when he equates Jesus with Elijah and Moses.

Now, we talked about the tie with the events of Caesarea Philippi, and the temple [29:00] tie does that, 
but the voice from heaven also does that. For instance, when the cloud overshadows them, the voice says, 
"This is my beloved son," that's the rebuke of what Peter has just said. "Let's make three tabernacles; one 
for each of you," but the last part of the voice's message is, "Listen to him." Now what has taken place on 
the Mount of Transfiguration [29:30] that would cause the need of God to say to the disciples, "Listen to 
him"? Where have they not been listening? Now, if you go back to the previous event, which this is 
connected with, Peter did not listen to him. Right? Remember when he talks about his death? Peter does 
not listen. He rebukes him, and I think here, what we have to understand is the command, "Listen to 
him," is a rebuke of the fact that when Jesus talked [30:00] about his death in Jerusalem and his 
resurrection, Peter was not listening to him, and now the voice affirms that he is indeed the son. The 
confession of Peter was correct. He's the Christ, the son of God, and because of that, they should listen to 
what he says about his mission. They should listen to the fact that he is indeed the Christ, the son of God.

So, both the temporal tie and the voice from heaven, I think, [30:30] require you to understand the 
transfiguration and the events of Caesarea Philippi being not only connected chronologically but one 
being a commentary on the other. There's a sense in which the transfiguration is a commentary that 
confirms the confession of Peter and also, Jesus teaching about his death. "You listen to him now." They 
are very closely connected. I think sometimes we treat them very independently, [31:00] but they really 
belong together – all right – in the mind of the Evangelist.

Now, exactly what took place in the transfiguration, and it's – when Jesus is transfigured, how would you 
try to explain that? Uh, what kind of phenomena is this? Generally, there have been two main attempts to 
explain that and one is that the preexisting glory of the one who emptied himself [31:30] taking the form 
of a servant breaks through, and this is the kind of thing that John refers to in John 1:14, "And we beheld 
his glory, the glory of the only begotten son of God full of grace and truth." Some have suggested that is a 
possibility. Others have said that this is a preview of his future glory. They saw a preview of the future 
glory coming through here, [32:00] and remember in chapter 8, Verse 38, Jesus speaks of the son of man 
coming in his glory with his father and the ho – with the holy angels.

In Second Peter interprets it that way. In Second Peter 1:16 to 18, Peter writes, "For we did not follow 
cleverly devised myths when we made known to the power and the coming of our Lord, Jesus Christ, but 
we were eye witnesses [32:30] of his majesty. We did not make up myths when we told you about the 
future glory of the coming of the son of man. We were eye witnesses of his majesty. We already saw some 
of that glory." Then he goes on, Verse 17, "For when he received honor and glory from God, the Father, 
and the voice was born to him by the majestic glory. This is my beloved son with whom I am well 
pleased. We heard this voice born from heaven, for we were hi – with him [33:00] on the holy mountain." 
So, here Second Peter sees this as a reference to the future coming glory of Jesus at the second coming, 
and if anything, I think that's – that would be far better explanation that the previous one I think uh, in 
light of Second Peter me – being explicit.

There's also one other thing that makes me think that this refers to the future glory. In 9:1 on page 152, 
[33:30] there is a verse that is very troubling in one sense in trying to understand it. We read, "And He, 
Jesus, said to them, 'Truly I say to you, there are some of – there are some standing here who will not taste 
death before they see that this kingdom of God has come with power." Matthew has, "Truly I say to you, 
there are some standing who will not taste death before they see the son of man coming in his kingdom," 
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and these verses may best [34:00] be – better be interpreted at least with regard to a foretaste of the future 
glory of the coming son of God, and they were going to see that, and they saw it right after that at the 
transfiguration.

So, I see that the event of the transfiguration is a precursor – a glimpse – a preview of the future glory of 
the son of God much like Second Peter 1:16 to 18 understands it.
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Chapter 27

The next major event after the events of [00:20] [inaudible] and the transfiguration is what we call the 
Triumphal Entry –associated with Palm Sunday. [00:30] Now, if turn with me to your synopsis – it's page 
234 – let's just read very quickly, the first three verses as is found in the Markan account – page 234 – 
reading the Markan account. "And when they drew near to Jerusalem, to Bethphage and Bethany, at the 
Mount of Olives, He sent two of His disciples, and said to them, 'Go into the village opposite you, and 
immediately as you enter it, you will find the colt tied on which no one has ever sat; [01:00] untie it and 
bring it.'" "If anyone says to you, 'Why are you doing this?' say, 'The Lord has need of it,' and we'll send it 
back here immediately."

Now, we have a number of geographical designations here. If you look at your notes, you will notice that 
Jerusalem is the furthest away from where they start, and what we have here is the listing of the ultimate 
goal mentioned first, then Bethphage nearest Jerusalem, [01:30] Bethany from where they start, and the 
Mount of Olives at the end because they at the Mount of Olives when they see Jerusalem in – in front of 
them. Now, there have been times when people have looked at this and say it's – it's quite apparent that 
Mark doesn't know the geography of this area very well.

Well, he does the same thing in Chapter 10, Verse 1 on page 215, where he mentions the ultimate goal and 
then the goal that [02:00] lies in between to get there. For instance, Mark 10:1 reads – 215 – "and he left 
there and went to the region of Judea and beyond the Jordan." Well, Judea is the goal. Before he gets there, 
he will go beyond the Jordan, and so, it's simply the way he describes. He gives the ultimate goal and 
destiny first – the city of Jerusalem – and then he talks about Bethphage, Bethany and the Mount of 
Olives.

Now, he enters – he's going to enter the city and he tells his disciples to go to Bethphage [2:30] and to 
bring a colt. He's going to ride a colt into the city. Now, the question you have to ask is – is this a – an 
example of Jesus omniscient knowledge that he knows there's going to be a colt there, and he says, "Bring 
it here," or is this something that has been prearranged? Well, first off all, I think it's intentionally. It's not 
accidental that he rides on the colt. It's intentional. Nowhere else do we ever read of Jesus [03:00] riding, 
and, I mean, he can't be tired because he's just started out from Bethany, and when you think of all the 
walking they've done during these journeys, it's really got to be strange that this day he's tired right at the 
beginning and – and wants a colt to ride in.

I don't think he rides the colt because he is weary and tired. Nothing in the text suggests that at all. My 
own belief is that this is prearranged, that what happens in the following verses [03:30] in five and six 
when people come and say, "What are you doing untying the colt," and they say to him what Jesus said – 
they say, "All right, that's fine." Now, it's not a matter of simply knowing there's a colt there, but when 
people say, "What are you doing taking this colt," and they say, "Well, the master needs it." They say, 
"Okay." They let him do it. Now think for a minute if there's a brand new Mercedes outside and I say to 
you, "Go tell the people [04:00] that your teacher, Robert Stein, needs it, and he will return it when he is 
through with it." See how far that gets you.

Audience: [laughter]

[04:10] So, here someone's coming. He's taking the colt and, apparently, there's acquiescence to this. Now, 
if this is prearranged, that's very significant in revealing Jesus' own messianic understanding. He is doing 
this intentionally. [04:30] Now, there have been b – more radical scholars who have argued that the whole 
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story is fictional, that it was all made up. In other words, the early church – and this is more the mythical 
approach towards the New Testament into the gospel, as we refer to that several times – it would be that 
after the church began to believe in Jesus, they would read passages in the Old Testament, and then they 
would come up with this idea – Ah ha – this refers to an event that we'll have to make a story [05:00] to – 
to show that Jesus fulfills this event. In other words, if they are after-the-fact created stories to fulfill Old 
Testament passages, and if you look at your synopsis, notice that Matthew has in Verse 4, "This took place 
to fulfill what was spoken by the prophet saying, 'Tell the daughter of Zion and behold your king is 
coming to you humble and mounted on an ass and on the colt, the foal of an ass.'" So, here the mythical 
view says this event was made up [05:30] out of this Old Testament passage, but please note neither Mark 
or Luke quote Zachariah 9:9.

It is the later Evangelist Matthew, and what do you know about his fulfillment quotations? Where do they 
come from? They tend to be his interpretation of events, and so, Matthew, time and time again [06:00] in 
his study of the Old Testament sees links to what has occurred in the Old Testament and he adds them to 
the account. So, this was to fulfill what was written by the prophet, but they are after the event, and I 
think what happened here is not that the – this Old Testament prophecy created an event around it later 
on in the early church, but that the early church knew of this event and as they searched the scriptures, 
they saw that this was foretold [06:30] earlier, and then they attached to the event this passage. It's not the 
other way around.

All right, now, the crowds re – reaction is that they stro – strew clothing in front of the mes – uh, the 
writer – a traditional act of homage – in the Old Testament you'll find it on a couple occasions, a person 
became a king, rode on a donkey, and – which was a symbol not necessarily of humility but of [07:00] 
God's anointed one who comes in humility to be sure, but it's God's anointed one, and they begin to 
shout Psalm 1:18. Let me read for you Psalm 1:18. This is a psalm that is a pilgrim psalm, and when 
pilgrims – especially at the time of the Passover – would come to approach the temple, there would be the 
singing [07:30] of this song initially. Those who were in the temple area would see the pilgrims coming 
and they would sing to them, and the pilgrims would sing a response, and there would be this response 
back and forth.

Let me just read this to you. Uh, I won't read the whole psalm. (Psalm 1:18) "The pilgrims are coming" – 
and this is what they sing and shout – "Open to me the gates of righteousness that I may enter through 
them and give thanks to the Lord." [08:00] Then in the temple, "This is the gate of the Lord. The righteous 
shall enter through it." The pilgrims, "I think that you have answered me and have become my salvation." 
From the temple, "The stone that the builders rejected has become the chief cornerstone." The pilgrims, 
"This is the Lord's doing. It is marvelous in our eyes." Temple, "This is the day that the Lord has made. Let 
us rejoice and be glad in it." Pilgrims, "Save us we beseech you." Hosanna, "Save us we beseech you 
[08:30] O Lord. O Lord, we beseech you. Give distress, “and then from the temple, "Blessed is he who 
comes in the name of the Lord. We bless you from the house of the Lord," and so, you have this 
antiphonal song that is a pilgrim's song greeting pilgrims as they come to the temple.

Now, with this as a background, let me share with you some of the various interpretations as to what 
actually happened in the Triumphal Entry. The first one I've already mentioned is that the church made 
up this story, [09:00] and they sought to fulfill Zachariah 9:9. In the Old Testament, Zachariah 9:9 has the 
following: Prophecy from the prophet, "Rejoice greatly, O daughter of Zion! Shout aloud, O daughter of 
Jerusalem! Behold, your king comes to you; triumphant and victorious is he humble and riding on a 
donkey, on a colt, the foal of a donkey." So, what – a – according to the view is that it is all created. There 
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is nothing [09:30] essentially that happened. What we have here is a uh, s – s – fictional story – a myth 
that developed out of this Old Testament text as the early church read it's Old Testament, and they 
believed uh, that Jesus had been risen from the dead. They made up stories to fulfill these.

One that is more common is that Jesus offered himself as the messiah and king to the people of Israel. He 
intentionally comes as the messiah of Israel and [10:00] presents himself in this way, and if you have uh, 
come from certain backgrounds, they say this was rejected and, therefore, a different method and 
approach God used to reach the people. This was essentially plan A, and if you have a Scofield Bible, the 
plan is no longer effective, and he'd go – just to plan B, which involves the cross and so forth.

If he comes as the messiah, then why is it [10:30] that the Romans, who are not going to allow any 
messiah, don't interfere? If you have this huge, monstrous rally in favor of Jesus of Nazareth who is now 
coming as the Christ of Israel, why is it that the Romans don't interfere? Furthermore, when Jesus is tried 
and they are searching for charges against him, [11:00] why doesn’t this charge arise? Well, hey, just last 
week on Sunday, he came forward and offered himself as to being the messiah and tried to lead a 
uprising of the people. It never raises at the trial. Uh, it makes me wonder if what we have here is an 
open expression of his being the messiah. "I am your King. Will you accept me? Will you follow me?" 
That doesn't seem to square with what happens at his trial or the [11:30] lack of any activity on the part of 
the Romans.

Another attempt to explain this is that this is a natural pilgrim welcome to visitors and it was later simply 
interpreted messianically by the church. So, there was a real entrance of Jesus into Jerusalem, and there 
were these, "Hosanna to the son of David." Uh – "Blessed is he who comes into the name of the Lord," and 
so forth, but that later was interpreted not as a general pilgrim welcome to Jesus but, above all, a – it – it 
was interpreted rather as a normal welcome to a pilgrim Jesus of Nazareth and later the church read into 
it a messianic significance. A possibility is that it was an enthusiastic pilgrim welcome given to the most 
famous of all the pilgrims – Jesus of Nazareth – so that it was an exuberant excited pilgrim welcome by 
the people in the temple to this great prophet from Nazareth.

My own inclination is to [12:30] say, "No, that the best understanding is that Jesus intentionally staged 
this event in light of Zachariah 9:9. He prearranged for it. He is coming intentionally to fulfill Zachariah 
9:9. This is why he rode a colt, which indicates Jesus sees this act on his part as being messianic. He 
received a most enthusiastic welcome. John 12:9 to 11 explains some of that. [13:00] That's on page 234. 
We read about a great crowd of Jews learning that Jesus was there. They came not only on account of 
Jesus, but to also to see Lazarus, whom he'd raised from the dead. So, the chief priest planned to put 
Lazarus also to death because then [13:15] [inaudible] many of the Jews were going away and believing in 
Jesus, so that much of the enthusiastic welcome there is due to the resurrection of Lazarus, which you are 
familiar with. Psalm 118, which shouted [13:30] antiphonally from the pilgrims uh, and from the temple, 
and this was something that for Jesus was messianic but was not essentially messianic for the people. It 
was his understanding that he was fulfilling the offer of the prophecy of Zachariah 9:9 where he comes as 
King of Israel but whereas he knows this and sees its significance, the others will not. In fact, the others 
will not know of this until later.

[14:00] Now, let me try to get support for what John himself says here. In John 12, Verse 16, it's interesting, 
of course, that John also has this account there. This account is in all four gospels, and there are not a lot 
of them that I found in all four, but John has this, and then after the beginning of line 31 on page 235, it 
goes on, "O blessed is he who comes in the name of the Lord even the Kind of Israel." John here is talking, 
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[14:30] and "Jesus found a young ass and sat on it as it is written, fear not daughter of Zion, behold, your 
king is coming sitting on an ass’ colt."

Then John adds this comment, "His disciples did not understand this at first, but when Jesus was 
glorified, then they remembered that this had been written of him and had been done to him." So, what 
we have here is John himself saying that the understanding of the event which Jesus possesses [15:00] is 
not one that the disciples have. So, that for the most part, this is interpreted by them as a – as a event of a 
pilgrim – a very famous pilgrim coming getting a warm welcome, but not in the sense of the messianic 
understanding of Zachariah 9:9. So, in this regard, I think it is best to see this event as messianic for Jesus 
but not messianic for the [15:30] crowds, and the fact that as I said, it doesn’t come up at his trial at all is 
indicative of that. No charges were raised.

All right, now, closely associated with this is the next event and that involves the cleansing of the temple. 
Now, the time of the cleansing of the temple – again, we have all four gospels recording this event, but 
the time is rather significant. [16:00] In the synoptic gospels, it's the end of Jesus' ministry. In John, it's at 
the beginning.

Let's turn to page 238 here. Here you have the cleansing of the temple – Matthew 21, Mark 11, and Luke 
19 – all parallel – the same time. When you get to John, it's John 2. So, John's at the very beginning of the 
ministry. Now, how do we make sense of this? Well, you could say well one's simply "wrong", [16:30] 
quote, unquote. The other could say maybe there were two cleansings of the temple. What makes me a 
little skeptical of the idea that you have two cleansings of the temple is that after each cleansing – turn 
here to page 241 – we're not gonna go through it in detail – you have Jesus being asked, "By what 
authority do you do these things?" So, you have the question of Jesus' authority to do this [17:00] in all 
four accounts. Well, you say, "Well, Matthew, Mark and Luke – you'd expect that", but the fact that in John 
– the other account which is at a different place – you also have this question of authority. It makes me 
less prone to think they were talking about two separate events that coincidentally had the question of 
authority on both of them.

With respect to is there a single event the way I would understand it or try to understand it at least would 
be to say [17:30] what we have here is the synoptic gospels, which by its own selected order, you can't 
have a cleansing of the temple before the eleventh chapter. Why? First ten chapters deal with the activities 
of Jesus in Galilee. Chapters 11 to the end deal with his activities in Jerusalem and Judea. So, by that very 
construction, you can't put this anywhere else except somewhere between [18:00] 11 to 16. Uh, John on the 
other hand is free to put it wherever he wants. On the other hand, it may be that John decided to put it at 
the very beginning to show that this is the kind of event that typifies the reaction of the leadership 
towards Jesus and foreshadow the future events of Jesus' life. So, that at the very beginning of his 
ministry, there is this gloom of this kind of reaction and what's going to happen and so forth.

[18:30] Now, we read of a temple tax, which is b – being collected in the temple. There are money changes 
there that goes back to Exodus 30:13 where every male was to provide this tax. If you were very rich, it 
was the same amount as if you were very poor. It wasn't a math of sums. Everyone was to do this, and we 
have an account of this, by the way, in Matthew 70:24 to 27. It's not the parallel here, but in another 
incident, [19:00] they come and ask about the temple tax and whether Jesus, the teacher, was going to pay 
that temple tax.

Also, there is a selling of animals in the temple. Uh, following Mark here, "He entered the temple and 
began to drive out those who sold and those who bought in the temple and overturning the t – tables of 
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the money changes and the seats of those who sold pigeons." So, there is animal sacrifice in the temple. To 
provide [19:30] for that, there are sacrificial animals. Also, the temple tax is available. You can pay that in 
the temple, and the temple tax could only be paid in a particular currency. You couldn't just take any old 
coin and give it to pay the temple tax because most coinage had images of pagan deities and that was not 
acceptable. So – but the Tyrion [19:56] [ph] coin could be paid this way because it didn't have that [20:00] 
and you were able to pay it, but if you had Roman coinage with a dollar [00:20:07.07] [inaudible] you'd 
have to exchange that for the correct kind of coinage, and this was not a non-profit organization. Uh, 
there would be – it was a business, so there would be money changes and so forth.

Similarly, the selling of animal sacrifices – for the priest, this could be looked at as a, uh – [20:30] a service 
to the people. What were you going to do? You have to bring – y – you have to offer an animal that was 
out with – is without blemish and how would you know that? Well, a priest would inspect the animal 
and make sure it was without blemish so that it could be offered. Well, you bring a lamb from Rome on 
ship – you buy one somewhere at – at the port, say at Sesseria, and bring it up, lead it b – by hand up to 
Jerusalem, or do you – well, to make it convenient [21:00] for you to have a sacrifice, the priest said, "Well, 
what we would do – we'll do this in the temple," so you were able to find a sacrifice here that would be 
acceptable, not – not to find all of a sudden that it has a blemish on it and you don't know what to do 
with the lamb with the blemish on it. This also, however, was not a non-profit organization. Money was 
made.

In the Talmud in the Mishnah, part of the Talmud, there is a saying which goes this way, "Once in 
Jerusalem a pair of [21:30] doves cost a golden denar." Very expensive. "Rabbi Simeon ben Gamaliel said: 
'By this Temple! I will not suffer the night to pass by before they cost but a silver denar.' He went into the 
court and taught: 'If a woman suffered five miscarriages that were not in doubt or five issues that were 
not in doubt, she need but bring one offering,' – not five – 'and she may then eat of the animal-offering; 
[22:00] and she is not bound to offer the other offerings.'” In other words, he's passing a law because he's 
angry at the cost of sacrifices saying, "Well, if a woman has had five miscarriages, she doesn't offer – have 
– have to offer five sacrifices. She can do one."

Well, the result is, the same day, the price of a pair doves stood at a quarter denar each. Literally, the stock 
market collapsed, but what is shows is that the Pharisees see [22:30] this offering of sacrifices in the 
temple as – as being also a – a profit making scheme by the, uh – the Sadducees, the Temple of Priests, 
and you have this lay Pharisee antagonism to the Sadducee priest, and so, they see this also as a – a kind 
of money-making scheme off the people in the temple, and probably someone like Rabbi Simeon ben 
Gamaliel, [23:00] if he had been present to see what Jesus did, would have cheered him on. So, this is not 
Jesus attacking all Judaism. He is attacking what's going on in the temple, which even the rabbis saw as 
being a desecration. So, Jesus' per – perspective is that this is not a convenience. This is something 
desecrating the temple, and, therefore, he goes about cleansing it.

Now, that – once again, now we should note some things. Note there's no Roman [23:30] interference. In 
the temple, Jesus is doing this. The Romans don't step up. They don't do anything, and this is not 
mentioned at the trial either. So, this does not look like a revolutionary act as far as the high priest and 
leadership of Israel and the Romans. In fact, they – those are not issues that come up at that time.

Let me just – kind of a glace as to the construction of the Temple. [24:00] Kidron Valley over here – the 
Hinnom Valley coming down on this side over here – the walls and the colonnades – these dots – covered 
colonnades – the court of the gentiles is here. The barrier, which prohibited gentiles from getting any 
closer on pain of death. Then you had the women's court, the court of Israel and then you had four, which 
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would have been the – the alter, and somewhere in these colonnades, w – were the sale of animals and the 
exchanging of money.

[24:30] The Roman Fortress of Antonia overlooked the castle because if there was ever going to be a riot of 
revolutionary act, it's not gonna happen in Nazareth or something like it. It's going to be Jerusalem and in 
the temple. So, they had a contingent of troops in the Fortress of Antonia, and especially was it manned 
more heavily during the Passover, for this was a very nationalistic time. It's like if America was [25:00] 
captive of some other nation, what day of the year would you especially want to be on your guard 
against an uprising? July fourth. Well, this is the Passover, so they're overlooking it. Now, what takes 
place in the cleansing of the temple may not even been noticed in the Fortress of Antonia, but it was not 
seen as a threat or word would have gotten there and the troops would have come out immediately and 
put it down.

All right, the meaning – the meaning of the [25:30] event – very popular in the 1900s was the old liberal 
idea that what Jesus was rejecting was the sacrificial system. Jesus didn't like sacrifices like the prophets. 
He says, "The Lord doesn't require sacrifices but a pure and upright heart," and like the liberals of the 
19th century, he too thought as being demeaning and low and uh, basically a primitive religion [26:00] to 
require sacrifices to have God forgive sins. He was essentially a German liberal who was opposing the 
sacrificial system. Another suggestion had been that what Jesus was doing was reforming the temple. 
This is to be a cleansing of the temple as we sometimes describe it. The cleansing of the temple – he is 
trying to purify the temple.

Look with me at page 238. There's a little comment in the cleansing of the, uh – the temple. [26:30] After 
we read in Verse 15, "They came to Jerusalem. He entered the temple and began to drive out those who 
sold and those bought – who bought in the temple overturning the tables of the money changes and the 
seats of those who sold pigeons." Then he had this additional comment in Verse 16, "And he would not 
allow anyone to carry anything through the temple." What you have is that this is a rather large complex. 
If you were living here in the old part of Jerusalem b – and you were having a potluck supper at [27:00] 
grandma's house, it's much easier, instead of walking around here and around here, to just take your pork 
and beans and hot dish and run real – real quickly through here, and – and get that way, and Jesus 
thought of that as a desecration. He wouldn't allow that. He passed a ruling on it, but it didn't mean that 
when they say he didn't allow it that he stood guard and had his disciples guard and look at all the 
potluck meals going through or something like that, but that he just passed a ruling that would not 
permit it, and interestingly enough, [27:30] in the Talmud, there is a similar reference of the temple being 
used as a short cut and that the rabbis forbid that. It's a sacred ground. It – it – it would be like if you had 
to go from walking through a church in order that you don't have to walk around it only it would be even 
more sacred because the temple was very, very sacred ground in that way.

So, some have suggested then that what we have here is a reformation – a cleansing by Jesus in order to 
[28:00] try to bring about a – a more pure worship. I think that Mark sees it somewhat differently. What 
we need to do is to look at how Mark understands this cleansing. Turn with me to page 238 and we have 
here in Mark something that is called a Markan sandwich. What he does is he has two stories he's going 
to tell. He cuts the first story in half, and wedges in between it [28:30] the second story, so that before and 
after, you have the first story. Wedged in between is the second story.

Now, the first story begins in – on page 238 at Mark 11:12. "On the following day when they came from 
Bethany, he was hungry and seeing in the distance a fig tree in leaf. He went to see if he could find 
anything. When he came to it, he found nothing but leaves." Now you have a Markan explanatory clause, 
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"For it was not the season for figs, and he said to him, 'May no one ever eat fruit from you again and his 
disciples heard it.'" So, this is the Cursing of the Fig Tree Part One, okay? Now, the account, when Mark 
adds, "For it was not the season for figs," [29:00] I think he's telling us as readers, "Pay attention to what's 
going on." It's not a matter of whether there should have been figs there or not. There's something 
symbolic going on here that you need to – to take note of.

Now, after this cursing the fig tree, we have the cleansing of the temple. [29:30] Then after that, we have 
the question of – of the, uh – or the conspiring of the – of the chief leaders, but then turn to page 240, and 
note that here you have the second part of the fig tree in Mark, "As they pass by in the morning, they saw 
the fig tree withered away to its roots and Peter remembered and said to him, 'Master, look, the fig tree 
which you cursed is withered,' and Jesus answered him, [30:00] 'Have faith in God. Truly I say to you, 
whoever says to this mountain,' ‘Be taken up and cast into the sea,’ and does not doubt in his heart but 
believes that what he says will come to pass, it will be done for them."

Now, having said that, if we have this sandwiching, what happens in this is that the cursing of the fig tree 
rubs off on what happens in the temple. Jesus comes to a fig tree expecting to see good things. He doesn't 
see it. [30:30] He pronounces a curse on it. Now, you have the story of the temple. He comes to the 
temple. What does he see? He sees money changers and those who sold animals, and he cleansed that, 
and afterwards, we have the final story of the cursing of the fig tree, and I think what Mark is doing then 
is telling us that you need to interpret the story of the cleansing of the temple that way. It's a judgment. 
[31:00] It's not a reformation. It is a symbolic act of judgment, and after this, you find a number of things. 
Chapter 12, you have a parable of the wicked husband men, "and judgment will come upon the vineyard 
and it will be given to others" – a prophecy about the destruction of Jerusalem.

Then, in chapter 13, you have that whole chapter devoted to the destruction of Jerusalem. So, you now 
have here a whole listing of [31:31] sayings of Jesus that talk about the destruction of the temple of 
Jerusalem, and the – I personally think that – that the third is clearly the way Mark understands it. This is 
a symbolic act by which he portrays the future judgment of Israel. They too will be judged in this similar 
manner.
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Chapter 28

Hi, all. We’re going to talk about the Last Supper. Perhaps best would start by reading the preparation of 
this on page 280 — 280 in your synopsis, following the Marken account, page 280: “And on the first day 
of unleavened bread, when they sacrificed the Passover lamb, His disciples said to him, ‘Where will you 
have us go and prepare for you to eat the Passover?’ [00:44] And he sent two of his disciples and said to 
them, ‘Go into the city and a man carrying a jar of water will meet you. Follow him and wherever he 
enters, say to the householder, the teacher says where is my guest room where I am going — where I am 
to eat the Passover with my disciples.’ [01:00] And he will show you a large upper room furnished and 
ready. There, prepare for us.” And they do that and that takes place as is said.

[01:09] Now, my own understanding of this is that this event, like the Triumphal Entry is planned. I mean, 
there are a number of reasons for that. First of all, men did not usually carry water. That was woman’s 
work in that fay. Furthermore, when they see this man they are to ask him, ask the householder whose 
house he enters, where is my guest room where I am to eat the Passover with my disciples? He’s not 
going to say, “Do you have a guest room I can use?” but “Where’s the one prepared for me and my 
disciples?” [01:46] It must be that this man knows that Jesus is expecting to use his guest room and I think 
that this is prepared for as well.

[01:54] Now there’s some problem in the dating of this event. Now all the Gospels agree that Jesus was 
crucified on Friday. Now that’s their Friday which is Thursday 6pm to our Friday 6pm. And we have that 
for instance in Matthew, Mark, Luke, John. [02:14] Let’s look at a couple references to that real quickly. 
Keep your finger back at 280 and enter with me to 323, Mark 15:42 at the top of the page, “And when 
evening had come, since it was the day of preparation.” That is the day before the Sabbath. All right, this 
day is the day before the Sabbath which would be Thursday 6pm to Friday 6pm. The Sabbath would 
begin Friday 6pm. [02:41] John, down below, 19:31, page 322, “Since it was the day of preparation, in 
order to prevent the bodies from remaining on the cross on the Sabbath for the Sabbath was a high day.” 
So this is again the Friday according to John’s account, and then when we go to page 324 Matthew has, at 
the very bottom of the page, verse 62, “Next day, that is after the day of preparation, the chief priests and 
the Pharisees gathered before Pilate.”

[03:14] So, after the day of preparation, which is the day that Jesus eats the Passover will be the Sabbath 
day. So that seems to be reasonably clear. Now, there is one issue that comes up on page 280, and that is in 
verse 12. It says, “On the first day of unleavened bread when they sacrificed the Passover lamb.” Actually, 
the first day of unleavened bread was the 15th of Nisan. The day they sacrificed the lambs was the 14th of 
Nisan.

[03:46] So there’s a technical error here if you want to look at it this way, but we’re not dealing with 
technicalities. We’re dealing with how people understood and reckoned with their time. The day, the 14th 
of Nisan, was the beginning of Passover celebrations. It was the day where people came and searched the 
houses for leaven. It was the day where they prepared the sacrifice by going to the temple and having the 
Passover lamb slain. [04:15] So that when you think of the Passover, you think practically of it starting on 
the 14th, not the 15th, just as I celebrated Christian Christmas as a boy on December 24th. That’s when 
Christmas started for us because in German homes, the evening of the 24th was the day you exchanged 
gifts. [04:42] Now, I knew, Christmas was the 25th, but if you asked me when we celebrated Christmas, 
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when’s Christmas coming, I’d say, “Evening of the 24th,” because popularly that’s the way we 
understood it.

[04:55] Now in a similar way, popularly, the people thought of the first day of unleavened bread 
beginning really of the feast of the Passover as with the sacrifice of the lamb and the search of the house 
for leaven that had to be removed. That’s when the Passover began. So, the first difficulty we have here 
about the first day of unleavened bread here when they scarified the Passover, it’s not a difficulty when 
you’re thinking the way the people think and the way Mark is explaining it. [05:25] When they began this 
Passover celebration on the first day, that’s the day when they sacrificed the Passover lamb and went out 
and looked for the leaven, and that’s they way it was in their common understanding.

[05:37] The more difficult question of chronology here is that in the synoptic gospels, the Passover is 
understood as being involved into a Lord’s Supper so that what they celebrate on, at the Lord’s Supper is 
the Passover itself. Look at Mark 14:14, line 16, “And wherever he enters, say to the householder, ‘Where 
is my guestroom where I am to eat the Passover with my disciples?’” [06:12] And then jump to verse 16: 
“And his disciples set out and went to the city and found it as he had told them and they prepared the 
Passover.” Luke 22:15, that’d be page 284, top of page 284, then Jesus says to them, just before the Last 
Supper, “I have earnestly desired to eat this Passover with you before I suffer.” So the synoptic gospels 
have the Lord’s Supper as being part of the Passover celebration.

[06:43] The problem is with John. In John, it’s just 18:28, that’s the most clear verse and short rather, 
precisely. That would be page 307. Here, now, notice the heading, “Jesus Delivered to Pontius Pilate.” The 
Lord’s Supper must be over. They’ve gone to the garden of Gethsemane. He’s been arrested. There’s been 
a trial. [07:12] He’s now brought to Pontius Pilate. John states, “Then they led Jesus from the house of 
Caithus to the praetorium. It was early. They themselves did not enter the praetorium so that they might 
not be defiled but might eat the Passover.” If they entered the praetorium, there are idols around 
remember this is a Roman court, um, thrown room so to speak. If you entered there you become 
contaminated by the idolatry of the room. [07:41] And therefore you would not be able to eat the Passover 
meal. You would have to go through a cleansing. But notice the Passover’s future here. It has not yet 
occurred. And so we have this conflict between what the synoptic gospels wills ay that the Lord’s Supper 
is associated with the Passover and with the gospel of John where all this over and Jesus is arrested and 
he’s been tried and the Passover is still future. The other references you can look at also affirm that.

[08:10] Now there’s been lots of attempts to try to understand and bring some harmonization to this and, 
what is interesting for me, is that a lot of people, a lot of German scholars for instance, have tried to work 
something out here that makes sense and these people don’t have our doctrine of venerency. They’re not 
protecting doctrine of venerencey like we are but they simply have too much faith in the gospel accounts 
and the writers of the gospel that think there’s a blatant error here in some way. And so there’ve been a 
number of suggestions. [08:42] One attempted solution is that they argue that the synoptic gospels are 
correct. The Lord’s Supper was part a Passover meal and what John 18:28 refers to when it says they 
might eat the Passover was not the Passover itself but various meals that they would celebrate during 
that week of celebration called the feast of Tabernacles. So it’s not the first day Passover that they’re 
talking about in John. [09:14] They’re talking about the subsequent celebrations and meals. They didn’t 
want to be defiled with respect to those later meals that would occur at the end of the, during the rest of 
the week.

[09:26] Well, the problem with that is that the word Passover is used here and it would be a strange word 
to use with respect to the subsequent meals. Some have therefore suggested, well actually the gospel of 
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John is the correct one. Not the synoptic gospels. That John here indicates that the Passover celebrated in 
the synoptic gospels was not the real Passover but that Jesus knew he would be dead during the Passover 
so therefore he want to celebrate it nonetheless and he celebrated it earlier. [10:06] He anticipated the 
Passover meal so that what Jesus celebrated was a special kind of Passover meal because he knew he 
would not be alive when the Passover came.

[10:18] Uh, now we do know that there were instances where people could not be in Jerusalem to 
celebrate the Passover and they would come late and some provision was made so that they could 
celebrate the Passover privately on their own after the actual date. This however is different. This is 
celebrating it before the Passover and there’s some real questions as to whether this would have been 
possible where you can simply say “Would you prepare our lamb for the Passover meal? [10:48] We want 
to celebrate it early because of various reason.”

[10:52] Others have suggested, well, they’re really both correct and what you have to do is to understand 
the unusual situation. We know that the Passover came on a Sabbath and therefore, due to it falling on — 
supposedly because it was going to fall on the Sabbath, there as division among the Pharisees and the 
scribes and the Sadducees. [11:18] The Pharisees said, “We should celebrate it a day early because we 
don’t want to have the Passover take place on the Sabbath,” and the Sadducees said, “No, we should 
leave it as it normally is on the very day it occurs.” So the Pharisees had the celebration of the Passover 
before the Sabbath. The Sadducees after the Sabbath, and the synoptic gospels follow the reckoning of 
this of the Pharisees and the Gospel of John follows that of the Sadducees.

[11:54] Another attempt to explain this is that there may have been uncertainty as to when the month 
began. How do you know when the month begins in biblical times? You go at night and you wait til you 
see a new moon or a full moon or something like that. I don’t know if it’s new or full. But when that 
begins — I think it’s the new moon — that’s the beginning of the month. [12:17] Well some have 
suggested that perhaps it was foggy and you couldn’t tell exactly the day when the new moon began, 
thus the month began and some people took the first day earlier the Pharisees thought it was a day earlier 
than the Sadducees and the synoptic gospels follow that.

[12:38] Some have suggested that due to the enormous number of sacrifices now we’re talking about — 
my goodness — five to ten thousand lambs being slain. I mean, that’s a huge butchering operation. And 
some say that because of the great number of sacrifices, it was done over a two day period and the 
sacrifices, um, that for the Passover by the pilgrims from Galilee was a day earlier than the residents of 
Jerusalem. [13:10] And the synoptic gospels follow the Galilean understanding and the Gospel of John 
follows the Judean sacrifice and celebration.

[13:25] Still another which has come recently more to the fore is the fact that there were two different 
calendars in Israel. The majority of people in Israel followed a lunar calendar. But the Qumran 
community followed a solar calendar. And it’s been suggested that maybe the difference in the dates is 
due to one following a solar calendar instead of a lunar calendar, and the like.

[13:52] I must confess that there’s no explanation that really grabs me and I say, “I think this really 
resolves the problem.” I don’t know how how it exactly resolves. There may be some evidence that comes 
up some time that will make it clear to us, but at the present time it’s not clear that there is this problem 
between the synoptic gospels as to the Passover and the Gospel of John and I think the better thing to do 
is simply admit that it exists there and say, “We don’t know exactly how it is to be understood.”
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[14:24] That doesn’t mean that I don’t think that it’s possible to understand it or that if enough evidence 
was there we could understand it. It’s just that we don’t have that evidence to understand it. And 
sometimes things that seem to be so impossible for both to be true can be true if we have the evidence. 
And I remember to remind you the story of a sabbatical I spent in Germany and in Switzerland. When 
you know enough, you agree these apparently conflicting statements can be both true.

[14:56] Now, as to the Last Supper itself, I am convinced that it was a Passover and Euakam Euameus 
wrote a book on the Eucharistic words of Jesus and still think that most of his arguments are very, very 
strong to argue that the Last Supper is associated with the Passover. And there are a number of reasons 
for that.

[15:19] First of all, this meal was eaten — was eaten in the walled city of Jerusalem. Other nights, they 
went back to Bethany. This night, they did not. They ate in the walled city of Jerusalem. And that was a 
requirement. The Passover had to be celebrated in Jerusalem and the meal itself had to be eaten within 
the walled city. This meal is eaten in the walled city of Jerusalem. Fits exactly what you’d expect with the 
Passover.

[15:49] Most meals, most times, there were two meals that the Jews ate during the day. Some late morning 
around ten o’clock and then late afternoon. This meal was eaten at night. On the evening on which Jesus 
was betrayed he took bread. And the Passover had to be eaten at night in light of the circumstances of the 
Passover. It was — took place at night. And so here you have a meal that is eaten at night. [16:20] It fits 
the Passover. It’s not the usual way of eating. The meal is eaten in a reclined position.

[16:30] Uh, in other words, it’s not just a normal meal, it’s a special feast meal. I know we have this 
picture of the Lord’s Supper by, who is it, Leonardo DaVinci in which they’re sitting at this table and 
they’re all lined up facing you. But actually, the Greek word used is reclined. And this was the kind of 
meal on which you’d recline on cushions and you would face towards a table in the middle, which was a 
short table, maybe eight, nine inches off the ground, ten inches off the ground. [17:02] And facing it, you 
would lie with cushions under your arms and you’d reach out and eat that way. Uh, have you ever 
wondered why when Jesus was at certain feasts people could get and wash his legs, his feet? It’s kind of 
hard crawling under the table that Leonardo has out there. But if you’re facing like spokes to a table on 
cushions, then it’s easy access and people can see what’s going on and so forth. We have expressly said in 
the Gospels that this is a meal in which they were reclining, not sitting.

[17:38] Uh, this meal ended with a hymn which was part of the Passover. You would end a Passover meal 
with a hymn and that night they don’t return to Bethany, but they spend the night on the Mount of Olives 
in the Garden of Gethsemane. Now, because of the problems with regard to the enormous amount of 
people that were there — for instance, when we talk about the city of Jerusalem, it might twenty-five to 
thirty thousand people. [18:09] Now, when the Passover came, some eighty-five to maybe a hundred and 
twenty-five thousand pilgrims would be there. Now, what city do you know, about thirty thousand, that 
can handle a hundred thousand visitors? I don’t know of any city that has that kind of hotel space. But 
the meal had to be eaten in the city. So what you have here is the city of Jerusalem itself and these are the 
walls. It was impossible for everybody to spend the night there. [18:39] So, the hills that were 
surrounding Jerusalem — the sides that faced into Jerusalem were now incorporated into the suburbs of 
Jerusalem and the rabbis defined greater Jerusalem as the hillsides surrounding Jerusalem facing it.

[18:58] Now the Mount of Olives is over here. The city of Bethany is on the reverse slope of the Mount of 
Olives facing east, not toward Jerusalem. So, Bethany, you could not spend the night. But the Garden of 
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Gethsemane faces and you could spend the night there. [19:25] So, what people would do, the thousands 
and thousands of pilgrims would come and they’d bring their ten trailers and they’d set them up all on 
the sides of the hills and they’d spend the night there. But, the meal is in Jerusalem, the walled city. The 
Lord’s Supper and the Passover meal in the walled city of Jerusalem. The night spent in the Garden of 
Gethsemane on the slope facing Jerusalem, so it’s part of greater Jerusalem, and therefore it fits exactly 
what we know with regard to the celebration of the Passover meal.

[19:50] There are other similarities. I have them in your notes. You can look over those, but this is, I think, 
sufficient, to give you an idea. I believe firmly that the Lord’s Supper was part of the Passover. It’s at the 
end of the Passover that this takes place.

[20:08] Now let’s look again at your synopsis and this time let’s look at page 284. Now, the words of the 
Lord’s Supper that I want to call our attention are essentially three in number. The first is, “This is my 
body.” Now, in your synopsis, if you look at line 17, Matthew has taken “this is my body.” Mark takes 
“this is my body.” [20:38] Luke, “this is my body given for you.” First Corinthians or Paul, “This is my 
body which is for you.” All of the four accounts have a reference to the body of Christ, that the bread is 
the body of Christ.

[20:50] Now let me just stop here and go from the description historically to a theological issue about how 
to interpret the Lord’s Supper. In the Roman Catholic and in the Greek Orthodox and also in the Lutheran 
understanding, there is what we call the doctrine of the Real Presence. For the Roman Catholic position, 
the bread actually becomes the body of Christ. [21:20] It may look like bread. It may taste like bread. It 
may test out as bread. But it isn’t bread. It’s the body of Jesus. The Lutheran view that would be trans 
substation where it’s transformed into the body of Christ. The Lutheran understanding is that the bread is 
still bread but in and around the elements of bread is the real body of Christ. So that you are eating the 
real body of Christ there, although the bread is still there but in and around the parts of bread are the 
body of Christ. [21:50] The Baptist view is essentially that this is a memorial and the emphasis is “do this 
in remembrance of me.” The Calvinist reform tradition is that, us, there is a sense that during this eating 
of the bread we spiritually feast on Jesus. Okay? And so you have this range. The very body of Christ in 
the Roman Catholic, Luther position, and also the Greek Orthodox who actually partake of the body of 
Christ. [22:20] Luther makes this very, very clear when some of those are arguing oh, this is, you know, a 
memorial or this is metaphorical language. He says no. During the Lord’s Supper we gnaw on the very 
bones of Jesus. I mean, Luther had a way of saying his mind and making it very specific and he wanted to 
indicate this is no memorial. We’re really eating the body of Jesus. [22:49] So, you have the idea of the 
Real Presence in Lutheran and Catholic. Uh, you have the spiritual presence in the reform group and 
Baptists, essentially. The only thing we really know when we celebrate the Lord’s Supper is Jesus isn’t 
there in in any way.

[23:07] Now think with me. If you were there and you were — you asked a disciple, “Where’s the body of 
Jesus?” They’d say, “There, there he is. Can’t you see him? He’s over there.” It’s very unlikely that at the 
same time they would point to Jesus in the bread and say, “These are both the real body of Jesus.” It’s 
conceivable at the Last Supper that the bread there is not understood metaphorically and it would be 
emphasized by something else.

[23:37] Now, in Luke and in first Corinthians, there is a reference, line 19, “Do this in remembrance of 
me.” Both Luke and in first Corinthians. Do this in remembrance of me. Then when we get to the third 
word, there is a reference to the blood of the covenant. Uh, new covenant in my blood is Luke, first 
Corinthians, and then for many is added by Matthew and Mark. [24:07] Now it’s at this point where I 
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think it’s impossible for me to take this as a real presence of the blood of Jesus because what is the 
attitude of Jewish people towards eating, drinking blood? It’s forbidden in the law. When this is given, 
these words are said, we hear nothing of any protest here. [24:38] Nothing about, “Oh, lord, this is 
forbidden in the New Testament — uh, the Old Testament. I can’t do that.”

[24:48] Think in contrast now to an event later on when the Apostle Peter has a vision which will help 
interpret the following event with a man named Cornelius and he has a vision of a sheet coming down 
from heaven and there are all sorts of unclear, forbidden animals. Pork, spare ribs, lobster, shrimp, all 
those kinds of things. And the voice says to Peter, “Rise, Peter. Kill and eat.” [25:19] Now how does Peter 
respond? He says, “No, I can’t do that. It’s unkosher.” And he has to be told that he should do what God 
has commanded. Now I can’t envision that when — when he saw the sheet coming down from heaven 
with these unclean animals in this vision and the Lord says to him, “Rise, Peter, kill and eat,” that he 
responded something like this: [25:48] “No, I can’t do that. Now I drink blood all the time, but I can’t eat 
unclean animals like this.” It just — there is nothing like this. Nothing of the shock, nothing of the 
hindrance.

[26:02] This is forbidden at the Lord’s Supper because I think they understood it all metaphorically. Jesus 
lots of times refers to himself as the lamb of God. He’s not a real Lamb, but he’s like a Lamb of God. It’s a 
metaphor. I am the door. I am the vine. I am the good shepherd. He wasn’t ever a real shepherd. And the 
use of all this “I am” language indicates that he uses metaphors freely. And so my understanding is that 
this is metaphorical language. [26:33] I do incline, however, to more of a reform Jew that there is a special 
way in which Jesus is present and we spiritually feed on him at the Lord’s Supper. I think it is meant to be 
not a sacrament that works in and of itself apart from faith but of means of faith. It helps us to grow in 
love and commitment and understanding as well.

[26:57] One final thing, a word about the future. All of the accounts have a word about the future. If you 
go to line 28, Matthew has, “I tell you I shall not drink again of this fruit of the vine until that day when I 
drink it new with you in my father’s kingdom.” Mark has, line 28, “Truly I say to you I shall not drink of 
the fruit of the vine until that day when I drink it new in the kingdom of God.” Luke has it, but he has it 
in line 9 before the Lord’s Supper, an unusual order. [27:28] “And he took a cup, and when he had given 
thanks he said, ‘Take this and divide it amongst yourselves for I shall tell you that from now on I shall not 
drink of the fruit of the vine until the kingdom of God comes.’” So, in Matthew, Mark, and Luke, all a 
reference to the coming of the kingdom of God and looking forward to that and eating at that time again 
with his followers. Now, if you look at first Corinthians, synopsis ends at verse 23 excuse me, verse 25, 
but in verse 26 he says, [28:00] “For as often as you eat this bread, and drink this cup, you proclaim the 
Lord’s death,” now you have the future, “until he comes.”

[28:14] So the Lord’s Supper, in all accounts, has a forward-looking dimension as well as a backward one. 
The back one: the death of Jesus for our sins on the cross. The future: his return and our sharing in the 
messianic banquet when he comes again in the future and let me just comment here. That’s why I think 
we have to be careful not to make the Lord’s Supper a morbid kind of experience. [28:44] I think we’re 
good on emphasizing the first part, the death of Jesus on our behalf. And we have man of sorrows. What 
a name. And we drag that out so it becomes kind of a funeral dirge. But you have to remember, that song 
ends, “When he comes, our glorious king, all is ransom, home to bring, then anew this song we’ll sing. 
Hallelujah, what a savior.” And I think you have to look forward at the end of the lord’s supper. Joyously, 
triumphantly, and with expectation. [29:16] It’s not simply a morbid look at the past, at his death, but a 
glorious, hopeful, anticipatory look at his coming again. I think that’s very, very important.
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[29:30] The Passover meal itself was an acted out parable. It was a ritual. Very important ritual, wonderful 
ritual that allowed people to rethink and, to a certain extent, relive their historical past. Uh, there were 
various elements. For instance, there was a Passover lamb. Surely as you ate that, you had in mind the 
story of the Passover where a lamb was slain and the blood of the Passover lamb was smeared on the 
lintels of the doors of the people of Israel. [30:00] And when the angel of death came to visit he passed 
over — Passover — the houses that had the blood of the Passover lamb and only struck those who did 
not have it and so the firstborn of the people of Israel were spared. The firstborn of Egypt died.

[30:18] The Passover lamb had to be cooked in a special way. It could not be put into a pot. It could not 
touch any sides of a pot. It had to be roasted over a spit and everything had to be eaten at night, You 
could not leave anything over. If any food was left over, you threw it into the fire and it burned. That was 
part of the ritual. [30:42] Uh, and since meat was a a rare occurrence in the meal of the average child of 
Israel, they would delight in the lamb and eat all of it. There had to be twelve people present, twelve 
meals present, and the host was normally the father. In this particular instance, the host would be Jesus 
who’s hosting the meal and he has his twelve disciples.

[31:06] There was unleavened bread which was to remind the people that when God delivered them out 
of Egypt, there was not time to bake bread. So instantaneous was their delivery. There was also on the 
table a bowl of salt water which they would taste and it would remind them of the tears they shed in 
Egypt in their sorrow. Also might be some allusion here to the crossing of the Reed or Read Sea. [31:34] 
There was a bowl of bitter herbs which they tasted, which would remind them of the bitterness of their 
slavery. There was a brown like paste — the charoset — which reminded them of the bricks that they 
made while they were slaves. And then there were four cups of wine which go back to the Old Testament 
celebration of the Passover. Uh, in Exodus 6:6, God says, “I am Lord. [32:03] I will bring you out from the 
burdens of the Egyptians and I will deliver you from their bondage and I will redeem you with an 
outstretched hand and with great acts of judgment. And I will take you for my people and will be your 
God.” You know, every one was to enjoy the four cups of the Passover and if you did not have money, 
you would go to the temple poor box in order to obtain money so you could share in the glory and the joy 
of the occasion. [32:32] You’re even told that, if you had to, you should sell your clothes in order that you 
could partake in this because everybody was to relive this great experience.

[32:41] Now, one of the things that would happen towards the end of the meal, would be that the 
youngest son — generally it was the youngest son who would be assigned to ask their father, “Father, 
why is this day different than other days?” And then the father, in this case the host is Jesus, he would tell 
the story of the Passover. Now the way they would say it would not be in past tense. He would say, 
“Once our fathers were in Egypt and we were in bondage and God remembered them and God delivered 
them,” but he would go this way. [33:19] “Once we were in Egypt and we were in bondage. And God 
remembered the covenant he made with Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. And he sent us a deliverer by the 
name of Moses.” And he’d tell the whole story of the Passover in first person plural. Because they were 
there. Yes, well, nah they weren’t — yes, they were there in their understanding because they were in the 
quote-unquote loins of their father and mother.

[33:48] And so what happened to mom and dad, or great-great-great-great-great-great-great-great mom 
and dad happened to us because we were present. We are their descendants. Now, when you start 
thinking now of the Lord’s Supper, you notice that there are a lot of similarities. The retelling of the 
Passover tells about the covenant that God made with Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, and now you have here 
a discussion of this new covenant that Jesus is establishing. [34:19] We were once slaves in Egypt. This is 
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my blood shed for the remission of sins, through your slavery, through your sins. Deliverance. 
Deliverance from sin. The blood of the lamb. This is my blood. And Paul says, first Corinthians, 5:7, 
“Christ, our Passover, has been slain for us,” and draws that analogy. The interpretation of the various 
elements which I’ve given already and then the emphasis on the continual celebration of this.

[34:53] So that what we have here now is the retelling of the story of the Exodus and there’s a sense in 
which now we have a new covenant with a different kind of Exodus from sin and we have a different 
lamb that’s slain. Christ, our Passover. [35:11] And that I think I’d suggest to you that sometime, as 
pastors, when you have the Lord’s Supper, you should go through this whole understanding of the 
telling of the Passover story and get the minds of people in the light of the Passover which Jesus has just 
told them about and then he goes into the story of a new covenant delivered for them.

[35:38] And for me the historical analogies are very, very powerful and influential. I furthermore — I’ve 
been at some places where some Hebrew Christians have allegorized all of the elements. You don’t have 
to. You don’t have to allegorize it. They’ll look for something that’s not necessarily there. Just tell it as it is 
with the Passover represented, with — you don’t have to start saying, “Well, Jesus is the bread of life,” 
and so forth and so on.” [36:09] It makes perfectly good sense and has a rich meaning telling about the 
unleavened bread and how God delivered the people there and how Jesus Christ is our deliverer and 
savior and it’s a new and greater and more important Passover. I’ve already talked to you about the two 
dimensions. We remember his death until he comes. Okay? And don’t leave the “until he comes” out on a 
celebration of the Lord’s Supper. [36:36]
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Chapter 29

We want to look at a number of events in the life of Jesus as it comes down to end of the story, least as far 
as the world thought, and the surprising [00:30] ending and beginning in the Resurrection.

But we want to talk about the events surrounding Gethsemane and the arrest. We talked about the Last 
Supper, which was part of a Passover meal. [00:44] [Background coughing] And due to the fact that they 
had celebrated the Passover, they had to remain in greater Jerusalem as we pointed out.

In Deuteronomy 16:5 and 6, it says, "You are not permitted to offer the Passover sacrifice within any of 
your [01:00] towns that the Lord, your God, has given you but at the place that the Lord, your God, will 
choose as a dwelling for his name. Only there shall you offer the Passover sacrifice in the evening, at 
sunset, the time of day when ye departed from Egypt."

And so they are not able to return to Bethany. But in the enlargement of Jerusalem to include the 
surrounding hills facing the city, the garden of Gethsemane on the western slopes of the [01:30] Mount of 
Olives was a legal place to spend the night. We pointed out that the fact that they did not go back to 
Bethany but remained in greater Jerusalem was an indication that this had to be a Passover meal.

Also, as the law says here, it had to be eaten at night, and the Lord's Supper takes place as a Passover 
meal that was at night. On the night that Jesus was betrayed, he took bread. So whatever the difficulties 
of trying to reconcile [02:00] the Johannes and Synoptic gospel dating of this Passover meal, the fact is 
that it is a meal that is a Passover eaten in Jerusalem and remaining in greater Jerusalem.

Now as they enter the Kidron Valley and begin the walking up the slope at the Mount of Olives at the 
very bottom towards the Kidron Valley is the garden of Gethsemane, a very lovely place. Ah, you ever 
been there you'll see that it's still filled with olive trees [02:30], some of which date back to the time of 
Jesus, and there's a kind of sense that you get there- you can vision Jesus spending the night at that time.

As he enters there, ah 297 ah page 297 in your synopsis, look at the experience of Jesus beginning at verse 
34 line 19. As he comes through the garden, he proceeds with Peter Andrew-Peter, James and John I 
should say, uh in [03:00] advance from the other disciples, and then he leaves them at a certain point and 
proceeds ahead. But as he's about to do that he say in line 18, "My soul is very sorrowful, even to death. 
Remain here and watch". It is a time of great torment and struggle for Jesus, and he seeks the comfort of 
his friends, his disciples, as they pray for him.

[03:26][Coughing in background]

As he wrestles with this, uh he asks God, [03:30] "Aba father, all things are possible to you. Remove this 
cup from me but not what I will but what you will." But you wilt not — King James language.

The honesty the accounts I think is very commendable. Ah, there is no romanticizing of the great courage 
of Jesus here. He is not excited about the prospect. He is not a masochist. He does not want to die in this 
way, [04:00] and he experiences this great agony and anxiety over his death.

I think as Christians we should take a great deal of comfort and understanding that the savior we believe 
in is able to understand u-us when we go through times like this. Uh, when we face the valley of the 
shadow, when we find out we have terminal cancer.
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I don't think there anything the bible eh somehow says [04:30] that we should all buh- sudden jump up 
and sin- and sing the benediction and say "Oh isn't it wonderful I'm- I'm gonna to die of cancer". I think 
the natural inclination that we have is that death is a- is an evil. It's part of the curse, and we don't want to 
go this way.

Uh the faith of Jesus is not that he wants to suffer but that despite whatever he desires he adds not but- 
not- not my will wi- going to be done. And I think that's- that's what real faith is.

[05:00] We have romanticized some of the early missionaries that went out and tried to point that they 
had no flaws. I remember book by Eden Hiram Judson uh had to be rewritten because there was a 
chapter in it which had talked about his almost losing his faith after his wife and children died in a 
hospital all alone.

My question is why you want to hide that? The fact is that he- God saw him through that, and it helps me 
to realize that i- [05:30] if I go through that God can help me come through it as well. We're not uh have 
uh paper heroes that uh are just not realistic. Jesus, himself is asking God that if there's another way 
possible he doesn't want to die this way.

Now the question has come up what exactly is it that he's so uh in agony about? It was a man by the 
name of Oscar Colman who argued that what Jesus feared [06:00] was [06:01] Coughing in background] 
physical death. He knew, as no one had ever known before, that death is a curse. It was not intended for 
uh God's creation. It's part of a fall, and he recognized that and what he actually fears is physical death 
itself.

I- I doubt that that is really an adequate explanation uh. It- it- as one- as one of my teachers once said, "It 
would be a strange paradox that saints should be able to draw from [06:30] Christ the inspiration and 
strength to die bravely un- uncomplainingly for his sake, yet he himself be found quailing before the 
experience of death". I mean uh there are examples of saints that have endured great pain and so forth, 
and their example if you're- if all he was fearing was the same kind of death is- is inferior to theirs.

But that's not what he's afraid of. He's not fearing physical death. Others have said well ah [07:00] 
somehow he- what he was afraid of was dying prematurely before his ministry had taken place in its 
fullness. Ah very hard to think of the one who says that the very hairs of our head are numbered, not a 
sparrow falls to the ground that uh without God's permission and will. That somehow he thought that 
God was not in control of what was going on. Um I think he had confidence that God would preserve 
him until his hour had [07:30] come. And so I don't think it's somehow a fear of premature death.

Ah some have argued that what he feared was the additional guilt that would come upon uh Judas, the 
leaders of the nation, ah Pontius Pilate and others ah. A- again num the fact that he comes into the world 
as the messiah knows that he will divide the sheep from the goats, the wheat from the tares.

Now I think what- what he fears is the death [08:00], of dying for the sins of the world. Ah he had just at 
the Lor- Last Supper said this is the blood of the covenant poured out for many for the remission of sins. 
Paul says, "He who knew no sin became sin for us that we may become the righteousness of God in him". 
Paul quotes the Old Testament law when he refers to Jesus as, "Cursed is the one who hangs on the tree".

And I think what we have to see here is not that he is facing [08:30] death in any of the senses that we are 
but that's an unusual death that none of us will ever be called to do; to somehow bear the sins of the 
world and bear the, ah, wrath of a Holy God upon himself in this way. And so that whereas you and I 
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when we go through the valley of the shadow of death we have examples of many many saints who said 
they never felt closer to God at the time. They've never felt closer as they were dying [09:00].

And I- I think God will be very near to us, but he does not have that privilege as the sin bearer of the 
world. So what he fears, I think, is the death of dying for the sins of the world not just physical death in 
our normal sense.

Now, we talk at this point of the betrayal of Judas, and there's been a lot of speculation as to why Judas 
betrayed Jesus and there's been romanticizing this and some say, [09:30] "Well his view of what the 
messiah was supposed to do was be a political deliverer. Uh, the very kind of messiah that Jesus rejected, 
and somehow he kept on thinking that Jesus would come around and accept his responsibility as the 
messiah to drive out the Romans to bring independence to Israel once again, and he would have a ground 
seat in the new kingdom. When Jesus, now at the Last Supper, talks about his death and keep on [10:00] 
warning his disciples he's about to die, he becomes totally disillusioned and therefore betrays him as a 
result".

No evidence for anything like this. Uh, some have suggested that it was for money. Remember he 
receives 30 pieces of silver. But that's not a big sum of money. I mean that...you- you don't do a betrayal of 
this importance for so [silence] such a- a paltry sum. [10:30] It doesn't- it doesn't seem therefore that you 
can simply explain say, "Well it was all because he- he was a greedy man, he wanted money and so forth 
and so on". I- It doesn't seem to be quite possible.

One of the most interesting and romantic idea is that um what he did it really to help Jesus out. Is a work 
by Kazantzakis 'The Last Temptation of Christ' in which, as Jesus is preparing for his death, Judas is 
[11:00] the only one who loves Jesus and is committed to him enough that he will die [stuttering noises] 
help Jesus die the death that he plans. And so he betrays Jesus in order to help Jesus fulfill his ambition 
and goal. Very romantic to say the least um but, once again, I don't think the majority of Christians ever 
been convinced of this because none of us seem to be wanting to name our children Judas.

[11:30] When you- when you come, however, to what Jesus himself says at the Last Supper, it seems to be 
impossible to- to romanticize it. One page 283, when Jesus foretells his betrayal at the Last Supper, on 283 
if you look at line 34, Jesus says, "The Son of Man goes as it is written of him, but woe to that man by 
whom the Son of Man is betrayed. It would have been better for that [12:00] man if he had not been born".

So if you want to romanticize Judas' role, you have to eliminate this verse. You have to say something like 
that uh, "It's not really true. This is just the disciples trying to find a scapegoat," or something like that, 
"That Judas is really a hero," and so forth. And it becomes impossible to do that in light of the text.

So why did he betray Jesus? I think we're going to have to simply say we don't know for sure. We don't 
know what was going through his mind. We—we don't have access [12:30] to what Judas was thinking. 
When we talk about the impossibility of knowing the mental acts of a biblical author as they wrote, how 
much less is it possible to have access to the mental acts of a character, a real historical person to be sure, 
but that is being referred to and there is no comments coming from that person as to what he was 
thinking or the like. I think we simply say we don't know.

Now another question, though, that we have more access to [13:00] is what is it that he betrayed? What is 
it that Judas betrayed? And here was Albert Schweitzer who said that what Judas betrayed was the 
messianic secret. He betrayed to the leadership that Jesus was, in fact, claiming to be the messiah. And 
therefore now they mobilized and put him uh arrested him and uh saw his death.
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The problem with this is two-fold [13:30]. First of all, we're not sure exactly whether claiming to be a 
messiah was a ma- was a uh criminal act. In 135, there is a re-revolt that's against the Romans by a- led by 
a man name bar Kokhba, and bar Kokhba claimed he was the messiah. And some of the Rabbis actually 
thought he was. And so if it is an evil thing to claim [14:00] he's the messiah, ah how in the world does he 
get along and have the vast number of the majority of the people, probably at the time, support him in 
this?

Th- nothing we know of that say simply claiming you're the messiah is therefore something that is wrong 
and if you once revealed to the cur- to the leadership Jesus is claiming he was the messiah, they would 
have immediately thought he had to be arrested and uh punished in some way.

I think the biggest argument against this, however, [14:30] is if this- what Judas betrays is the claim that 
Jesus is the messiah, which somehow is now a serious offense, then why is he not present at the trial 
where he can bring those charges to those who are judging the situation? The fact that he's not present at 
the trial indicates they don't need him.

They don't- and if what he's betraying is the claim that he's the messiah, then you have to have him there. 
[15:00] In fact, they're desperately trying at the trial to find something to cu- accuse him of. And nothing is 
brought up about having entered Jerusalem as the messiah on Palm Sunday. Nothing is brought up in the 
cleansing of the temple. Nothing is brought up by Judas here claiming that he is the messiah. Those don't 
seem to be clear messianic acts, and Judas apparently uh is not witnessing to that.

What Judas will do in [15:30] betraying Jesus is to reveal to the leaders how Jesus can be arrested quietly. 
How they can get their hands on Jesus apart from the crowds. Here we need to read uh Mark 14 ah one 
and two, and that'd be page 276. Here you have an editorial comment by Mark goes this way, "It was now 
two days before the Passover and the Feasts of Unleavened Bread. And the chief priests and the scribes 
were [16:00] seeking how to arrest him by stealth secretly and kill him for they said, 'Not during the feasts 
lest there be a tumult of the people'".

"We're not going to try and arrest him in the middle of the feast when everybody's around, there'll be a 
riot. We can't do that." And when Jesus is finally arrested in 48, 40- uh 49, we have the following 
comments of Jesus at his arrest; that'd be page 300. As [16:30] they come to arrest Jesus he says to them in 
line uh 56 and 57 and Jesus said to them, "Have you come out as against a robber with swords and clubs 
to capture me? Day after day, I was with you in the temple teaching, and you did not seize me. But let the 
scripture be fulfilled. And they all forsook him and fled."

So what Jesus is saying [laughs], "Why didn't you arrest me when the people were around? [16:58] 
Silence] Why [17:00] in the darkness? Ah, is it be- you know, is it because people who are evil are of 
darkness rather than light?" But what Judas is able to say, "I can tell you where he will be apart from the 
people and how you can arrest him." And providing that information, they are able to arrest Jesus quietly.

Now when Jesus is arrested, Mathew in 26:47 says, "A great crowd is present at the time". [17:28] Sound 
of pages flipping in background] Let's look at Matthew [17:30] 26:47 page 299, "While Jesus was still 
speaking Judas came, one of the twelve, and with him a great crowd with swords and clubs from the 
chief priests and elders of the people".

So a great crowd is described, and if we break it down in the various ways there are representatives of the 
chief priests, scribes and elders. There are temple soldiers, essentially temple police in charge of the 
temple area. [18:00] There servants of the chief priests, servants of the Pharisees. And John 18:12 has an 
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unusual reference here, "And it looks like what we have is the cohort of soldiers present as well," 301. So 
the band of soldiers and their captain and the officers of the Jews seize Jesus and bound him.

Now the word "captain" is the word "tribune". [18:28] Silence] [18:30] In the simplest way of looking at 
that is that we have here a Roman Officer, one who's in charge of Centurions who are leaders of a 100. 
Tribune is the next officer. If ya have Centurions essentially being lieutenants, here you have a captain, a 
tribune.

And you have reference to the cohort being referred to uh. Now a- a cohort is really a large group, a band 
of soldiers, a cohort of soldiers. A cohort [19:00] normally was 600 men. And you had that chief officer, the 
tribune in charge of them. So it could be that, or sometimes a subgroup of a cohort was also referred to as 
the cohort and uh usually we have here about 200 men. The word used there is maniple m-a-n-i-p-l-e, m-
a-n-i-p-l-e.

So what we have here [19:30] is a substantial group of people. You say, "Well why all the people?" Well 
remember how many disciples Jesus has. He has 12 disciples. You have 13 men and what you- what you 
are going to do if they resist? You have to have sufficient force to put it down. And uh the Romans were 
smart enough to know that if you're going to put down something make sure it's enough ah force there to 
put it down easily. Don't encourage it in some way. You don't send 12 plus one.

[20:00] Ah so you have a large group to take care of that, and you're not going to have to worry about 
that. A-again, some people would say that seems excessive, seems a reasonably good politics from a 
Roman point of view.

Now when they come across the Kidron Valley and come into the garden of Gethsemane. You have to 
envision here that we're not in Las Vegas at two a.m. in the morning [20:30] so that it looks as bright as 
day. This is night. There are no electric billboards, no electric lights. The only thing you have is the moon, 
and you have trees around. How do you know who Jesus is?

The last thing you want to do is to send people there and go from group to group on the southern part of 
the Mount of Olives saying, "We're looking for Jesus. Can you tell us where he is? Are you one of him?" 
And the way you're going to do this is to arrest him quietly [21:00] as quickly as possible. And the person 
that can do that is a disciple who knows where Jesus is going to be. And so he comes to Jesus, singles him 
out by way of a traditional kiss and reveals to the guard present that, "This is him," and then Jesus is 
arrested as such.

There is uh, for instance, in verse uh page uh 299 when he comes on line 19 he says, "Master," and he 
kissed him [21:30] and them he moved right away and then they laid their hands on him and seized him. 
So what Judas betrays in the dark is where Jesus is and who Jesus is and he is arrested after this 
traditional greeting of a teacher.

There- there has been an attempt by some, if you go to Luke 22:36 now, to make Jesus into a zealot 
sympathizer or zealot in some way. The bottom of 289, an account in only what you have in Luke [22:00] 
but no textual problems with it, Jesus says uh after his- he says somebody is going to deny me. He says 
uh I sent you out originally in the missionary journey during my ministry without a purse, bag or sandals 
and you didn't lack anything right? Okay. Now that I won't take a purse, take also a bag and so forth, 
now things are going to be different. "And let him who has no sword sell his mantle and buy one. For I 
tell you that the scripture must be fulfilled [22:30] in me".

!260



New Testament Survey I Dr. Robert Stein

He was reckoning with the transgressors then. "And what is written about me has its fulfillment." And 
some have argued that "See Jesus' disciples were armed," and therefore Jesus really was not a pacifist in 
our sense of the word, but he was one who was willing to fight and defend.

But look at verse 38, "And they said to him, 'Look Lord here are two swords'. And he said to them, 'It is 
enough'," which really means 'enough with the silly nonsense. But is two [23:00] swords are really 
enough, I don't think you're planning to take on the Roman Empire.

[12:05] [Audience Laughter]

I think what he's doing here is an acting out a parable about being prepared and that were ready to do 
battle with the evil one, not physical battle uh uh in any sense of this way I'm- this uh SGF Brandon's uh 
'Jesus and the Zealots' had tried to emphasize this. But to do that, think of all the verses in the bible that 
you [23:30] have to cast aside if you want to defend Jesus as being a zealot or zealot sympathizer.

What do you do with, "Blessed are the peacemakers for theirs is the kingdom of God"? What do you do 
with, "If someone strikes you on the right cheek, turn to him the other also"? That doesn't sound like a 
zealot. [23:52] Silence] That sounds very unlike a-a zealot would say, "If any one strikes you on the right 
cheek, cut his [24:00] head off".

[24:01] [Audience Laughing]

[24:03][inaudible] Zealots are warriors who are seething at the ba- if they force you to go one mile, which 
means if the soldier impresses upon you the responsibility of carrying his equipment for one mile, which 
was legal under the Ro- under the Roman rule, volunteer to go another one. Zealots don't talk that way.

So it's kinda silliness has gone on there and the missing of the point to be made [24:30].
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Chapter 30

What I want to do is to work with you as to a maybe possible order of the events. Now one of the things 
you have to realize is that we have four different accounts. And not all [00:30] of them tell the story in the 
same order. Also, two different accounts introduce materials not found in the others. For instance, in Luke 
you have a story about Jesus appearing before Herod Antipas, not found in Matthew, Mark and John.

John has a story about Jesus appearing at the beginning of his trial before the High Priest Anis, not found 
in Matthew, Mark and Luke. So when you try to put all these together it’s not as easy as we’d want it. 
[1:00] And I want you to realize that what we are doing is perfectly legitimate. But, on the other hand, we 
need to be open about the possibility that the- some of these events may be in a slightly different order.

The first thing in Jesus’ trail, after he is arrested at the garden of Gethsemane, is he’s brought into the 
presence of Herod Antipas. In the 18th chapter of John, verse 12 and 13, page 301. You have in [01:30] 
verse 12 on top of page 301, John 18, so the van of soldiers and their captain of the officers sees Jesus and 
bound him. Alright, the next verse 18:13, first they lead him to Anis, for he was the father in law of 
Caiaphas who was the High Priest of that year.

Now Caiaphas is referred to as-uh- the High Priest, but Anis is also referred to as the High Priest. And 
that’s very confusing. [02:00] And you say why don’t they do things more like we do? Well, you know, we 
aren’t that easy either. If you have present James Carter and two people named George Bush, which one 
do you call President? All of them because the title stays with them until their death. The acting president 
is George W. Bush, Jr. The acting High Priest was [02:30] Caiaphas, but Anis was the early High Priest.

Whose children followed him into the High Priesthood and Caiaphas was his son in law. So when you 
talk about Anis he is the High Priest and the Gospel writers referred to that in a way that quite indicates 
they understand both of them as being High Priest at the same time.

In the 15th year of the reign of Tiberius Caser, Pontius Pilot, being governor of Judea, and Herod being 
tetrarch of Galilee [03:00], and his brother Philip tetrarch of the region Ituraea and Trachonitis and 
Lysanias tetrarch of Abilene.

Luke 3:2 now, “and the High Priesthood of Anis and Caiaphas,” they are both High Priests that way, but 
he is the retired High Priest and they are –he has brought - Jesus is brought there probably to allow for 
time for the Sanhedrin to meet together. They’re scattered throughout the city [03:30]. Word has to go out. 
They have to be brought together and what we are going to have to do is have some time before Jesus is 
brought to the High Priest when Caiaphas is their leader.

Now after this he then is brought before Caiaphas and Sanhedrin and they begin to give a trial in which 
witnesses are sought for the prosecution. So, the home of Anis serves primarily I think as a time period 
[04:00]-uh- for which it allows Caiaphas and the Sanhedrin to meet. He is then taken when the Sanhedrin 
are together with their High Priest, who is the leader of the council of the seventy, the Sanhedrin. And 
then he comes at this point. As the trail begins they look for witnesses against him.

Excuse me for being repetitious.

But no one comes up saying anything about the triumphal entry. No one comes up about [04:30] any 
cleansing of the temple as a revolutionary act. No one comes up saying Judas told us that he is claiming 
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to be the Messiah. None of those issues come up. Uh- Jesus is silent during this time. Up till he is placed 
under an oath.

And here you have in Matthew 26:63, that would be page 304, top of 304, “but Jesus was silent and the 
High Priest said to him, [05:00] ‘I adjure you by the living God, tell me if you are the Christ, the son of 
God.’” And it’s at this point, Jesus now will end his silence and answer.

And the reason for that is because he is placed under the oath found in Leviticus 5:01. Reads this way, 
“when any of you sin, in that you have heard a public adjuration to testify and thou able to testify as one 
who has seen or learn the matter does not speak, you are [05:30] subject to punishment.” So, here he is 
placed under an oath, which says that if you don’t speak you are guilty and now he will respond.

And so Jesus answers and here the answer varies in Mark and in Matthew and Luke. In Matthew you 
have line 120, Jesus saying after –er- “’I adjure you by the living God, tell me you are Christ, the son of 
God.’ Jesus said to him, [06:00] ‘you have said so.’” Mark has, “Are you the Christ, the son of the blessed,’ 
and Jesus said, ‘I am.’” Luke has, “’if you are the Christ tell us,’ but he said to them, ‘I tell you- if I tell 
you, you will not believe me and if I ask you, you will not answer, but from now on the son of man shall 
be seated at the right hand of the power of God.’” And he said to him then, “‘are you the son of God, 
then?’” And he said to them, “‘you say that I am.’” So Matthew has you have said so. Luke says you 
[06:30] say that I am. Mark has I am.

It’s clear unless you want to say that Jesus answered three times, that we simply have three Gospel 
writers wording differently the affirmative answer of Jesus. My understanding would be that Mark is not 
interested in-uh- showing the Roman readers of his Gospel anything but the fact that Jesus has 
acknowledged that he was the son of God. Yeah, yeah he said so. He said I am.

[07:00] Where as Matthew and Luke probably have a closer understanding of the words that he used 
where Jesus said you have said so and I won’t deny, you said so. There have been attempts to say you 
have said so indicates that Jesus really was not accepting this and that he was denying that he was the 
Messiah. That it be understood as a negative, that’s not possible, that’s not possible.

[07:30] In- on page 283, in Matthew 26 go down to line 34 in Matthew, Matthew 26:24 line 34 on page 283, 
“Jesus says ‘the son of man, goes as it is written of him, but woe to that man by whom the son of man is 
betrayed, it would have been better for that man if he had never been born.’” Judas, who betrayed him 
said, “’ is it I Master?’” Now you have he said to him, “’you have said so.’” [08:00] The exact same words, 
identical Greek words, for the reply of Jesus to Judas’ question and it has to be affirmative. That you have 
in the other instance, so it has to be affirmative, there is no question about it; just a different way of 
wording it.

At this point, the High Priest tears his clothing and what we should not see here is that he is enraging he 
is frothing at the mouth and he is tearing his [08:30] clothes off. This is a very carefully regulated act. 
Where he picks up the hem of his garment and tears it, which means he is guilty. And the situation is now 
judged. The rendering of clothes, Vincent Taylor remarks became in the case of the High Priest a formal 
judicial act minutely regulated in the Talmud. So we have this very careful-uh- act.

We then have the mockery and the abuse [09:00] and sometime during this period Peter denies Jesus.

Now look at your order of events in your notes. And notice in the parallel of events going there I have the 
arrest Matthew, Mark and Luke taken to Caiaphas or the High Priest following all three. Then Peter’s 
denial, but please note that in Luke I have placed- so that we would have something of an order here, 
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[09:30] taken to the High Priest before the account of Peter’s denial even though in Luke it comes after it. 
Alright?

So actually in Luke you have the order the arrest, Peter’s denial 22:54, taken to the High Priest verse 57 
and the trail. I just wanted to show that they all had this in common, but the order is very clearly 
different. Luke has first the denial [10:00], and then taken Jesus to the High Priest.

Now what’s happening here is a common way of Luke making his account more orderly. We have, for 
instance, -uh- when he tells a story of John the Baptist in Luke 3:19 to 20. He then places the arrest of John 
the Baptist at that point to give the whole story about John. John was doing this and he later was arrested. 
But if you follow in Mark and Matthew [10:30] that later comes quite a bit later. What Luke has simply 
done is to bring the account right up and-not-uh- now that we’re talking about John the Baptist let me 
point out that he’s also going to be arrested and put to death by Herod Antipas.

And then he talks about Jesus. It’s just a different way of telling the story. It’s not meant to be taken 
chronologically. It’s meant to be taken as telling of the entire story at one setting.

You have a similar account in [11:00] Luke 4:16 to 20. Which is the first sermon. Turn with me to Luke 4:16 
here and let’s look at that. Page 31. In the account of Luke here you have Jesus having been  baptized, 
having been tempted in the wilderness, he returns back to the Gali-uh- returns back to Galilee and now 
you have “and he came to Nazareth where he was brought up and he went into the synagogue and he 
had this first [11:30] sermon.” But notice Luke places it here not because this is the very first thing that 
happens.

If you look at verse 23, notice what’s said in his what they say to him in this sermon, “‘and he said to 
them doubtless you will quote me this proverb. Physician you yourself.’ ‘What we have heard you did at 
Capernaum, do here also in your own country.’” This- in Luke there is no earlier account of Jesus having 
done anything in Capernaum. [12:00] So this is not in chronological order.

Luke wants to do is get the sermon at the very beginning of Jesus’ ministry because this is a paradigm to 
–a paradigm to understand the whole ministry of Jesus. In the same way you have a sermon by Peter at 
the beginning of Acts. To help explain a form of paradigm for the rest of the book of Acts. So what Luke 
does here is to place things in an order that’s easy to follow. So what he does is have Jesus arrested [12:30] 
and then Peter follows. And rather than switching scenes and coming back to Peter, he says let’s stay with 
Peter for a minute. Let me tell you what happens and he tells about the denial of Peter. Then he switches 
the scene to the trial and he has-deal- dealt with the whole Peter emphasis completely now and you don’t 
have to come back to it. You don’t have to switch back and forth.

Just different ways of saying the account. It’s not a matter of chronological error, because it’s not intended 
to be a chronological account on the [13:00] part of Luke. He is just simply trying to arrange things for 
[foreign word] [13:05] in an orderly fashion that will make it easier for him to understand. Okay.

I think I gave you the example of  the various vignettes that you find in the longest day. This epic about 
World War II, the invasion of Normandy, where you have scenes switching, but you don’t switch in the 
middle of them. You complete the scene and then you go to another scene [13:30], which may have 
occurred earlier, but you don’t want to break it up. Because if you do it minute by minute it’ll just be 
absolutely nonsense. You have 8 or 7- 8 or 9 different stories going on and you can’t just switch back 
every minute from one to the other; you tell the one story and then go to the other one. And you follow 
that because it helps you to understand it. That’s what Luke’s doing here, in my understanding of it.
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Now, in the morning, apparently, the Sanhedrin gathers to bring up the charges that are going to be 
leveled against Jesus because what he’s [14:00] accused of will not make a lot of  concern on the part of 
Pontius Pilot. He is accused of political-of a religious grounds, which as far as Roman is concern is rather 
irrelevant. To say Jesus said he believes is the son of God, [laughing][14:19] Pilot would say something 
like ‘have you ever been to Rome, there’s all sorts of crazy out there who think they are sons of God.

-Uh- If you got rid of all of them half the population would be gone. [14:30] Or something like that. What 
he needs to have is something that is a threat to the well being of Rome-that’s a political issue. And so in 
the morning- after having condemned him on religious charges they must now go and change that to 
political charges.

And you find in the account of Peter’s- Paul’s arrest in Jerusalem in the temple where the crowds want to 
have Paul put to death for [15:00] religious grounds -when he is brought to Caesarea under the  the 
Roman governor now the charges are switched to political grounds because, again, the Roman governor 
is not interested in religious issues. So what has to happen now is the issue of a switch from religious to 
political grounds. Now one of the questions that  has really stumped scholars is the question of exactly 
what is it that Jesus [15:30] said that caused the High Priest and the Sanhedrin to condemn him? 
Condemn him to death. Although we will find out they didn’t have the right to do that and that’s why 
they go to Rome.

Some has suggested well when Jesus suggested I am he was blaspheming because that’s the way God 
refers to himself. “He is the great I am,” Exodus 3:14. But there’s a problem in that kind of an argument. 
What’s the problem? According to Mark he said [16:00], “I am.” But according to Matthew and Luke, 
“you have said so.” And if, as we-as I’ve- tried to argue the ‘I am’ is simply Mark’s abbreviated summary 
that Jesus acknowledged this and that in reality he had something more like Matthew and Luke, which is 
a more word for word interpretation. Then you can’t argue this way.

Ethialbird Stofiar’s [spelling of name][16:24] attempt to argue that he was claiming to be the great I am 
doesn’t make sense if Luke and Matthew are more quote-unquote [16:30] authentic in that regard. 
Another attempt to argue is that it when Jesus said he was the Messiah that was a capital offense. But is it 
a capital offense to say you’re the Messiah? Pointed out that later it isn’t when Barkopis is on the scene 
and he claims that no one says this is a capital offense to put him to death.

Others have suggested that the Messiah couldn’t ever have personally claimed to be that-the Messiah. 
That this would have to be deduced by the crowds and by the people [17:00] and, therefore, Jesus could 
not have personally said this. He would have to say what is your judgment or something in that regard. 
The question you have to ask is, do the authorities really have to have legitimate grounds for wanting to 
put him to death? What kind of a trial is this? One gets the impression that it’s a kangaroo court. In which 
the issue is not are we going to find him guilty and seek his death [17:30] or what are we going to try to 
find - to-to- base his death on?

And you say wait a minute – uh- that’s- that’s not legal. There are a lot of people who could say this is not 
legal and yet still put to death. This is kind of a lynch mob more than anything else. And therefore, some 
in their minds he said something that was-uh- worthy of death- that they disagreed with - that there foe 
and enemy [18:00] that they wanted to-uh- find fault with whether it was legal or not, whether it was-uh-
charge that really had great grounds to it. That is not the issue. This is a kind of a trial that does not base 
on cool calculated Supreme Court ruling. What are we going to find him guilty of? And that’s the issue.
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When the morning - they meet. [18:30]The charges are drawn up. And let’s look now at those charges. 
Uh- That’d be Luke 23:02, page 308. In verse 1, the whole company of the Jewish officials a rose and 
brought him before Pilot.

And now in verse 2, “and they began to accuse him before the Roman governor,” and these are the 
charges now. “‘We found this man perverting our nation and forbidding us to give tribute to Caser [19:00] 
and saying that he himself is Christ the King.’” So now what we have here are the political grounds. He’s 
saying that –er- we should not pay our taxes, which would be a revolutionary act, Jesus never said this, 
he said, “‘give to Cesar the things that are Cesar’s; to God the things that are God’s.’” To say he is Christ 
the King, he was very careful as to how he worded that. But if Rome thought that he was claiming a 
political kind of kingship then that would be [19:30] insurrection and they would find him sufficiently 
guilty for this.

So that the charges here- that are raised are heard by Pilot. And Pilot for various reasons-a dream from his 
w-on a part of his wife and other things by seeing Jesus and seeing what’s going on here does not want 
him to be put to death. He does not think that he is fitting of –of-death what charges he’d done. He does 
not see anything clear [20:00] and he begins to try to seek the release of Jesus, in this regard.

Luke tells us that one of the attempts of Pontius Pilot is to say well really the person who should decide 
on this issue is the Rome- is the governor, not the Roman governor, but the governor of or the tetrarch 
Herod Antipas of Galilee. This is his area. This is his area- uh- of authority. We should send him to Herod 
Antipas. [20:30] Let him decide the issue. The technical term is passing the buck. Alright. Why should I 
get involved in this? I will pass him on to Herod Antipas, who rules Galilee where Jesus comes from. Let 
him take care of the issue.

This is unsuccessful, however, and the reason for that is that Herod is already done something stupid in 
this area. What did he do? He had put to death John the Baptist. Now he is encountering someone far 
more popular [21:00] than John the Baptist. Why in the world would he want to do something now? And 
so he eventually sends him back to Pilot saying-uh- Pontius, baby, he is yours. You deal with it. And Pilot 
has the issue thrown upon him now.

He continues to seek Jesus’ release, says what I’ll do is I’ll punish him I’ll beat him and do some things 
like that, but this is not satisfying to the crowd or to the leadership. And then, finally, the leadership 
[21:30] appeals to their trump card and here we have  on page 314, uh- the deciding moment in which 
Pontius Pilot is really now really placed in a situation where he must choose his career or putting Jesus to 
death.

At- at the very top of 314 in John 12- uh- 19:12, “upon this Jesus- uh- Pilot sought to release him but the 
Jews cried out, ‘if you release [22:00] this man you are not Cesar’s friend.’” Apparently, that was some 
sort of a technical terminology. It was not just a- you’re his buddy or something like that, but you have a 
ranking in the political establishment- being a friend of Cesar and so forth. If you release this man you are 
not Cesar’s friend. Everyone who makes himself a king sets himself against Cesar. And now they are 
saying if you let him go you are actually supporting insurrection against [22:30] the emperor and that’s 
dangerous for a governor.

When Pilot heard these words he brought Jesus out and set him down on the pavement-judgment seat at 
a place called the pavement- and in Hebrew [Hebrew word][22:44] and he said what should we do? Away 
with him and so forth. And so Pilot now gives the whole issue up.-uh- He washes his hand. He had tried 
one other thing and that was to release a prisoner of their own choice. Never expecting that this popular 
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[23:00]-uh- prophet from Galilee would be turned down by the –the- mob that’s there that they would 
choose instead of him a revolutionary and murder named Barabbas.

But the Gospel writers say that the crowds had been stirred up by the-uh- the leadership. They had been 
placed people in a strategic place. And when-if- you- you have 500 people there and 450 [23:30] of them 
want Jesus- but-the- when he says who should I release Jesus or Barabbas the 50 shout at the top of their 
voice that are opposed to the majority and say give us Barabbas the others are just shocked into silence. 
And you can have a small group leading the crowd in that regard.

I think that’s something what happened, because I think the majority of the people according to the 
Gospel writers were very positive toward Jesus. At this point, however, [24:00] the crowd is negative. 
When the last attempt to release him fails, he washes his hands symbolically and he turns Jesus over to 
the soldiers for crucifixion. And the trial at that point ends and what happens now is the judicial act of 
execution. We’ll talk more about that tomorrow. Again, I’m saying this as a something like what no doubt 
took place, but I’m not arguing it’s the only way things could have taken place.

[24:30] Alright, let’s look now at the historicity of the trial. There are a number of objections that have 
been raised with regard to this. And most of them are objections that are based on the Talmudic accounts 
of how Sanhedrin trials would take place.

Years ago in “Newsweek” magazine there was this central article on Easter time on the Gospel truth, 
quote, unquote, “there are major inconsistencies in the Evangelists’ reports. [25:00] Matthew and Mark 
mention two trials before the Sanhedrin: the first at night the second on the Sabbath morning of the 
Passover. Luke mentions only one. More important, Lutheran scholar Edward Losa [spelling of name]
[25:12] finds in the various versions of the trial 27 violations of the later Jewish code of the law governing 
Sanhedrin procedures, the Talmud. Thus casting doubt on the accuracy of the Biblical account. According 
to the Sanhedrin code, those that argues, capital cases could be tried only during the day, [25:30] not at 
night. Losa [spelling of name][25:32] also points out that no court proceedings of any kind were permitted 
on the Sabbath because they would violate the commanding concerning the day of rest.”

Um- some of the more common ones the- uh- objections raised was that a verdict of condemnation 
couldn’t be reached on the same day as the trial. That’s what the Jewish tractate Sanhedrin in the Talmud 
says. That trials involving capital punishment could not be held at night. The trials could not be held on 
[26:00] the eve of a Sabbath or a festival day. That an attempt had to be made to find witnesses for a 
person’s defense. Nothing was done there.

And the Jewish people really had the right of capital punishment. And therefore, the whole argument that 
they were responsible is false. If they wanted to put him to death they simply would have done it 
themselves. The fact that the Romans put him to death indicates that it was the Romans who did it.

And the Jews had nothing-and the Jewish leadership had nothing to do with [26:30] that. So these are 
some of the objections. There are many more that are raised in this regard. And-uh- again when you 
recognize the anti-Semitism over the- over the centuries and you, especially, realize what happened in 
World War II, in the Holocaust, where 6 million Jews were put to death, as well as 6 million Slavs in the 
gas chambers and firing squads and one realizes [27:00] the seriousness of the problem.

Now the result of this is that there’s – there tends to be a strong movement in which people arguing 
against any Jewish leadership responsibility in the death of Jesus. If you take your Bible seriously-uh- you 
can’t do that. You have to give up something. Either the Bible is wrong in this area or there is a 
responsibility of the Jewish leadership, in this regard. You can’t [27:30] simply eliminate what you’d like 
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from the Bible or what you don’t like in the Bible and make that into history. Recently a work was written 
by Raymond Brown, the- the work on the death of Jesus, two large volumes and it’s the basic source 
anybody would read from now on for the next 40/50 years concerning the death of Jesus.

Raymond Brown was an outstanding Roman Catholic scholar and wrote some really great works. But 
[28:00] in his book he argues that the Jewish leadership had a major role, in fact was the impetuous, of 
bringing Jesus not only to trial but to death. And when his book was written, a lot of criticism came up. A 
lot of books criticized him for his anti-Semitic stance and so forth.

Well, what’s interesting is that Raymond Brown, [28:30] and I’ve gotten this from a friend of his, -uh- John 
Donahue who was very good friends, and he told it to and I got it directly from John, -uh- John said 
Raymond Brown before he ever printed his section on the death of Jesus in which he talks about the 
leadership role of Jewish leaders in that area, he had sent out something like seven copies of that chapter 
to Jewish friends that he had that were Biblical scholars, and he asked them [29:00] to read that chapter, 
and let him know if –he- they found anything problematic in the chapter. Uh- they all reported back to 
Brown don’t see anything wrong with it, that’s way it happened. So here you have these Jewish scholars 
who were willing to accept his presentation that the Jewish leadership in Jesus’ day had a responsibility 
here, but Catholic scholars of a liberal bend where not willing to and Protestant scholars were not willing 
[29:30] to.

But the Jewish scholars that looked at it said yeah, yeah, that’s what happened. Now, having said that, I 
think there has to be a clear distinction between what certain leaders at one time did and what Jews 2000 
years have- with regard to that event. I’d hate to think that I, born in America, bare all the sins of the 
German nation over the centuries. You know that’s kind of hard to carry all [30:00] that. Especially since I 
wasn’t even born most of this time. And I think it’s far more biblical to say you’re responsible for the sins 
you do not the sins of your parents or your grandparents or your great great great great great great great 
grandparents that way.

And so somewhat sarcastically I once said that I had a particular problem because being white in America 
I was being blamed by some for all the crimes [30:30] of slavery in America. But then they turned around 
and condemned me for all the crimes the Germans did over in Europe. And I- I can’t handle all of this. I 
said you’re going to have to make me guilty of one continent. That’s all the sins I can handle. And one 
century and by the luck of the draw I came out with the 14th century Antarctica to-uh- be condemned for.

Now I don’t want to make light of that but I want to say if you blame the Jewish leadership in [31:00] 
Jesus’ day that has nothing to do with what- what Jews today are experiencing. It’s nothing to do with 
their involvement in this. You don’t blame people 2000 years later for something done by someone else 
2000 years earlier. So these attempts we have to deal with in some way.

And one of the kinds of arguments we want to look at are as follows. The Mishna in which all these rules 
are to be found was written at the earliest in 2000 and the Talmud [31:30], which is the commentary of 
that, -200 excuse me, written in 400 for the Jerusalem Talmud, 500 later. So what we’re dealing with are 
accounts that are a century and a half, almost, removed from the earliest New Testament accounts.

On what grounds should you accept something as being more historical being written 1500 years or so 
later than the earliest account [32:00] available? Um- Furthermore, the Mishna disagrees at times with the 
writings of Josephus as to trial regulations and things of this nature. In addition, what you have to 
remember is that we’re not strictly following the rules of a court here. Uh- these are rules of a kangaroo 
court. And therefore, whatever the rules might have been doesn’t assure they took- they were followed.
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For instance, [32:30] how do you respond to somebody who- who would say, “well, you know I’ve heard 
things about the lynching’s of blacks during the 19th and 18th century in the South. But I don’t believe 
that because that was against the law.” Wouldn’t people just say “what? Are you saying there was no 
lynches because the law forbade it? There were lynching’s and it meant the law was not kept.” And so 
you’d simply say here [33:00] that the rules that were going on were simply not kept.

Furthermore, notice these rules were written by the Pharisees. they’re the ones who wrote down the 
Mishna and these rules of the Sanhedrin. But the Sanhedrin was not lead by the Pharisees, but by the 
Sadducees. And on what grounds are we going to say well the Pharisees just would agree with anything 
the Pharisees said and would follow their rules and regulations. You have to [33:30] remember there was 
great antagonism between them.

So whether the Sadducees leadership would follow the rules of the Mishna, the Pharisees, and that these 
rules written down 1500 to 300 years later were exactly what was going on at the time of Jesus is very 
questionable. Furthermore, then, suppose you ultimately come down to say well you know the Mishna 
says one thing and the Gospels say another. And you have to make your choice-uh- what grounds should 
you choose the [34:00] Mishna and its’ account over the Gospel accounts. Well someone says yeah the 
Gospel accounts are pretty prejudicial by Christians who are having an axe to grind. Do you think the 
Babylonian Talmud is a neutral work? Not written by people who have an axe to grind, of course they do.

Finally, there are references in the Mishna which explicitly state that the [34:30] Jews did not have the 
right of capital punishment. For instance, -uh- in the Talmud in the tractate Sanhedrin and the tractate 
Shabbat we read “40 years before the destruction of the temple, the Sanhedrin went to exile and took its 
seat in the trade halls. They did not adjudicate in capital cases.” Another reference- Capital punishment 
was abolished 40 years before the destruction of the temple. So what you have here now is that the [35:00] 
biblical claim that the Jews did not have the right for capital punishment, which is found in the the 
Gospel of John. Page 308, line 7, where Pilot says to the leadership, “’take him yourselves and judge him 
by your own law.’ The Jews said to him, ‘it is not lawful for us to put any man to death.’” So here you 
have in the account that the Jewish leaders did not have the right to practice [35:30] capital punishment.

Now there’d been some attempts to say they did. But the whole argument is based on if the Jewish 
leadership has the write for capital punishment, which they’re claiming they did, they would never of 
bothered bringing him to Rome. The fact that Rome put him to death indicates that Rome did it. Not the 
Jewish leadership, but here the account says they did not have the right for capital punishment. And 
arguments to the contrary that the well, look at what they did to Steven, but Steven was put to death that 
was a mob rule. Later in 62 [36:00] James, the brother of our Lord is put to death by the Jewish leadership. 
But what’s interesting to note there is there’s no Roman governor in Palestine. And the roman governor 
had left and his replacement had not yet arrived. When his replacement arrived the first thing that he did 
was to remove the High Priest from office because of what he did- because he did not have the right for 
capital punishment.

And here now you have the Gospel of [36:30] John saying this right for capital punishment did not exist 
for the Jewish people. And you have the Mishna saying the same thing. So here you have an example, for 
instance, where if the Mishna disagrees with the Gospel accounts then the Mishna is right and the Gospel 
accounts are wrong. On the other hand, if they both agree, then the conclusion is they are both wrong. 
And you realize that the argument is not going to be won very [37:00] –very easily in that regard. So what 
we have then is the understanding both in the Gospels and in the Mishna there is no right for capital 
punishment, it seems to fit the Gospel accounts real well.
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Now, please be very sensitive to the issue. I don’t say you should rewrite history you can’t do that. But be 
very careful when you talk about the death of Jesus and you don’t just paint with a black brush and say- a 
broad black brush, yep, the Jews put Jesus to [37:30] death. That’s a silly thing to say. It’s a dumb thing to 
say. Which Jews are you talking about? Mary? The disciples? Jesus’ friend in Galilee, they’re all Jews. Are 
you saying something else? Are you saying the Jewish leadership? Well, that’s something else. I can 
handle that.

But even then you have to start saying theologically could he not have had a legion of angels come and 
rescue him? Unless the death of Jesus is not simply do [38:00] to human experience or expediencies or 
quote fate, but because he is going to be the sacrifice of the world. And that means he dies for the elect. 
For you and me. Above all for you and me. If you have a limited atonement it’s very specific. If you have 
a universal atonement it’s still for his love of the lost that he dies. It’s not some sort of requirement.

Now, there is a great book that I’ve recommended several times and it’s called “Pontius Pilot” by Paul 
Maier. [38:30] M-a-i-e-r, it’s in the bibliography. It’s a great book to kind of get a feel for the trial and other 
things like this. But unfortunately, the book is what we call historical fiction. And you’re not always sure 
where history ends and fiction begins. And in this book Pontius Pilot is really a-a- very, very sympathetic 
person who’s forced to do something he doesn’t want to. He’s really a nice guy. He’s just in the wrong 
place at the wrong [39:00] time kind of person. And he writes in this book and has some nice things to say 
about Pontius Pilot, he’s really not a bad guy after all.

Well, I think there’s not much room to do that. There was an old movie -uh- years ago called “Trial at 
Nuremberg.” It was about the Nuremberg trials after World War II. And this particular aspect of it was 
not on the leadership as much as on the judges of Germany in World [39:30] War II. And one of the judges 
is being tried and the man characters are Burt Lancaster who’s the German judge and Spencer Tracey 
who’s the American judge. And at the end of his trial he is condemned to death for having sentenced 
innocent people to death.

And at the end, after the trial, he asked the American judge, Spencer Tracy, to come into his prison cell 
and when he comes in- you have this very interesting scene- [40:00] he has this- all his records in books 
and he hands them over and says, “I’d like you to take these. I think you’d read them more 
sympathetically than others. And he looks at Spencer Tracy and he says, “you know, I want you to know I 
never thought that it would ever come to all that.” And Spencer Tracy looks at him in the eye and he says, 
“it came to that the first time you sent an innocent man to death.”

[40:30]You can romanticize about Pontius Pilot. Say he’s under great pressure. The evil of Pilot is he 
knows there’s an innocent man that he sends to death. You can’t explain that away. Your real character 
comes into pressure like that. What you do is you resign, if you have character. But you do not put an 
innocent man to death. And so, Pilot will always [41:00] have associated with him crucified under Pontius 
Pilot. You can’t romanticize that.
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Chapter 31

After the trial of Jesus and his being handed over by Pontius Pilate, he is flogged. Now, usually flogging 
proceeded [00:30] all crucifixions, and we read on page 314 that Pilate now, line 9, so Pilate wishing to 
satisfy the crowd released for them Barabbas and having scourged Jesus, delivered him to be crucified.

A scourging was a whipping with a cat of nine tails, to which the ends, the ends had been tied things like 
pieces of metal, bone, [01:00] or sharp branches, stones that would lacerate the flesh. And it would tear 
open a person’s back. Many times, a person would die just from a flogging. Probably, we shouldn’t talk 
about a flogging. Use that…Talk about scourging and keep it more technical, in that regard. But that was 
customary to do so before the crucifixion itself.

As to crucifixion, it was a very common form of capital punishment. We have records going back to the 
[01:30] Code of Hammurabi in 1700 BC that refers to this form of capital punishment. Alexander the 
Great, when he conquered the city of Tyre, apparently crucified, around 300 or so BC, some 2000 
Tyrrhenians who resisted his attack. Uh we have even Jews crucifying other Jews. Alexander Jannaeus, 
for instance, crucified 600 Jews [02:00] Pharisees who opposed him. And the scoundrel as they were 
hanging on the crosses brought the families of these uh, Pharisees who were crucified and slew them 
before their eyes.

Josephus tells us that when Jerusalem was destroyed in AD 70 during the time of the siege, as Jews were 
trying to flee, those in the city who were caught were all crucified by the Romans and that there were 
something like [02:30] 500 Jews a day being crucified, he said. He said that there were so many crosses on 
the hill surrounding Jerusalem, there was no longer room to put any more crosses up, and that there were 
no trees standing any longer for 20 miles in any direction.

Allowing room for exaggeration on the part of Josephus it was a horrible, horrible form of punishment 
and it was the chief form [03:00] of punishment for the Romans until AD 337. In AD 337, this form of 
capital punishment, which was not simply executing a person, but torturing them to death, came to an 
end. You can talk all you want about the emperor at the time, but there’s something good about 
Constantine just by ending this horrible form of punishment. And Constantine [03:30] is the first so-called 
Christian emperor.

Now, usually the accused victim would go to the place of execution carrying the cross. Actually, it was 
not the whole cross. It was the cross beam or the patibulum. The basic trunk like part of T remained in the 
ground and left there for people to see it. It was kind of a like a scaffold, [04:00] so when people went by, 
they would see this and they say, “We better behave, otherwise this could happen to us. This was the 
Roman intention. And so it would be the cross beam that they would be forced to carry and, and Jesus 
does that until he is no longer able to do this and then Simon of Cyrene is pressed into service to do so. 
The bottom of page 315. “They let him out to crucify him.” Mark 15:20. And they [04:30] compelled the 
passerby Simon of Cyrene who was coming in from the country, the father of Alexander and Rufus, to 
carry his cross.

Uh, apparently Mark puts a little note that the person who carried the cross of Jesus on that day was the 
father of Alexander and Rufus. The auth—the readers must know who Alexander and Rufus would be 
otherwise it wouldn’t put this kind of biographical note there. It is interesting to note [05:00] when you 
talk about uh, um, authorship and place of writing that in Paul’s letter to the Romans, a man by the name 
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of Rufus is referred to. Is it the same Rufus? It’s a common name, so you can’t say something like that but 
it is intriguing, in some ways.

Since this was intended to be a public spectacle, the site would be outside the city walls. Again, if we look 
at Mark verses 20 they led him out [05:30] in other words they lead him out of the city to bring about his 
crucifixion. And, the writer of the book of Hebrews refers to this in Hebrews 13:12 when he speaks of 
“Therefore Jesus also suffered outside the city gate in order to sanctify the people by his own blood.”

Now, the place is called different things. Uh, Golgotha is the Aramaic term. Calvary comes [06:00] from 
the Latin Bulgate translation. And Cranium is the Greek word. They all mean place of the skull. The exact 
location of this crucifixion according to tradition, is the church of the Holy Sepulcher in Jerusalem. In the 
time of Jesus, that site would have been outside the walled city of Jerusalem.

By AD 70, [06:30] as the Jews were preparing their defense against the Romans, the city walls had been 
enlarged, so that this now the Church of the Holy Sepulcher, the traditional site, lay between the wall that 
existed in Jesus’ day and the wall that was built later on and existed in AD 70.

Another site has come on the scene since the turn of the 20th century. The 19th and 20th. And that’s called 
Gordon’s Calvary [07:00] if you look at it, it’s a hill that looks somewhat like a skull, and it’s a very 
popular place for tourists to go because it’s a wonderful garden there. There’s a tomb there, a garden 
tomb. No tradition that it’s the Lord’s tomb. But it’s a nice one to see and get some sort of an 
understanding of what this would be like.

Once again here, these traditions about holy sites are very, very old. And Origin [07:30] in the middle of 
the second century went about visiting these sites and judging them for their credibility in that regard. 
Uh, about a century or so after that. And we know that there was a tendency to venerate the places where 
great things had taken place. Today, if you go to the church you notice that the site of the traditional place 
of crucifixion and the burial, which is nearby and within the same church, [08:00] are low. And you say 
“Well how can this be, have been a hill?” And the reason is that they leveled it. When you build a 
monument on holy sites, you’re not concerned about the original look of the holy site, you build a church 
on it, and to do that, you level the holy site. And if any of you have gone to the church of the holy 
sepulcher, you wish that they had left it alone.

It uh, it, and it is a travesty about the whole thing. [08:30] There’s no getting together, because there is a 
Protestant element in the church. There is a Catholic element. There’s a Russian and there’s a Coptic 
Greek, Greek orthodox, and you have these people always fighting among themselves. It’s it’s a real sham 
and a shame for the church. They can’t even agree when the roof is leaking how to fix it.

But probably it is the original place. It is. I think the tradition is pretty trustworthy. [09:00] With regard to 
uh crucifixion, usually the victim was forced to carry the patibulum naked because this was to be not only 
a physically painful death, but a shameful death. But it looks like Jesus was permitted to go with some 
clothing there because after he is scourged, on page 315 verse 17 of Mark, lines 5. [09:30] “And they 
clothed him in a purple cloak and plated a crown of thorns they put on him and they began to salute him. 
They mocked him. Then they put his own clothes on him verse 20 and led him out to crucify him.”

So it looks like in that respect, Jesus went to his cross wearing his clothes and not naked in that sense. It 
may well be that the Romans were somewhat sensitive to uh, Jewish uh sensitivities in that regard. [10:00] 
With regard to the crucifixion itself, um, it was a slow, a shameful, a painful death. It was thought that the 
more painful it would be, the more the result would be that it would be that it would be a deterrent to 
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crime. It’s usually a way of putting a person to death that is associated with criminals, revolutionaries, 
and the like. [10:30]

A Roman would not ever experience that. Notice when we talk about the death of Peter and Paul, 
tradition has Peter being crucified, but not Paul. Paul is beheaded because he’s a Roman citizen, and they 
were excused from that. And you say, “He was still executed.” There’s a difference between a quick 
execution and a long drawn out painful execution. And sometimes, [11:00] crucifixions would last for 
days on end. Six, seven, eight days where the victim would be suffering during that time.

The shape of the cross is somewhat debated. There are three main possibilities. The crux commissa as it’s 
called, like a capital T. the crux immissa, and then the traditional cross. Most probably, it is the traditional 
[11:30] cross that was the form being used. Sometimes, they used scaffolds where they had, had people 
lined up with one another, But in Matthew 27:37, it says “And over his head they put uh, the charge 
against him which read, ‘This is Jesus, the king of the Jews.’” It’s hard to see how this could take place 
over the head of the victim here unless the victim had really sunk down a great deal. [12:00] Here, it 
would tend to be more of the side, but here, it would work well to have it directly above the head.

And then Irenaeus, one of the early church fathers at the end of the second century, assumes that is the 
shape of the cross. Now, whether he has specific information, we don’t know. As he is about to be 
crucified, Jesus is offered a drink. In 15:23, bottom of page 316, beginning at verse 22 [12:30]: “And they 
brought him to a place called Golgotha, which means the place of the skull, and they offered him wine 
mingled with myrrh, but he did not take it.”

At this point, the offer of this beverage is an act of mercy and compassion. It is one to help dull the senses 
so that uh, the victim would not feel as much pain. In Sanhedrin 43A, all right, [13:00], Sanhedrin 43A 
comes from what? The Babylonian Talmud, right? The Jewish traditions of the Talmud. Now, in the 
Babylonian Talmud, and Sanhedrin Chapter 43A, “When one is led out to execution, he is given a goblet 
of wine containing a grain of frankincense in order to benumb his senses. For it is written, give strong 
drink unto him that is ready to perish [13:30] and wine until the bitter end soul.”

Comes from Proverbs 31:6. “And it has also been taught the noble women in Jerusalem used to donate 
and bring this.” So here you have a reference to that kind of an act, which probably helps us to 
understand what’s going on in the biblical account, that this is what’s taking place. That this guild of 
women and their compassion are offering uh, Jesus a drug drink so that uh the pain will not be [14:00] as 
great.

The time of the crucifixion is disputed because in Mark 15:25, we read it is the 3rd hour which would be 9 
am. But in John, it is the 12th hour, which is 12 am. Now when I was wrestling with this, when I, with this 
particular issue and difficulty, I looked through the new testament and noted that [14:30] there are 23 
specific references in the new testament to time. When we talk about the hour of the day. 22 references, all 
but 3 of them refer to either the 3rd, the 6th, or the 9th hour. In other words, you talk about the morning, 
noon, midafternoon.

There are three others that are exceptions [15:00] to that. Like parable of the 11th hour workers and things 
of this nature. But the great majority all seem to divide time 3rd, 6th, 9th hour. And that makes sense if 
you don’t have watches. If you don’t have a watch or alarm clock or something like that with you, how 
do you know and are able to tell the difference? And so if you went to see somebody in the morning, you 
might say “I’ll see you at the 3rd hour or I’ll see you at the 6th hour, [15:30] because in between it 
becomes a little more difficult.
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Now, if something like this, the crucifixion, if you were to date it for the sake of example, at 10:30 in the 
morning, how would you describe it? You wouldn’t say “Oh, at the 4 and a half hours.” You don’t have 
halves. So you generally talk [16:00] about 3rd hour or 6th hour. And therefore if something took place at, 
say, 10:30, I could see one writer referring to it as the 3rd hour and the other at the 6th hour because that’s 
the way they count time.

So, what we have to be careful of is not to say that they’re using stopwatches here and each one, one of, 
Mark, by the time of his Rolex is giving us 9 o’clock, and someone else who’s using [16:30] uh, um, 
watches made in Ecuador, which are 3 hours off or something like that or talk about the 9th hour. It’s just 
a general way of talking. If you, if something is the middle of the morning, you say the 3rd or the 6th 
hour or something. That would be the general way of discussing time.

If you nailed a victim to a cross through the hands, the hands will not support the weight of the body. 
They’ll just tear. So [17:00] what they usually did was through the wrists. Because now you have, in 
between the bones, something that can hold. And the nailing to the cross had nothing to do with the 
killing of the victim. It was simply the way of affixing him to the cross. Some people would be tied to a 
cross, not even nailed, not nailed.

So, how to affix them to the cross was, there were variations of that. But what ultimately [17:30] would 
kill the victim would be after long, long, long periods of time, days, the body would just collapse 
eventually. Now, that collapse would take place quickly unless you prevented it. And so, to keep the 
victim from dying quickly because if you just left a victim hanging on a cross, eventually, the lung 
muscles would become so weak that they would no longer [18:00] be able to breathe. They’d gasp for air 
and they would not be able to breathe any longer because the lung muscles have had all the weight of the 
body straining on it. So you don’t want to do that and what you do is you put something below his feet 
that he can push against to rest himself his lung muscles and regain his breath.

And you did that one of two ways. Sometimes you have a little step called a sedile. S-E-D-I-L-E. That was 
placed under his feet. [18:30] And you see that lots of times on pictures of the crucifixion where the feet 
can touch that. Another way would be to nail the feet to the cross and then the victim could push against 
the nails. And then he would regain the lung capacity and be able to breathe. Remember, you do not want 
the victim to die quickly.

Now, as I say, death by crucifixion was horrible and precautions were made [19:00] to keep the victim 
from dying too quickly. Such as a place under his feet that he could rest his, his lungs and gain strength 
again.

As far as Jesus is concerned, it’s probable that he was crucified and nailed to the cross, not tied. Let’s look 
at some passages there. Luke 24:39: When Jesus appears to the disciples, that, they [19:30] are startled, 
and he says in verse 38, line 6, “Why are you troubled? Why do you, um, why do you question, why do 
questions rise in your hearts? See my hands and my feet that it is myself.” John also shows him his hands 
and his side, but Luke particularly refers to the feet as well. So there’s no questions about it, nails being 
crucified, his hands being crucified. But I think Luke implies that also his feet were crucified [20:00] in this 
way.

Now because of Jewish sensitivity to the Sabbath, they do not want the bodies to remain over the 
Sabbath. That would be a contamination of a Holy Day. This coming Sabbath. And goes back to 
Deuteronomy 21. In Deuteronomy 21 Verses 22 and 23 it talks about what not allowing that to take place. 
Let me read [20:30] it to you.
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“When someone is convicted of a crime punishable by death and is executed and you hang him on a tree, 
his corpse may not remain all night. You shall bury him the same day for anyone hung on a cross is under 
God’s curse.” So that according to Jewish law and probably the Romans, therefore, to permit this to take 
place, they did something that would help bring about the death of the victims.

And that would be is as the victims are hanging on the cross [21:00], they would take uh, a lance, a javelin 
with a heavy end and they would use it like a baseball bat and crush the legs, the bottom of the legs, 
they’d break the legs. And that would add both an additional stress on the body, but it also would now 
not allow the victim to rest his lungs and regain strength, and it would sort of just drown in water his, 
and fill the lungs [21:30] and die very quickly that way.

In the case of the two thieves on the sides of Jesus, that takes place but when it comes to Jesus himself, 
there’s no need to do that, so there is no crurifragium, but instead you have the lance piercing the side, 
and outflow of water and blood that way. Maurice Goguel years ago wrote a work [22:00] called The Life 
of Jesus, and he talks about crucifixion, and let me just read that paragraph to you because I think it’s 
easier to read it than to talk about it.

“We can hardly imagine the suffering endured by those unfortunate beings who died by crucifixion. 
Crucifixion, says Albert Revel, is one of the most abominable forms of torture that has ever been invented 
by those whose genius created forms of torture. We perhaps may [22:30] even regard it as first among the 
most cruel and the most hideous of tortures, as Cicero says.”

Uh, Cicero says those very words—the most cruel and most hideous of tortures—and that the very name 
cross should not, should only be far from the body of the roman citizen but also from his thoughts, his 
eyes, and his ears. It’s so terrible that Romans shouldn’t even know about it essentially.

“It represents the acme of the torturer’s [23:00] art: the atrocious physical sufferings, length of torment, 
ignominy, the effect of the crowd gathered to witness the long agony of the crucified. Nothing could be 
more horrible than the sight of this living body breathing, seeing, hearing, and still able to feel. And yet 
reduced to the state of a corpse by forced immobility and absolute helplessness. We cannot even say that 
the crucified person writhed in agony, for it was impossible for him to move. Stripped of his clothing, 
unable even to brush away the flies [23:30] which fell upon his wounded flesh, already lacerated by the 
preliminary scourging, exposed to the insults and curses of people who can always find some sickening 
pleasure in the sight of the torture of others, a feeling which is increased and not diminished by the sight 
of pain, the cross represented miserable humanity reduced to the last degree of impotence, suffering, and 
degradation. The penalty of crucifixion combined all that the most ardent tormenter, [24:00] or torturer 
could desire: torture, the pillory, degradation, and certain death, distilled slowly drop by drop. It was an 
ideal form of torture.”

Now, with regard to the Gospel accounts, the accounts are very, very brief in our Gospel. They do not 
describe some of the things we’ve talked about. Marc [24:30] has: “And they crucified him.” Matthew: 
“And when they had crucified him.” Luke: “There they crucified him.” John: “There they crucified him.”

Probably there are a couple reasons why the accounts are so brief. One is that the readers all knew what 
crucifixion involved. Most of them had seen this, and you don’t have to describe it to them. Most of us 
don’t [25:00] and therefore forgive me for explaining it a little more but otherwise I don’t think most of us 
would understand it as well.

But it is a second thing here, and I want, I think we need to learn from the Gospel writers. If you know 
someone who, say, had a wife who had a very terrible last few months of their lives, terrible pain, [25:30] 
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suffering, withering away and eventually died or something like that, you know they don’t want to talk 
about it to other people. If you loved that person, you don’t want to share the pain and suffering they’ve 
experienced. Because you just love them too much.

And I can’t help but wonder if Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John find it very difficult to talk about the pain 
of their Lord. And, if that’s so, [26:00] what we need to be very careful about is not theatricalize, if we can 
make a word, the death of Jesus for some cheap emotional effect in the church. I think we can talk about 
the death of Jesus. We’re not ashamed of it. He brought about our redemption. But I think we want to 
treat the one who was crucified with dignity and great reverence, and just as you would not want to 
describe someone [26:30] you love very dearly having suffered I don’t think we want to do that with Jesus 
himself. Uh, I realize that my very teaching may somehow betray that, but I hope you have no sense that 
we’re trying to make a, a theater production out of this. We want to talk about it. And if we talk about it, 
let’s do so with reverence and dignity.

Now, Jesus, after he is crucified, is buried by friends. Joseph of Arimathea goes to the [27:00] leaders 
Pontius Pilate, asks for the body of Jesus, and he and Nicodemus go to the tomb of Joseph, his own tomb, 
and prepare the body for burial. And the guard then is posted because of fear that the disciples might 
steal the body and then this or that will become even worse now because of the myth of the crucified 
savior having risen from the dead. But we’ll talk more about the resurrection at [27:30] our next meeting.
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Chapter 32

We want to talk today about the resurrection of Jesus for the Christian faith is not a society who of people 
remember a dead hero. We're not a Bach memorial society who come to celebrate his great music, or a 
Jesus society in the sense of celebrating a great man who died, unfortunately, a terrible death. Without the 
resurrection, we would not be here. There is no Christianity without a resurrection of Jesus Christ. [00:52] 
It is the sine qua non, that without which there would be no Christian faith. And yet when we talk about 
the word "resurrection," the term resurrection is far from a self-evident word.

For instance, Rudolf Bultmann talks about the resurrection, and what he means by that is the rise in faith 
in the disciples. Well, there was a rise in faith in the disciples, but to interpret that as the resurrection is to 
confuse [1:22] the effect and the cause. The rise of faith is the effect of the resurrection. It is not the 
resurrection itself. Of course, if you have a bias against the supernatural then the last piece of historical 
evidence you can get to is the rise in faith of the disciples.

We don't want to confuse then the resurrection with the rise of faith in the disciples. We also don't want to 
confuse the resurrection with the empty tomb. [1:52] The empty tomb is, once again, a result of the 
resurrection, but it isn't the resurrection. And, huh, when we think about how the first reaction to the 
empty tomb, huh, was we realize, that, huh, they just thought there could be another reason for — for the 
tomb being empty, other than the resurrection. In fact, they inclined [2:22] towards another view: 
Someone stole the body.

Now, we don't want to, thirdly, define the resurrection as Jesus coming back to life again. He's — he's not 
resuscitated. There are in the gospels three other people who are resuscitated from death: Lazarus, who 
else?

[Audience responses inaudible 02:49]

[2:50] Jairus' daughter and the son of the widow of Nain. But they all died again. The resurrection is not 
resuscitation to life. It is, rather, a resurrection to a new form of life. And, huh, I don't know a better word 
to use than the word "eschatological." It is the rising to a eschatological form of life. A form of life [3:20] in 
which death, disease, sorrow, pain, no longer is part of the experience. It is a whole new quality of life. It 
breaks the bounds of this life. It is the moving over, a transfer, into eternity.

And there is a sense in which the new testament talks about the end of the ages having come through the 
resurrection of Jesus Chris because that marks the change to the new age. But the resurrection of Jesus 
from the dead [03:50] into a eschatological form of life is also not what the new testament means by the 
resurrection. Because if it did take place, how would you ever know? So for the new testament the 
resurrection of Jesus is his rising and mastery over death moving into an eschatological form of life and is 
appearing then to the disciples.

Now there are some differences in the — for accounts of the resurrection. [04:20] And there is a sense in 
which we, as evangelical Christians, are somewhat embarrassed by that. We don't know how to reconcile 
all the details. C.H. Dodd, years ago, made a very interesting comment about that which took the 
difficulty of reconciling these details and made it a strength. He said, "The fact that the accounts don't 
agree easily together indicates [04:50] that we're dealing with different witnesses to the resurrection. And, 
therefore, we have a multiplicity of witnesses to the resurrection which would be far more powerful and 
convincing in some ways than if you had all four accounts exactly the same, word-for-word. If you had 
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four resurrections accounts in Matthew, Mark, Luke and John identical in word-for-word for some people 
that might make them happy. No details to worry about.

[05:20] On the other hand, that would indicate that you only have one witness talking about that that's 
being repeated threefold. This way we have a multiplicity of different witnesses giving different 
viewpoints. It's like having four different people who were in Dallas on the day that President Kennedy 
was shot. And if you asked them what happened, there would be some differences in the details. But in 
some way, you would weigh those four witnesses far more [05:50] seriously than if you have four people 
who say exactly everything the same way. Right away you would say, "Well, they rehearsed this. They 
read — they read some sort of a — a report on it, and they all memorized it." Here we have the four 
different witnesses, and I think there's some strength in that.

Now, one cannot prove the resurrection. There's not a lot of things in life that you can prove absolutely. I 
mean, if you have a philosopher who says you can't prove your own existence, it's kind of hard [06:20] to 
prove anything else. I mean, if you — if you — I'm not sure your own existence, then you just say, by 
definition, I'm not going to be able to prove anything. And yet I've never yet gone to bed at night 
wondering seriously if I existed. I do not have sleepless nights that way. There are some things that I 
know for sure. Uh, there are some things that I know through faith is a surety. But I can't prove it 
scientifically.

Now, there a number of evidences for the [06:50] resurrection of Jesus Christ, and I want to talk a little bit 
about them this morning. One of the witnesses that there's testimony to the resurrection of Jesus is the 
fact of an empty tomb that Easter Sunday. There's simply is no good explanation for the fact of an empty 
tomb on Easter other than Jesus Christ having risen from the dead. The various kinds of explanations are 
as follows: One, is that the women went to the wrong tomb — the early part of the, oh, the [inaudible 
07:25] 1st — 20th — the 2nd or 3rd decade of the 20th century, a man by the name of Carson Blake and P. 
Gardner-Smith came up with this theory, that the reason the tomb was empty that day was that when 
Mary and Martha went that Easter Sunday, they became confused and they mistook a tomb what was 
empty for the actual tomb of Jesus which was still full.

[07:55] And so the whole resurrection story originates and the empty tomb is due to the fact that when 
they went down the road they took the fork to the left they took it at Broadway instead of taking it left at 
lake street and the result was therefore came to a tomb mistook it as the tomb of Jesus and they came to 
say, "Well, he must have risen."

But let me ask you: [08:25] Do you think you would forget within 36 hours the grave site of the person 
you loved more than anyone else in the world?

Audience: [08:38][inaudible responses]

[08:41] Not likely. Not likely. Furthermore, this is not a — a public burial place. This is not a place where 
there are just rows and rows of empty tombs and the like. This is not, like, Forrest Homes out in 
California where there's just tens of thousands — hundreds of thousands people buried. They don't even 
know if there's another tomb anywhere around here. It is is cemetery of Joseph of Arimathea.

[09:11] The other thing you have to realize is that supposing you were the Jewish and Roman officials and 
this rumor is being spread about that Jesus has risen from the dead. Don't you think you would have 
gone and checked out the tomb itself. You would have done away with this myth once and for all quote, 
unquote — "myth," by just finding the tomb and have a public showing of it. But according to New 
Testament, there are even guards placed at the tomb [09:41] to prevent this. So that it's not surprising that 
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one of them, I don't know if it was Lake or Gardner-Smith gave up on the theory and later says, No. 
That's — that's really not possible.

Another attempted theory is to say that Joseph of Arimathea stole the body. Joseph Klausner, a Jewish 
scholar in the 20th — a 1st half of the 20th century, argued this point. Now there's absolutely no evidence 
in the world anywhere in biblical literature, [10:12] in Jewish literature, for anything like this. It is simply 
something that was created out of the mind of Joseph Klausner in the 20th century. There is no evidence 
for it in the past. And the question is why: Would Joseph disciple actually steal the body of Jesus he did 
receive the noble burial why now change it and this show disrespect for the body of Jesus in this way?

[10:41] The strongest objection, however, to this is the fact that why if you were a soldier make up a story 
saying you were asleep on guard duty when you could simply say well the owner Joseph of Arimathea 
came and it was his tomb, so we just assumed he could do whatever with the body, so he took it. So 
Joseph took it. Nothing like this ever comes up. I have my own theory about that, that a much more likely 
theory is that Pontius Pilate stole the body simply because he wanted to drive the Jews out of their minds.

[Audience laughs]

[11:15] Uh, they gave him a hard time. They forced him to crucify Jesus, and not this was his attempt to 
get back. He said, "Well, that's crazy. There's no evidence for that." Well, that's just the point. There's no 
evidence for Joseph of Arimathea having done the same either. There's simply no evidence in the world 
for this kind of a — a — a — a theory and for support for it.

A third theory, called the Swoon theory, which used that Jesus really did not die. That he, [11:41] in fact, 
what happened was that he fainted, he collapsed, on the cross the result was that he was taken down 
prematurely and later entombed in a burial vault. He regains his strength. He then rolls away the stone, 
and appears to the disciples. Again, [12:11] we're not — if you were to ask me to pass judgment if 
someone were dead or not, I could make a mistake. I'm not acquainted with death. Soldiers are. They 
know if a person's near death, and they were so sure of the death of Jesus, they didn't even bother 
breaking his legs as they do with the others.

The explanation is really asking us to believe a kind of miraculous [12:41] resuscitation. Regardless of 
how you look at it, Jesus was not in the best of health when he was placed in the tomb. Now what we 
have to do is to envision in some way his rolling away the stone which would take some doing. For 
instance, a stone probably would be a circular --- like a wheel. It's not just a round boulder. It's like a 
wheel. So if you have this opening there would be — a — a kind of trough here, and a round [13:11] stone 
would be placed — which would be in the trough and rolled down and it would cover and lean against a 
wall here, this way.

So what you now have to envision is to remove the stone you would have to have someone inside rolling 
the stone up the hill, not downhill. And, furthermore, have you ever tried to push a car by putting your 
hands on the side doors to push it?

[Audience laughs]

[13:42] You don't have any strength this way. You don't to get behind it. You don't have any leverage, so to 
speak, so it's really rather difficult to imagine some sort of a supernatural strength coming to Jesus at this 
time. What's — I — what I think is the most serious argument against this is by David Strauss. David 
Strauss the mythical interpretation of miracles. [14:11] We'll talk tomorrow a little bit about the life of 
Jesus that he wrote.
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But not believing at all in miracles. When he would — commented about this kind of a Swoon theory, he 
said this: It is impossible that one who would have just come forth from the grave half dead, who kept 
about week in ill, who stood in the need of medical treatment of bandaging, strengthening, intend to care 
and who would last succumb to suffering, could ever have given to the disciples that impression that he 
was the conqueror of — of death in the grave. That he was the prince of life which lay at the bottom of his 
— their future ministry. Such resuscitation could only have weakened the impression in which [14:51] he 
had made upon them in life and in death. Or at most, could have given it an angelic voice.

But by could no — but could by no possibility have changed their sorrow into enthusiasm or elevated 
their reverence into worship. For instance, imagine Jesus coming into your room with the — where you're 
with the disciples crawling, staggering in, half dead. What is your reaction? [15:21] Is it, "Let's sing the 
hallelujah chorus. He's conquered death." Or is it pity? If anything you feel sorry for him and you, 
therefore, will be protective of him. The disciples didn't have the view that Jesus by the skin of his teeth 
managed to escape death. But that he had conquered death. That he was a glorious lord of life and death. 
Assume Jesus — and I can't bring that about [15:50] and Strauss's comments are very much right to the 
point.

A fourth theory — is one that we actually find in the bible — and that is that the disciples stole the body; 
found in Matthew 28:11. Guards were supposedly asleep when the disciples stole the body. Well, if you 
are asleep, how do you know what's going on? [16:21] Uh, I know when my wife sleeps the house could 
burn down and she wouldn't know. But how would you — how would you know something was going 
on? And, furthermore, how in the world would guards at night asleep through a process of rolling a stone 
away from the tomb? It looks like one of these one of these Mission Impossible schemes where they had a 
remarkable lubricated bearings that they could put in a track and slide it up so they could — it's just — 
it's just nonsense and so forth.

As to the disciples wanting to steal the body? Why would they want to do so. They were — they were 
cowardly before; [16:51] why now all this bravery? What I think is convincing against this argument is — 
is that the mass of scholars who are — who don't believe in the resurrection. Unless they're really way out 
and just not even not in contact of what is going on in New Testament studies, the one they all agree is the 
rise of faith in the disciples. I mean, Rudolf Bultmann doesn't believe in miracles. [17:21] But the one thing 
he knows is that when you get down to it, the disciples believed in the risen Christ. And how do you do 
that if you stole the body?

So the rise of faith in the disciples must be explained as something outside of — it's interesting to — to 
note, Hugh Schonfield wrote a work years ago called the Passover Plot. And in this Passover plot, Jesus 
plots with certain disciples — not the 12, but certain followers [17:51] — to plan his resurrection. He's 
going to stage this. And Luke happens to be around — and he's a doctor — and he has just the right drug 
materials that to cause him to look like he has died, and then revive him again. Unfortunately, even 
though he has made an arrangement with the gardener to bring this about, the soldiers having pierced 
the side of Jesus do him in and Jesus ultimately succumbs to this after a short time.

What's fascinating about the theory is not that it has any merit, but that here is this Jewish scholar whose 
simply cannot have the disciples involved in the plot. They're not in the plot. Somehow Luke comes along 
— uh, and [inaudible 18:37] is not around for a decade or so and the gardener is in the plot and special 
drugs are used, but Matthew, Mark, Luke — you know — all those — the disciples associated — I don't 
mean Mark and Luke, Matthew, John and the other disciples — they are not involved in the plot at all.
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And then a few decades ago another theory arose to explain this by a man named Leslie Weatherhead 
and he said [19:07] that the molecular energy of the body of Jesus was increased and complete 
evaporation or effervescence or whatever the word might be — took place through the speeding up of the 
molecular movement it became — it — the body became gaseous and escaped through the chinks in the 
cave and that, of course, made airtight by the rough, circular stone. In 36 hours, the body of Jesus 
completed disintegrated into gaseous form; bones and all; teeth and all; skull and all. Now, you know — 
if you could believe this, why in the world have any trouble believing in the resurrection?

[Audience laughs]

[19:44] I mean, to pause a miracle — to solve a miracle doesn't make any sense. So one of the problems 
that critics have is that there is not a good explanation of why the tomb was empty. Well, all sorts of 
human explanations seem to — uh, rational explanations seemed to be flawed in that way.

Now, another witness to the resurrection besides the empty tomb of the most important in the New 
Testament is the appearances [20:14] of the risen Christ to the disciples. And I have listed here some of 
them whether the 11th one, Paul, should be listed here as a — or be understood stood separately could be 
debated — but if you look at them, there are numerous witnesses — the women, Mary Magdalene, Peter, 
disciples on the road to Emmaus, the ten disciples with [inaudible 20:35] and absinthe, the 11 disciples, 
the second meeting with the 11 disciples, a Paul refers to there being 500 who were present, and he tells 
the Galatians that some of them are still alive. You can check this out for yourself. The — the separate 
with meeting with James, and then at the ascension of the 12 as well.

So you have multiple appearances in different places at different times and in different circumstances. 
[21:05] These are the strongest witness as far as I think as historical evidence is concerned about the 
resurrection of Jesus Christ, his appearances to the disciples. He rose and then he appeared.

Now there have been attempts to explain away these resurrections appear. Uh, again, Joseph Klaussner in 
the early part of the 20th century tried to explain them as visionary. [21:35] That the women were highly 
anticipatory and the emotional state of high expectation and that led them to have subjective visions. Uh, 
there was a Roman Catholic scholar, Ernest Renan, who wrote a very romantic life of Jesus that was very, 
very popular. And he writes about the rise in the faith of the disciples this way: We must follow the 
women step-by-step for during one hour of that day [22:05] she carried with her all the workings of the 
Christian consciousness. Her testimony decided the faith of the future. At such decisive hours a breath of 
air, a rattling window, a chance murmur, may decide the belief of nations for centuries.

Years ago when we were — when my children were real small, one January we were looking out the 
window in our house and the backyard was all covered with snow and there was a robin out there. 
[22:35] I don't know. What's a crazy robin doing in Minnesota in January, but there's a robin out there. 
And I called Joan, and I called Julie, and Keith to come over and look. And, yeah, yeah, what's a crazy 
robin doing out there? And then Steven, who was about four at the time, "Steven come out here. Look at 
the robin." So we brought him up to the window and the robin — we're all looking at that way and he's 
looking out this way and says, "I see it, too. I see it, too." He was not going to miss out. So we kind of 
turned his head and [23:04] aimed it, uh. Maybe something like that should take place here? They're so 
anticipatory they see things that really are not there.

But if you're anticipatory you have to have the circumstances that make you anticipatory. Why were the 
women going to the tomb that day? Did Mary Magdalene say to the other Mary an say, "It's just about 
time. We have — we have to go. I want to be there so that when the sun just breaks [23:35] over the 
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Mount of Olives and shines on the tomb and the stone rolls away when Jesus steps forth we could sing 
the hallelujah chorus." I don't get the impression from the biblical story that that's where they're going. 
They're going there not very anticipatory because they're going to try to anoint a dead body. They're 
bringing herbs and spices to anoint a dead Jesus. And when they come and they find the tomb empty, 
they don't say hallelujah he's risen.

Audience: [24:18] What happened?

[24:19] But who stole the body? Where have they taken him? And what we have then is anything but a 
psychological predisposition to faith or to visions of one sort. They are predisposed not to believe in the 
resurrection and their whole attitude is radically changed this way. And we always talk somewhat 
demeaning of Thomas — [24:49] the doubting Thomas. But I was glad he was doubting if it helps other 
people who doubt. And the fact that this man wasn't going to believe unless the evidence is absolutely 
overwhelming. They've been brutally hurt by the crucifixion and death of Jesus. Their not going to jump 
the faith if only to be hurt once again. And so for someone like Thomas, he will not believe until he sees 
for himself and touches Jesus [25:19] to be sure. And so the appearances are not visionary in any sense. 
They're described as Jesus eating food with them. And Thomas touching and being present, and showing 
his hands and feet, and so forth and so on.

So the vision hypothesis is the inadequate because people are not anticipatory. It's not like somebody all 
of a sudden sees or hears Houdini, [25:49] who said he was going to come back to life or something like 
that and disciples are not at all expecting it.

Now the telegraph hypothesis is the one that was suggested by B.H. Streeter and that is that when Jesus 
was in heaven he telegraphed back into the minds of his followers the idea of a resurrected Christ; that he 
had risen from the dead to show that he was alive again. Well I know there's a lot of people who are 
interested in such telepathic communication, [26:19] and so on and so forth, but again remember the 
disciples touch Jesus. And, furthermore, its somehow you get involved in a immoral kind of deception in 
which Jesus in heaven sends back from heaven that he's risen from the dead, but he's not risen from the 
dead. It really doesn't solve the situation at all.

And let me just make one brief comment about the word "resurrection." [26:49] Uh, when people talk 
about a spiritual resurrection, in the world of Jesus' day, that's like talking about square circles. 
Resurrection is always resurrection of the body. It is not immortally. It's very, very different. That becomes 
very, very clear. You could talk about a person's immortal soul living on, but when — at [inaudible 27:16] 
held Paul tells a Christian message that Jesus has risen from the dead, they laugh at that. That's nonsense. 
So resurrection should never be confused with immortally. It's the resurrection of the body, and this is 
evident that the early church had a very different message from that of the Greek philosophers.

Now, there has been an attempt in some ways to bypass one of these witnesses, and that is the witness of 
the empty tomb. [27:46] So scholars have said that the tomb really wasn't empty. It was just mistaken. 
And that is a later story that was created decades after the faith in the resurrection of Jesus grew. When 
people began to believe in the resurrection they said — they began to do, if he rose from the dead, then 
the tomb must have been empty. And they made up a story of an empty tomb.

Rudolf Bultmann says the story of the empty tomb is [28:16] completely secondary. The story is an 
apologetic legend. Paul doesn't know anything about the empty tomb. Well, one of the things about the 
empty tomb, it has multiple attestation. It is found in three strata, at least Matthew, the M strata, Mark, 
and in John. It is a story that is early. It has some — some meta-systems about it. Also it is something that 
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has to be [28:46] understood as being part of the resurrection. When you preach about the resurrection of 
Jesus in Jerusalem, not in Athens, but in Jerusalem, you talking to a people who know that resurrection 
involves a body. And, therefore, when you say Jesus has risen from the dead, that meant to people in 
Jerusalem that the tomb was empty, but you didn't even have to state.

Another thing that's interesting about the story is that if you created the story [29:16] from scratch, there's 
one thing you would have never done in the 1st century — now women, please, excuse me — but in the 
1st century, women were not reliable — were not accepted as historical witnesses. So if you're going to 
make up a story and you're going to make witnesses to it, you make men witnesses; not women. Why is it 
that the women are witnesses? Well, that's because they were the first ones there. That's the way history 
had it. And so this [29:46] is not a story made up for apologetic. It's a story that comes out of history itself. 
The women were the chief witnesses, because that's what happened.

Never in any of the discussions in the early church between Christian and Jews was there ever a denial of 
the empty tomb. That's something that came up many, many, many centuries later. In that year, no one 
ever doubted in the Jewish debates in the early centuries that the tomb was empty. [30:16] Another thing 
to remember that it is just not any tomb. It was a specific tomb. This is the tomb of Joseph of Arimathea, a 
well-known tomb.

There's something else that's rather interesting that supports the empty tomb, and that is the change of 
worship for the early church from the Sabbath to the first day of the week. Now, you say "Well, Jesus rose 
on the first day of the week." [30:46] Not in the tra- — the traditions don't word it that way. Traditions talk 
about Jesus rising from the dead, he rises on the third day. Now, I could figure out chronologically how 
Sunday could be the fir- — third day; however, I could also — to — preside — something controlling the 
first day of the week, Sunday being the day of the empty tomb, I could think of it as Monday, [31:16] quite 
easily. And the fact is that the only thing that's associated with the first day, with regard to Jesus, is the 
empty tomb.

So the whole celebration of the church moving from Sabbath gradually to the first day of the week, 
probably they're being both simultaneously held by Jewish Christians. And eventually gentile Christians 
not keeping the Sabbath any longer, but the first day of the week. [31:46] That whole emphasis is based on 
one thing: The tomb was empty. So the first day of the week and the — and it's locked in our calendar is 
due to the reserv — the empty tomb story, not the resurrection story.

And, finally, we have in 1 Corinthians 3 when Paul says "I delivered to you what I also received." A very 
early tradition going back probably [32:16] to the late 30s that Christ died for our sins in accordance with 
the scriptures. That he was buried. That he rose according to the scriptures. So you have a very, very early 
reference to the resurrection involving an empty tomb in 1 Corinthians 15:3.

All right. Now, that sort of takes care of the main two witnesses that we talked about. The — the empty 
tomb and the resurrection appearances. [32:46] But there's a third witness, and one that for many years I 
thought was not very scholarly, and that's the witness of the church. It's very subjective, but it's not a — 
it's not a subjective story by a handful of people or a hundred people. And not just from one tribal group, 
but in every continent, [33:16] from all sorts of tribes, from all language groups, for two thousand years, 
millions upon millions of people have believed in the resurrection.

And if I were to ask my mother if she were alive, “Mom, do you believe in the resurrection?" She said, "Of 
course, I do." I said, "Well, why?" She said, "Well, The bible says so." And the other reason that my mother 
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said "because the Swoon theory doesn't seem convincing." I would assume [33:46] right then and there 
uh, that she would have said, "You asked me how I know he lives. He lives within my heart."

And that testimony of multitudes of millions of people over 2,000 years in all parts of the world makes 
the objective evidence which can only deal with probabilities into certainties. [34:16] So that for the 
Christian it is not kind of hope in the resurrection. We kind of think he rose from the dead. We know he's 
risen, because what we have here is not just not historical evidence, such as the resurrection appearances 
and the empty tomb, but that we have personal testimony and witness in our own lives. We know Jesus 
has risen. He lives in us.
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Chapter 33

All right, we want to talk about the quest for the historical Jesus, and you have that material on the very 
last page of your notes. Now, the quest of the historical Jesus [00:30] began with a man named Hermann 
Samuel Reimarus. A lot of good things came out of Germany. A lot of lousy things came out of Germany, 
and the quest for the historical Jesus for good or for bad came out of Germany.

Now, Reimarus was born in 1694, and died in 1768, and he never published his thoughts about the 
historical Jesus, and he probably did this knowing that [1:00] it would raise a great storm of protest. He 
also probably did it because he was married to the daughter of a very conservative church leader in 
Germany. And when he died, his notes, probably given by a son to the librarian of the library at 
Wolfenbuettel, a man by the name of Lessing, a very famous German poet, [01:30] received them, and he 
began to publish them under the title the Wolfenbuettel Fragments, and in this material, which was later 
traced to Hermann Samuel Reimarus, there was a critical attack on the traditional picture of Jesus. These 
fragments argued that Jesus never made any messianic claims in our Christological sense — that he was 
the son of God, that he would die for the sins of the word, or anything like that. He never instituted 
[02:00] any sacraments. He never predicted his death. He never rose from the dead, and that the story of 
Jesus was, in fact, a deliberate fraud created by the disciples.

Now, let me just read to you a few comments from Reimarus that the, uh – gives you an understanding of 
what came out at that time. "It was not until 30 to 60 years [02:30] after the death of Jesus that people 
began to write an account of the performance of these miracles in a language which the Jews and 
Palestine did not understand. It was Greek, not in Aramaic, and this was at the time when the Jewish 
nation was in a state of greatest disquietude and confusion, and when very few of those who had known 
Jesus were still alive.

Nothing then was easier than to invent as many miracles as they pleased without fear of their writing 
being readily understood of refuted. [03:00] It had been repressed upon all converts from the beginning 
that is was both advantageous and soul saving to believe and to put the mind captive under the 
obedience of faith, and, consequently, there was as much credulity among them as there were pious 
frauds or deceptions from good motives among their teachers, and both of these, as is well known, 
prevailed in the highest degree in the early Christian church. Other religions indeed are quite as full of 
miracles. The heathen boasts of many. So does the Turk. [03:30] No religion is without them, and that is 
what also makes the Christian miracle so doubtful and provokes us to ask, 'Did the events really happen? 
Were the attendant circumstances such as are stated? Did they come to pass naturally or by craft or by 
chance,'" and now the question arises – [4:00] well, here we have the stories of Jesus – what was the real 
Jesus like, and you have now this quest to find out the real Jesus.

Elsewhere, he says, "We are justified in drawing an absolute distinction between the teaching of the 
apostles and their writings, and what Jesus himself, in his own lifetime, proclaimed and taught." For 
instance, he says, "When Jesus entered Jerusalem on Palm Sunday, he did so in order to have the people 
flock to him [4:30] and support him as the messiah. He did so in open defiance of the authorities. The 
people, however, refused to rise and support him. As a result, on the cross when he cried, 'My God, my 
God, why has thou forsaken me,’ this avowal cannot without violence be interpreted otherwise than as 
meaning that God had not aided him in aim and purpose as he had hoped. That shows that he had not 
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been his purpose to suffer and die but to establish an earthly kingdom [05:00] and deliver the Jews from 
political oppression, and in that, God's help had failed him."

Now, people are saying, "Well, what was Jesus really like?" If you say he's not like what Reimarus says, 
then you have to argue against that, and you try to prove that Jesus was really like the New Testament 
portrait. Before, you didn't bother proving that. You simply believed it, and now as Schweitzer [05:30] 
states, "Before Reimarus, no one had attempted to form a historical conception of the life of Jesus, and 
now both advocates and opponents of the Jesus of the gospels try to do so, and that's the starting point of 
the quest for the historical Jesus. There were some others like some of the deists in England, Tolland and 
others who argued against certain miracles, but here is whole complete portrait of [06:00] Jesus as a 
historical figure that is radically different than the gospels. What was Jesus really, therefore, like?

Now, the first major movement that takes place after this is what we call rationalism where people now 
try to take the biblical text and rationalize what Jesus must have really been like, and we talk about uh, a 
kind of bell curve [06:30] in the early attempts to do so, then rationalism at its peak, and then the 
questioning of how successful this ultimately is, and let me read to you, uh – I'm sorry I'm going to read 
so much, but I don't know how else to get this out to you, but let me read to you some of these 
rationalistic attempts – early rationalism – a man by the name of Franz Volkmar Reinhard – there's no 
question his nationality. "All that which we call miraculous and [07:00] supernatural is to be understood 
as only relatively so. It implies nothing further than an obvious exception to what can be brought about 
by natural causes so far as we know them and have experience of their capacity. A cautious thinker will 
not venture in any single instance to pronounce an event to be so extraordinary that God could not have 
brought it about by the use of secondary causes but must have intervened directly." So, now the whole 
question of all miracles [07:30] comes into existence.

Karl Friedrich Bahrdt, the Feeding of the 5000, "It is more reasonable here to think of a thousand ways by 
which Jesus might have had sufficient supplies of bread at hand and by the distribution of it, have 
shamed the disciples lack of courage than to believe in a miracle." This is the anti-supernatural uh, 
movement of what we call the enlightenment. [08:00] His own explanation is that the disciples had 
collected supplies of bread in a cave and this was gradually handed out to Jesus who stood at a concealed 
entrance to the cave and that uh, the people who didn't know this thought that they – he was actually 
multiplying the bread. So, there was a storehouse of World War II surplus bread and fish and things like 
that, and that's how it all took place.

[08:30] Walking upon the sea, he explains, "Jesus walked toward the disciples over the surface of a great 
floating raft. While the disciples were not able to see the raft, believed that he actually was walking on the 
water."

The Resurrection, "Jesus, by uttering a loud cry and immediately bowing his head, appeared to have died 
a sudden death. The soldiers were bribed not to break his legs. Luke had previously given Jesus special 
medicines to prepare him for the crucifixion, and in the cave, [09:00] the medicines were successful in 
restoring Jesus to health. His followers opened the cave and as Jesus began to descend the hill, the guards 
awakened and fled in fright at the sight. Jesus then appeared at intervals to his disciples from a special 
place of concealment. He finally bade a farewell to his disciples and ascended the Mount of Olives into a 
low-hanging cloud. From there he went into hiding only to appear on rare instances, such as DePaul on 
the way to Damascus until eventually he died.
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[09:30] Now, it's fascinating about this rationalism is that a lot of details are taken very seriously. Jesus 
descends the Mount of Olives into a cloud. So, these – they believe that behind these is a real event that 
has been misunderstood, so rationalism tries to reinterpret in a non-supernatural way what really took 
place.

Karl Heinrich Venturini – his title [09:58] [foreign] from [10:00] Nazareth – a non-supernatural history of 
the great prophet of Nazareth – isn't it nice to have a title in which you already know what the thesis is 
rather than have a uh, an ambiguous title, and after you read the book, you still don't know what it's all 
about, but you can just say the title is – I know what it – wh – what it's all about.

The Miracle at Kaynah, "Jesus had brought with him a – as a wedding gift, some jars of good wine and 
had put them aside in another room. When the wine ran out, Jesus allowed the guests to wait a little until 
[10:30] the stone vessels for purification had been filled with water. After this had been done, Jesus told 
some of the servants to pour out some of the wine but did not tell anyone where it came from. Later on, 
they assumed that it came from the stone vessels."

The Resurrection, "Jesus truly expected to die but when he died so quickly, Joseph of Arimathea was 
moved by some premonition to ask quickly for the body of Jesus. He sought to bribe Pontius Pilot with 
the gift of money, but Pilot replied to him, 'Do you also [11:00] misunderstand me? Am I such an 
insatiable miser? Still you are a Jew. How could you as a people do me justice? Know then that a Roman 
can honor true nobility wherever he may find it,' and so he sat down and wrote some words on a strip of 
parchment. 'Give this to the captain of the guard. You'll be permitted to remove the body. I ask nothing 
for this. It is granted to you freely.' After receiving the body, he and Nicadeemas washed it, anointed it 
with spices and laid it on a bed of moss in the tomb. Seeing that the blood was still flowing, they hoped 
that this was a good sign, so they called the Essene brethren together. They promised to watch over the 
body.

There was no movement during the first during the first 24 hours, but then an earthquake came and as 
one of the Essene's dressed in white approached the cave by a secret path, he was illuminated by a flash 
of lightening. This caused the guard to panic and flee. In the morning, the brethren heard Jesus moving in 
the tomb. Finding him alive, they moved him to their – to their lodge. [12:00] Two of the brethren 
remained behind in their white garments and where mistaken for angels. Jesus then appeared at intervals 
to his disciples for 40 days. At that point, he bed farewells to his disciples." Uh, i – it's fictional. How da – 
How in the world does he obtain this scholarly evidence of what Pontius Pilot and Joseph of Arimathea 
were talking about but this was an age of rationalism, and at some times rationalism tends to be very, 
very fictional apparently.

Audience Member: [12:29] Very irrational.

[12:30] Yeah. Uh, now in the middle period, you have Heinrich Eberhard Gottlob Paulus – again, a – a 
German of course – concerning the walking on the water, "It was an illusion of the disciples. Jesus walked 
along the shore and, in the midst, was taken for a ghost by his followers. Peter, however, tried to walk on 
the water and was only saved because Jesus dragged him onto the shore." I mean he – he didn't realize. 
He's just walking on the shore and he says, "I can try it," but he walked on the water and [12:59] 
[inaudible] people [13:00] [inaudible] walk on water so he almost drowned, but Jesus grabbed him on 
shore.

The Feeding of the 5000 – "When Jesus saw the hungry multitudes, he said to his disciples, "We will set 
the rich among them a good example that they may share their supplies with the others, and when he 
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began to distribute his own previsions and those of the disciples, the others followed their example. 
Concerning the transfiguration, Jesus was on the top of a mountain. He had an interview with two 
dignified men whom the disciples mistook for [13:30] Moses and Elijah. These unknown persons 
informed Jesus of the fate waiting him in Jerusalem. In the morning as the sun was rising, the three 
disciples being half asleep looked upward from the hollow where they had been sleeping and saw Jesus 
with the two strangers illuminated by the beams of the rising sun and overheard them speak of the fate 
that awaited Jesus in Jerusalem."

All right, that is enough, I think of giving you some examples of rationalism. Uh, today, no one would 
follow [14:00] that kind of radical thinking uh, and the result is that there was another person who comes 
along – a man by the name of David Strauss and David F. Strauss is understood as bringing about the 
mythical interpretation of the gospel sayings and of the life of Jesus, and let me read to you some 
comments from Strauss, who is far more influential [14:30] today than the rationalists.

After looking at the various explanations of the transfiguration, he says – the rationalist explanation – 
"Taking all this in consideration, little any longer stands in the way of the assumption of myths in all parts 
of the gospel narratives. Furthermore, the term myths itself should not give an intelligent person any 
offense other than a [15:00] mere word should give a person at any time. For everything of the doubt – of 
double meaning that clings to that word because of recollation – recollection of paganess, this appears as 
a result of the argument to this point. That is, that by the New Testament myths, nothing else is to be 
understood than the expression of primitive Christian ideas formulated in unintentionally poeticizing 
sagas and looking very much like history." [15:30]

In other words, in the subconsciousness of the church, these myths arise. I – i – it's not intentional. It is 
quite unintentional. Thus here, in the story of the transfiguration, as in every former instance, after 
having run through the circle of natural explanations, we are led back to the supernatural. In other words, 
you try all these rational explanations. You cannot get away from it. The story talks about miracles. 
Superna – in that sense that, [16:00] uh the conservatives have more going for them than the, uh – the 
rationalists because the rationalists totally lose sight of the fact that this story is about miracles. So, he 
says, "After you try all these rationalist explanations, it'd come back and you still have – led back to the 
supernatural. In which, however, we are precluded from resting by di – difficulties equally decisive. 
Why? [16:30] You have difficulties, and the difficulties are what? What are the difficulties that you can't 
accept the supernatural?

Audience Member: [16:40] You can't see it.

Dr. Robert Stein: [16:42] Yeah, bu – but philosophically, what are you presuppositions?

Audience Member: [16:47] [inaudible]

Dr. Robert Stein: [16:49] You start out – say, "There are no such things as miracles," right? So, you can't 
accept that. So, you go through the rational explanations. You can't – they're all silly. Y – y – y – a lot of 
them, you – you were polite. You didn't laugh [17:00] out loud but some of them are really laughable. So, 
you come back and you say – well, now you look at them. Uh, you can't explain this but then you come 
back to the miracle, but you can't accept these. So, what do you do? Since then, the text forbids a natural 
interpretation. You can't – rationalists – that their explanations are not possible. While it is impossible to 
maintain his historical the supernatural interpretation which it sanctions, we must apply ourselves [17:30] 
to a critical examination of its statements.
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Finally, this example – "The transfiguration may serve to show with peculiar clarity, how the natural 
system of interpretation, while it seeks to preserve the historical continuity of the narratives, loses the 
ideal truth, sacrifices the essence of the form. Whereas, the mythical interpretation, by renouncing the 
historical body of such narratives, recues and preserves the idea" [18:00] – that subconscious idea that 
gave birth to it – uh, let’s see – "which resides in them, in which alone constitutes their validity in spirit. 
Thus, if as the natural explanation would have it, the splendor around Jesus was an accidental optical 
phenomena, and the two appearances, either images of a dream or unknown men." Where is the 
significance of the incident? Where is the motive [18:30] for preserving in the memory of the church? "An 
anecdote so void of ideas and so barren of inference r – resting on a common delusion and superstition." 
On the other hand, well, according the mythical interpretation – his – "I do not, it is true, see in the 
evangelical narrative, any actual occurrence. I yet retain a sense and a purpose in the narrative. I know 
that the first Christian community – I know what the first Christian community [19:00] thought it meant 
and why the authors of the gospels included so important a passage in their memoirs."

Uh, Strauss ultimately brings about the death of the rationalistic approach because there's nothing – 
there's nothing to preach on it. Whereas, if you deal with his approach, he says, "There is a spiritual truth, 
an un – uh, something from the subconsciousness that has broken through [19:30] into reality, and this 
idea is worth preaching and proclaiming." For instance can you teach in class some of the stories from 
Homer's Odyssey and Iliad? You can. You – there can be a spiritual idea there, but it's nonsense to try to 
talk about it historically and try from – from it being a historical narrative getting such a truth, and for 
[20:00] Strauss, the gospels are on the same level as Homer's Odyssey and Iliad or something like that.

Now, there came after Strauss, Bruno Bauer, who actually went and said, "Jesus never lived," which is 
about as far as you can go. I don't know if you can get any more radical than that unless you say, "I don't 
live." Then it gets even more r – r – radical than that.

At the end of the 19th century, up to World War I there was a [20:30] movement called Liberalism. As a 
theological movement, that movement ended in World War I. What we mean by liberalism is something 
much broader than this, and that is a radical approach – a non-supernatural approach – a disbelief in the 
supernatural but Strauss was not a liberal and he could believe those things. So, liberalism a – as a system 
is – comes to the end in World War I, and I give here to you [21:00] something of what liberalism 
essentially had as its heart – The kingdom of God and its coming, the kingdom of God in the human 
heart, not as an ecological end of the world kind of thing – that God was the father of all humanity, that 
the soul had infinite value and that Jesus' ethical teaching about this higher ethic of the commandment to 
love God and to one's neighbor, that's the essence of the Christian faith.

[21:30] Uh, however when you look at that, how can Jesus be relevant for us today? Well, at best, he can 
be relevant as our example, and so, it's at this point, that liberalism emphasizes what is called the 
Imitation of Christ. Now, there were people who wrote the Imitation of Christ. [22:00] Was that Merton – 
Thomas Merton? Uh, he believed these things and argued Jesus as our example and we should imitate 
him, but generally, in liberalism, the imitation of Christ was imitate this Jesus who was of – the most 
loving of people, who had the greatest sense of the fatherhood of God, the brotherhood of man, the 
infinite value of the human soul and so forth.

Now, this movement came to an end, [22:30] and the early request for the historical Jesus – what Jesus 
was really like – died a death due to – I list here – four reasons. The first of them is that – Albert 
Schweitzer wrote a book, the Quest of the Historical Jesus – the German title was from Reimarus to 
Wrede. Reimarus who starts the quest – Wrede who was the contemporary of Schweitzer when he wrote 
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[23:00] – and Schweitzer's comments on this, I need to read to you because once you read it, you 
understand how that m – movement for the historical Jesus had to die. Quote – "Those who are fond of 
talking about negative theology can find their account here. There's nothing more negative than the result 
of a critical study of the life of Jesus. When you look at what people did, nothing i – is more negative. The 
Jesus of Nazareth [23:30] who came forward publicly as the messiah, who preached the ethic of the 
kingdom of God, who founded the kingdom of God upon earth and died to give his work its final 
consecration never had any existence. He is a figure designed by rationalism endowed with life by 
liberalism and clothed by modern theology in a historical garb. In either case, he will not be a Jesus Christ 
to whom the religion of the present can ascribe" – [24:00] we Germans can't ascribe to something like that 
– "as it did with the Jesus of its own making."

The real Jesus, we can't – we won't be able to believe it, he says. Whereas the one we made and created on 
our uh – with own hands and stuff, that we could, but he goes on – he says, "Nor will the real Jesus be a 
figure which could be made, by popular historical treatments, so thi – sympathetic and" use it – "and 
universally intelligible to the multitude. [24:30] The historical Jesus will be to our time a stranger and an 
enigma. The study of the life of Jesus has had a curious history. It set out in quest of the historical Jesus 
believing that when it had found him, it could bring him straight into our time as a teacher and savior. It 
loosed the bands by which it had been riveted for centuries to the stony rocks of ecclesiastical doctrine."

He does write well. You have to [25:00] admit that. "And rejoice to see life and movement coming into the 
figure once more and the historical Jesus advancing as it seemed to meet it." So, in other words, here you 
have the church's Jesus. You know, you go to the art of the church, the crucified Jesus, the anemic Jesus on 
the cross and so forth you have this Jesus who is as a little child um, very God very God, knows all 
things, [25:30] and uh, is doing Einsteinium geometry while he is nursing on his mother's breast.

That – that kind of understanding is dominant in the church – and finally, they say, "No, t – he was a real 
man. He bled. He – he had compassion," and people began to get excited. The Jesus from the church's 
doctrine was disappearing and you get the feeling of a real Jesus who was attractive, and – and they – the 
liberals and all these people, they – they reached out. They said, "Jesus is coming. We're getting him," and 
all [26:00] of a sudden, he just goes right by, and he goes back to the first century, and when they turn 
around, they see the Jesus of the first century and he's carrying a sign – repent, the world's coming to an 
end, and they're absolutely horrified by this, and he's repugnant to everything they believe, and so they 
say, "Well, if that's the Jesus that's gonna result, who wants him," and so they give up on him.

Let me continue, however, [26:30] reading here. Uh, "It loosed the bands by which he had been riveted for 
centuries to the stony rocks of ecclesiastical doctrine and rejoiced to see life and movement coming into 
the figure once more, and the historical Jesus advancing as it seemed to meet it, but he does not stay. He 
passes by our time and returns to his own. What surprised and dismayed the theology of the last 40 
years" – this quest of the historical Jesus – "despite [27:00] all forced and arbitrary interpretations, it could 
not keep him in our time but had to let him go. He returned to his own time not owing to the application 
of any historical ingenuity but by the same inevitable necessity by which the liberated pendulum returns 
to its original position. We are experiencing what Paul experienced. In the very moment when we were 
coming nearer to the historical Jesus than men had overcome before [27:30] and were already stretching 
out our hands to draw him into our own time, we have been obliged to give up the attempt and 
acknowledge our failure, and further, we must be prepared to find that the historical knowledge of the 
personality and the life of Jesus will not be a help but perhaps, even an offense to religion."
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All right, the quest dies because Schweitzer points out, you are not going to arrive at a German 
theologian [28:00] educated in Berlin or Tubingen or Heidelberg in the 19th century. No, he's a first 
century Jew, and his whole belief system is so contrary to our renaissance naturalistic thinking that he's 
an offense to us, and people said, "Who cares? I don't. If that's the result of my labor, who's going to want 
to find that kind of a Jesus," and the questers just give up. They become so disillusioned. They are no 
longer interested. [28:30] He draw – he destroys any motivation for the quest of historical Jesus. Jesus is 
an enigma to the liberal, therefore, liberals are not interested anymore.

Another reason for the death of the historical Jesus is that of William Wrede. We talked about the – the 
synoptic problem. Much of what drove the desire to know what the earliest gospel is was the desire to 
find the original earliest historical source. Now they have Mark, [29:00] and now when they have Mark, 
they will get to a source that is not theological but is purely historical and objective, and we can mind 
Mark now as the gospel to find out about the historical Jesus.

Well, in 1901 this Messias [29:17] [foreign] the messianic secret in the gospels was published, and what 
Wrede pointed out was that Mark is not a disinterested [29:30] objective historical source. Mark is 
propaganda for the Christian movement. Now, propaganda can be true. It propagandizes it, argues for 
the Christian faith and so, they thought when they eventually got to Mark, they'd peeled away all that 
stuff, and they could just take Mark, remove some of the miracles and so forth, and have a real historical 
uh, gospel, [30:00] but now, all of a sudden, the question comes up, "Well, where – where can we really 
arrive at an objective understanding of Jesus?"

All the sources – Matthew, Mark, Luke and John – are theological works written by Christians, and so 
that raises questions as to whether the quest is possible at all, and then you have after Wrede, the form 
critics coming in and saying that our gospels are not objective historical [30:30] biographies, and we 
described that earlier and I don't want that to be misunderstood. Not objective – of course they're not – 
they're written by Christians. Historical in the sense that they have miracles – if you define historical as 
being non-supernatural, the gospels are not historical, and they're not biographies in the normal sense 
because you don't begin a biography like Mark does – "Thirty-three years after his birth" – so, how can we 
really know about Jesus, and they begin to wonder and say, uh - i – "It's not possible."

[31:00] A third work that comes along is that of Martin Kähler, the So-Called Historical Jesus and Historic 
Biblical Christ. Uh, what he destroys is the motivation for the quest. W – what – I wish I had brought 
Kähler because he reads beautifully and he has some good things to say. I just have one quo – quotation 
from him. [31:30] "The real Christ, that is, the Christ who has exercised an influence in history, with whom 
millions have communed in childlike faith, and with whom the great witnesses of faith have been in 
communion – while striving, apprehending, triumphing, and proclaiming – the real Christ is the Christ 
who is preached. The Christ who is preached, however, is precisely the Christ of faith."

The liberal Jesus never did anybody any – people are not – [32:00] unbelievers are never converted to 
liberalism. That Jesus doesn't convert anybody. Liberalism converts evangelical Christians to it. That's the 
only way i – it can exist, but the gospel Jesus has changed the lives of people for centuries and that's 
precisely the Jesus that is proclaimed – not this historical Jesus [32:30] but the Jesus of faith – that’s the 
life-changing Jesus, and Kähler pointed out, the other Jesus is irrelevant. No one cares about that Jesus. 
The only Jesus that affects people's lives is the Jesus of faith, and, therefore, the whole quest for what a 
historical Jesus was like is illegitimate for faith. It's irrelevant.
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Finally, the last person I can mention who had a – a – an important influence is [33:00] William Dilthey, 
who, as a historian, argued that the whole idea that you can be objective and arrive at an objective Jesus is 
nonsense. All history starts with presuppositions that already prejudice the case. Uh, so, where you start 
is predetermined by you with your ideas and desires and it predetermines where you're going to come 
out. Uh, for instance, [33:30] uh, [33:30] think o – of various people doing a paper on the charismatic 
movement, and one person says, "I'm going to investigate similar psychological phenomena in the 
world." Well, you're gonna come out exactly where you started – or someone says, "No, I wanna – I want 
to investigate other present-day-miracle events." [34:00]

Well, okay, I see where you're coming from – or, I want to understand where li – similar linguistic 
phenomena occurs. It does not, to a certain extent, what your investigating, already determine where 
you're gonna come out – or you say, "Well, I want to do uh, a study of the – the Russian revolution." You 
say, "All right, okay, that's fine. Uh, what are you gonna investigate?" "Well, I'm going to investigate the 
[34:30] the movement from various forms of production and see how that may have influenced the 
revolution." Okay a good Marxian approach. You say, "Well, no, I'm gonna look at the rat population that 
existed in St. Petersburg at the time." Why not? Who knows? May – maybe the whole revolution started 
because they were so tired of rats there, they said, "Let's revolt. [35:00] We have nothing better to do." You 
say, "Well – well, wait a minute." You say, "That's absurd." How do you prove something like that? You – 
you can't spend all your life investigating every absurd possibility.

Maybe it was some – it had something to do with the length of robes by the orthodox priests that caused 
the revolution. You say, "That's stupid." Well, it may be, but can you rule it out? You say, "Well, no – okay, 
we have to inve" – well, you can’t investigate everything. [35:30] So what he's saying is historians by their 
very investigation of things, have already a predisposition. They're not neutral in those matters. Well, the 
result of this was the death of quest of the [35:43] historical Jesus. There later arose a new quest which 
we're not going to be able to talk about, and I just need to bring some sort of a conclusion here to this 
very, very superficial overview, but [36:00] may – maybe something like this – can you see that?

[36:12] Uh, thank you – a do-it-yourself Jesus. Have you ever wondered why, for certain Christians, Jesus 
essentially is understood as going to Jerusalem with his stock portfolio to see him broker, [36:28] and to 
see about his investi – investment strategy, or that during the Jesus movement of the 70s that the Jesus 
that was being portrayed by certain was one who would dr – break into the o – offices of uh, the 
government and pour blood on records, or that he was a Jesus that had nothing to do with society but 
withdrew and formed his own communal group? [37:00] How do people come out with Jesus like that? 
And that raises a serious question. Is the Jesus you and I believe in an idol that we have made or is he the 
real Jesus? Can we be the only group in this world that's never succumbed to making Jesus in our own 
image? [37:30] How do you know if you're making Jesus in your own image?

I leave you with one bit of advice. When you become comfortable with Jesus, then you know you've 
made him in your own image because the Jesus of the gospel, if he never causes us to kick against the 
pricks and be shocked, [38:00] if he doesn't shake us up and cause us to repent, if – if our Jesus never does 
that, he's not the real Jesus because, you see, none of us are so much like God or of the Lord Jesus himself, 
that we don't find that we have sinned and need to repent. When that Jesus comes and, time and time 
again, [38:30] causes us to see that we made him in our own image and we need to ask forgiveness, then I 
think we're on the track of the real Jesus.

Thank you for the privilege of teaching you this semester.
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