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DIGEST

The New Testament is especially conducive to inter-textual analysis. Many ofits important
components (Pauline Epistles, Gospels, etc.) emerged within fifty years of one another. At the same time,
they yield differing, even contradictory, accounts of the same events. All four Gospels, for example, as well
as Paul, make conflicting claims about the ministry, death, and resurrection of Jesus. Similarly, while the
Acts of the Apostles portrays Paul's mission to Jews and Gentiles, a firsthand account of Paul's ministry
isalso available in his genuine epistles — and the two portrayals sharply contrast with one another up and
down the line.

Rendering these disparities all the more glaring are the known relationships among a number of the
books in the New Testament. Thus, there is virtual agreement among scholars that Matthew and Luke
knew and extensively drew upon Mark. Additionally, the three Synoptists (Mark, Matthew, Luke) could
have had knowledge of, or even depended upon or reacted to, Paul's epistles (if not to the texts themselves
then at least to awareness of them or knowledge about them). Most scholars posita Q document shared
by Matthew and Luke; others insist that the author of Luke knew of, and used, the Gospel of Matthew.
With so many interrelationships possible, the disagreements among these writings become all the more
remarkable.

This thesis will explore the degree to which critical comparisons among these writings could yield
important clues about the historical Jesus, the historical Paul, and the history of the early church. Aside

from a close reading of primary texts and the researching of the relevant secondary scholarship, this thesis

requires exercise of critical reasoning and deductive logic to weigh and explain the kind of anomalies to be.
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noted. New Testament texts are combed to identify contradictions, lacunae, gaps, etc. These assembled

examples are then classified according to types or categories of relative importance. Selected problems
are then explored in depth and their possible implications for historians, and for the modern day, probed
and, where feasible, explicated.

Beyond analyzing the scholarship in this field, this work will emphasize those insights that could
benefit Jewish-Christian relations and dialogue. For example, were comparison of Paul with the Synoptics
to suggest that the Gospel writers exaggerated the Jews' role in executing Jesus, or that the betrayal of Jesus
by Judas (allegorically, the “Jews”) is a post-Pauline fabrication, modemn Christians themselves could be
induced to reframe the age-old anti-Jewish slant of traditions of Jesus’ Passion. Orwere such comparisons
to suggest that the identification of the Last Supper with a Passover meal is a post-70 association, this could

materially impact the way modern church groups perform and apply their Maundy Thursday “Seders.”




ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

While the following study reflects a year’s worth of my own hard work, I am indebted to many
others for their assistance and inspiration in helping bring this project to fruition. First, ['would like to thank
all of my teachers in the department of Religion at Duke University, and specifically, Frank Crouch and
Dale Martin. Dr. Crouch first introduced me to critical study of the New Testament; Dr. Martin sparked
my interest in the scholarly quests to reconstruct the historical Jesus. Both started me on an intellectual path
that has ultimately led to this thesis, and hopefully well beyond.

I am also grateful for the skills, knowledge, and enthusiasm for leaming instilled in me by the faculty
of the Hebrew Union College-Jewish Institute of Religion in Cincinnati, Ohio. In particular, I must thank
David Aaron, Jonathan Cohen, Nili Fox, Richard Sarason, and Mark Washofsky. Each has helped to
improve my facility with biblical and Rabbinic texts and thereby to illuminate the ancient world. Dr. Aaron
especially has impacted my approach to ancient texts, and helped me to develop the kinds of reading
strategies and methodological thinking evident in this project.

One paragraph hardly suffices to express my appreciation for my thesis adviser, and mentor, Dr.
Michael Cook. His guidance and support were invaluable to the completion of this study: he pointed me
to sources when I was lost; provided ideas when I was stymied; and offered encouragement whenI'was
unsure. He also improved the clarity and effectiveness of my writing through tireless proofreading and

editing. Tthas been a joy to work with him, and his efforts have made the writing of this thesis the best

possible learning experience.




O B e

CHAPTER 1

OVERVIEW OF PREDOMINANTLY ACCEPTED CONCLUSIONS
IN NEW TESTAMENT SCHOLARSHIP

Interrelationships amongst Documents in the New Testament

While the term “Synoptic Problem” only came into scholarly parlance in the 19" century,
students of the New Testament had long before considered the possibility that Gospel writers may
have been familiar with one another’s work. As far back as the 4" century CE, St. Augustine
suggested that the order of the Gospels within the canon reflects their relationships of dependence
as well. Thus, Matthew was the first Gospel to be written, and each successive Gospel drew upon
its predecessor(s): Mark upon Matthew, Luke upon both Mark and Matthew, and John upon all
three. Many years later, J.J. Griesbach similarly proposed Matthew as the original Gospel, though
he contended that Luke was the first to draw upon Matthew, while Mark was a later distillation of
the two.! And yet, while advocates for the priority of Matthew do still exist, the consensus among
contemporary scholars is that Mark was the first written Gospel, and that Matthew and Luke*
knew, and drew extensively, upon it. In fact, the priority of Mark has become accepted as so

fundamental that some scholars have gone so far as to call it “a cornerstone of the modemn

'Raymond E. Brown. Introduction to the New Testament, p. 113.

The latter of whom, by most accounts, penned the Book of Acts, as well.
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scholarship of the gospels.”™ The popularity of this position as the means for resolving the Synoptic
Problem is best explained by the fact that, as Raymond Brown notes, “it solves more problems
than any other theory.” Inaccordance with scholarly consensus, this thesis accepts the assumption
that Mark was the first written Gospel, and served as a source for both Matthew and Luke.

But proposing Mark as a source for Matthew and Luke is not without its pitfalls. Afterall,
there are numerous pericopes in which Matthew and Luke agree, often verbatim, against Mark.
If Mark were the only common source for Matthew and Luke, then these instances of close
correspondence require explanation. Accordingly, any proponent of Marcan priority must also
account for what is called the “Double Tradition ™ that is, those passages in which Matthew and
Luke agree against Mark. The most obvious explanation for the Double Tradition is that either
Matthew or Luke knew of, and drew upon, the other. To be sure, there are a number of
contemporary scholars, especially among those still maintaining the Griesbach hypothesis, who
argue that Luke did indeed draw upon Matthew. Yet this theory is fraught with major problems.
If, for example, Luke knew Matthew, why is Luke’s placement of the material in the Double
Tradition sometimes so different from that in Matthew (especially considering that Luke followed
Mark’s order so meticulously)? Why did Luke utilize a birth narrative that is essentially

irreconcilable with that of his predecessor, Matthew? Why did he report an entirely different fate

3Robert W. Funk and Roy W. Hoover. The Five Gospels: What Did Jesus Really Say? p. 12.

‘Brown, Introduction, p. 115.
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for Judasin Acts 1:18-19 than Matthew 27:3-10 had offered?® Why did he fail to replicate so
many of the modifications that Matthew made to Mark (e.g., Matt. 12:5-7)?

These difficult questions have led most scholars to reject Lucan dependence upon
Matthew. Instead, they account for the Double Tradition by postulating the existence of a sayings
gospel utilized by Matthew and Luke. That document, referred to as Q°, becomes a second
primary source for Matthew and Luke in what is known as the Two-Source Hypothesis. It should
be noted, however, that there is little positive evidence for the Q source, as essentially the case for
Q may be predicated primarily on the weaknesses of the case for Lucan dependence on Matthew.
Afterall, if Luke did not know Matthew, then a second independent source (such as Q) becomes
the most reasonable explanation for the Double Tradition. True, the Gospel of Thomas indicates
thata “gospel” composed primarily of sayings (as the Double Tradition tends to be) was a known
form in Christianity, but such evidence may be much later than the 1% century —and even were it
early enough (e.g., mid-1* century) it would merely confirm the possibility of a Q document rather
than actually establish its existence.

As matters stand now, the clear majority of scholars favor the Two-Source Hypothesis,
though a number of respected scholars still maintain Lucan dependence upon Matthew.” This study
will not depend exclusively on one position or the other, because neither hypothesis offers a

definitive solution given the evidence. The case for Q is strong —probably stronger than that for

SIbid., p. 114.

“While it is generally thought that Q was chosen to denote the German word Quelle, some scholars suggest that this was
not the case. See John P. Meier, A Marginal Jew: Rethinking the Historical Jesus, 1:50.

ISome scholars even postulate both, such as Robert Gundry. See Meier 1:52, n. 12.
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its alternative —but it is not so compelling as to confirm that a document not extant did indeed once
exist. By the same token, the theory of Lucan dependence upon Matthew shows enough
weaknesses that it, too, seems insufficiently compelling. The Synoptic Problem is still very much
a problem, and this thesis will treat it as such.

And yet, even after one accounts for the Double Tradition, there is still further difficulty in
accounting for the material that is separately native to Matthew on the one hand, and Luke on the
other. One explanation for this phenomenon is that Matthew and Luke possessed their own unique
source or sources, and that they drew upon this material in addition to Mark. Though none of
these sources has yet been discovered, scholars are in overwhelming agreement that Matthew and
Luke made use of them. Matthew is said to have drawn upon the “M” material, and Luke upon
“L.” These privy sources include important parables not known to Mark or to the Double
Tradition, including the Good Samaritan (L), the Prodigal Son (L), the Vineyard Laborers (M), the
Treasure (M), and the Pearl (M).? In addition to these sources, however, Matthew and Luke
undoubtedly generated some of the material in their Gospels de novo. While the evidence is clear
that Matthew and Luke made use of sources —Mark, M, and L, for certain, and probably Q —
there can be no doubt that both of them, as well as Mark before them and John after, augmented
their source material with additions suited to their own interests. Some of this material may have
come from oral traditions native to their own community, while some probably originated with the
authors themselves. This is not to say that the Gospel writers necessarily attempted to mislead

readers by intentionally fabricating history. Perhaps they were devious, often or attimes, butitis

*Funk and Hoover, p. 14.
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more probable that the Gospel writers, being faithful Christians, simply wrote their “histories™ from
atheological perspective. In so doing, as many ancient “historians” did, they probably included
material in the Gospels which they figured must have happened in light of their beliefs about the
risen Christ.

Moreover, the theological and apologetic aims of each Gospel writer probably affected his
decisions about which parts of his sources to include, and about how that material should be altered
or embellished. Even a quick glance at the Synoptic Gospels in parallel reveals that in some
instances Matthew or Luke retains Mark where the other does not, and that Matthew and Luke
often change Mark’s material (alittle oralot) in accordance with their respective interests. The
rise of Redaction (or Author) Criticism in the 20" century has placed great emphasis on the fact

that the writers of the Gospels “creatively shaped the material they inherited.”” Redaction Criticism

comes to show that while the differences amongst the Synoptic Gospels derive to some extent from
the different sources available to each evangelist, the biases of the individual authors are also
responsible for such discrepancies. A willingness to accept that the Gospel writers were creative

authors, in addition to transmitters of tradition, will be important in later chapters of this thesis.

The relationship amongst the Synoptic Gospelsisonly apart of the puzzle, however. The
way in which those Gospels relate to the Gospel of John is another question entirely. Atthe
beginning of the 20" century, it was largely assumed that John depended upon the Synoptics, but [

over time most scholars have come to favor Johannine independence.'® Inshort, John’s divergence

9Brown, Introduction, p. 23.

19hfeier, 1:44.

e — e
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6
in such important features as Christology, language, order of events, and the nature of Jesus’
teaching, makes it difficult to believe that John drew upon the Synoptics. This is notto deny
significant similarities between them. On the contrary, John and the Synoptics share many traditions
in common, sometimes showing agreement even in the minor details of an account.'' Most scholars
agree, however, that the “strange mixture and erratic pattern” of such similarities suggest that they
are more likely the result of shared streams of tradition than direct dependence. Afterall, two

putative accounts of Jesus’ ministry will inevitably have some material in common, even if

composed independently. Inthe end, while some scholars still contend that John knew one or
more of the Synoptics'?, the prevailing opinion is that J ohn’s Gospel is independent.

Scholarly conclusions about the interrelationships amongst the Gospels can thus be

summarized as follows: Mark was written first. Matthew and Luke drew upon Mark. Luke may

have drawn upon Matthew, or both Luke and Matthew may have utilized a sayings source called

| as written, was likely private to Matthew and Luke,

Q. Additional material, oral as wel

respectively. John was probably written independently from the other three. All four writers,

moreover, may have had personal interests and preferences, possibly leading them evento create

certain traditions de novo.

There is also general consensus regarding the dates of completion for the Gospels. Most

scholars place Mark between 68-75, depending on whether or not Mark’s failure overtly to

T

UBrown, Introduction, p. 365.
125ome contend that a Jater redactor of John knew one or more of the Synoptics, while the original
Brown, Introduction, p- 365.
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mention the destruction of Jerusalem is considered to be significant. Matthew, which must post-
date Mark if dependent upon it, is usually dated between 80-90. Luke(-Acts), which must also
follow Mark, is thought to have been penned between 85-100. Those who suggest Lucan
dependence upon Matthew to account for the Double Tradition must likewise, of course, place
Luke after Matthew. John was the last of the canonical Gospels to be written, probably between
90 and 110.

Unfortunately, each of the four Gospels is anonymous, despite early church attempts to
identify the authors."? The same is not true of many other documents in the New Testament,
however. Most scholars agree that during the 50's the apostle Paul himself authored I
Thessalonians, Galatians, Philemon, Iand II Corinthians, Philippians, and Romans. Whileitis
generally maintained that these genuine Pauline epistles were not known to the Gospel writers, a
number of scholars argue that Mark, Matthew, or Luke may have drawn upon them —if not the
texts themselves, then at least awareness of their existence and general content. This thesis will

entertain the latter possibility, against the grain of contemporary scholarship.

13Funk and Hoover, p- 20.




Indices to Historicity in New Testament Documents

What criteria do scholars commonly employ for determining the historicity of sayings and
events in the New Testament accounts? The following is a list of selected' criteria, although

scholars often disagree over the relative emphasis that should be placed upon each:

THE CRITERION OF EMBARRASSMENT determines that those sayings or events
occasioning embarrassment for the early church are more likely to be historical since such material
would probably not have been fabricated. For example, a sinless Jesus seeking baptism at the
hands of an inferior prophet would prove a disconcerting theological problem for the transmitting
church. According to this reasoning, persistence of such a tradition suggests the tradition’s
historicity. Similarly embarrassing episodes include Jesus’ execution on a cross, his betrayal by
Judas Iscariot, and his denial by Peter. Caution must be exercised in employing this criterion,
however, as some presumably embarrassing episodes may, in fact, have so well-served church
interests that one could argue against their genuine occurrence. Could not a tradition that Jesus had
been denied by his own disciple prove comforting to those Christians who felt compelled to do the
same toward Jesus on account of Roman persecutions or the delay ofthe parousia? Would Jesus’
betrayal by amember of his own intimate cimlenotrwonalewithChﬁsﬁansmunsetmdeﬁvﬂ'ed

up by their closest friends and family? The criterion of embarrassment can be of great value for

4QOther criteria, although not universally subscribed to, include the “Usage of Mc,_” “p.;m Enmn ol
«Vividness of Detail,” “Developing Synoptic Tradition,” and “Hl_storical Presumption.” See discummshmu-,},mﬁ% .y
183, and in ““Jesus Christ,” The Anchor Bible Dictionary, 3:776-171. g .
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reconstructing history so long as it is employed prudently, and with an awareness of the complex

dynamics that faced the early church.

The CRITERION OF DISCONTINUITY (or dissimilarity) favors historicity for those
words or actions of Jesus that are discontinuous with both Palestinian Judaism and early
Christianity. Examples often cited include Jesus’ prohibition of oaths (Matthew 5:33-37), his
rejection of fasting (Mark 2:18-22 and parallels), and his prohibition of divorce (Mark 10:2-12 and
parallels).'® Just as with the previous criterion, however, one must employ the criterion of
discontinuity reservedly, and with full awareness of its limitations. Moma Hooker'® describes two

ofits most glaring weaknesses: first, thoughit probably yields a collection of sayings authentic to

Jesus, such sayings may not be representative of Jesus’ teaching as a whole, and may even serve

to distort it. Second, it presumes a comprehensive knowledge about both the Judaism of Jesus’

day and the Christianity that came after him. Despite these drawbacks, however, it seems that the

criterion of discontinuity does, in the least, give the scholar a small corpus of material that is

probably authentic to Jesus. How one goes about interpreting that dataisan altogether different

question.

The CRITERION OF COHERENCE confers greater probability for historicity onany

material that is coherent witha saying or account judged historical onthe basis of embarrassment

15Meier, 1:171-172.

16\Morma Hooker, “Christology and Methodology,” pp- 481-482.
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or discontinuity. This criterion, though not “independently cogent,” can nonetheless be effective
for “marshaling cumulative and convergent evidence in favor ofhistoricity.”"? Asasecondary index
for historicity, however, the drawback of this approach is obvious. The addition of coherent

material can serve to magnify any mistake or distortion generated by the previous criteria.'®
Accordingly, the aforementioned imperfections in those criteria now assume even greater
consequence, for slight errors may be amplified intoa potentially gross misrepresentation ofthe
historical Jesus. This criterion is therefore fundamentally risky. While it does serve asa convenient

means for expanding an “‘already established data base,”'? its application is at times likely to distort

the very picture that it seeks to enhance.

The CRITERION OF MULTIPLE or MULTIFORM ATTESTATION favors historicity

for material that is found in more than one independent source, orinmore than one distinct literary

“form” (e.g.,in botha parableand a narrative), on the grounds that such material could not have

penetrated such a broad sweep of Christian literature had it been invented by the early church.

Thus, most scholars accept that Jesus spoke about a “kingdom of God,” forit finds mention in so

many independent sources and genres. But this criterion relies upon three assumptions that are not

necessarily valid. First, it presumes that scholars can isolate independent sources with a

considerable degree of: confidence, when, as We saw above, this is not always suchan easy task.

1*<Jesus Christ,” Anchor Bible, p. 776.

5Hooker, p- 483.

YMeier, 1:176.
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Second, it rejects the possibility that a piece of tradition created by the church could have
resonated so strongly, or been promulgated with such forcefulness, that a number of communities
and strands of tradition incorporated it. Third, it may eliminate from consideration what may be
a genuinely historical Jesus tradition on the grounds that it achieved too infrequent attestation. E.g.,

the Parable of the Good Samaritan, while found only in Luke, is deemed by many genuinely to

derive from Jesus.?

#This includes even the otherwise ultra-skeptical Jesus Seminar. See Funk and Hoover, w333'324»5‘9



CHAPTER 2

CATEGORIZING DISCREPANCIES IN THE NEW TESTAMENT

One need not possess the erudition of a scholar to recognize that multiple discrepancies
manifest themselves amongst the various New Testament writings. Even the most cursory reading
of these documents reveals numerous contradictions and gaps in testimony. One well-known
subject spawning prolific scholarly and religious debate, especially each December, is the litany of
‘nconsistencies in the birth accounts offered us by Matthew and Luke, differences which W.
Barnes Tatum succinctly designates “many and obvious.”" Thus, only Matthew tells of the magi,
the star. and the massacre ordered by Herod; only Luke relates the birth story of John the Baptist
and presents the shepherds, the census, and an event of Jesus’ youth in Jerusalem. So, too, do the
itineraries for Joseph and Mary in these stories disagree up and down the line. Matthew notes a
flight from Bethlehem to Egypt, and in the end to Nazareth, while Luke describes a trip from
Nazareth to Bethlehem, then to Jerusalem, and back to Nazareth once more. Despite the many
pious attempts to harmonize them,? the birth accounts of Matthew and Luke are fundamentally
incompatible.

Andyet, the problem with the birth narratives does not end with this disagreement between

Matthew and Luke. Further discrepancies are inevitably noticed. Matthew and Luke neveragain

'W. Barnes Tatum, In Quest of Jesus, P. 153.

made that Matthew’s account reflects Joseph’s perspective, while Luke’s reflects that of M:ry

3 the claim is ; e ;
Mo e Joseph (albeit in a dream), while in Luke the angel appears

In terms of the annunciation, in Matthew an angel appears to
to Mary.

12
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mention Jesus’ virgin birth after the opening chapters, and Jesus never once uses that remarkable
event as grounds for a messianic claim. Mark and John never even mention a birth story atall, and
Paul’s comments® make it seem as if he believes that Jesus was born inamost ordinary manner. l
Nor do the early creeds in the New Testament epistles betray any awareness of the events of the i

infancy narratives.* All inall, then, the birth accounts in Matthew and Luke generate inter-textual 1!

discrepancies within individual Gospels, between and among Gospels, and between the Gospels

and the Epistles.

But to note such discrepancies is merely the work of a perceptive reader and a skilled
detective. The task of the historian is not only tonote discrepancies, but ultimately to determine

which discrepancies can yield useful facts about history, and which cannot. This chapter will note

of their value to the historian in determining facts about the historical Jesus, the historical Paul, or

the history of the early church. Whilesome are likely indeterminative (at least about history), others

are possibly determinative of meaningful conclusions, while still others do generate definitive

!

many inter-textual discrepanciesin the New Testament as awhole and catalog them onthe basis \
]’

conclusions. |
'|

Discrepancies Likely Indeterminative

The following discrepancies within and among theNew Testament accounts are ultimately

of no value to the historian. This is not to say that all of the statements or events described below

3Gal. 4:4.

‘Meier, 1:209.
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are unhistorical, but rather, that the nature of the discrepancies prevents the historian from

determining which are historical, and which are not. By and large, this category includes statements

that conform to the apologetic aims of an author; blatant inter-textual contradictions for which

neither

account, if either, can be proved historical; and weak arguments from silence.

About the Historical Jesus:

Conformance to the Law—Luke is unique in presenting numerous events in the life of
Jesus that cast Jesus and his disciples and other followers as conforming to Jewish law.
Jesus is circumcised on the eighth day and is redeemed as afirstborn; decades later, Jesus
teaches regularly in the Temple, and spends the Sabbath in the synagogue, “according to
his custom.” The women who come to anoint Jesus’ corpse themselves first reston the
Sabbath “according to the commandment.”® Following Jesus’ execution his followers
continue to attend the Temple regularly.” Other Gospels donot have these and many other
details about conformity to Jewish law. While some readers might be tempted to say that
Luke includes these details because they are historically accurate, others might claim that
Luke fabricated them in order to whitewash Jesus’ antinomian preaching. The only genuine
significance of these details, however, is as a demonstration of Luke’s tendency to portray
Christianity as the natural embodiment of and further advancement of the core of Judaism.

Luke, more so than the other Gospel writers, wanted Jesus’ ministry to appear rooted in

SCircumcision, Lk. 2:21; redemption 0

Lk. 4:16.

SLk. 23:56.

k. 24:53; Acts 2:46, 3:1.

¢ firstborn, Lk.2:22; “teaching” in Temple, Lk. 2:46, 19:47, 20:1,21:38; “custom,”
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Jewish custom and law, and he painted Jesus’ image accordingly. Inthe end, Luke’s
unique details may be historical, or they may not be: this discussion, accordingly, remains :
indeterminative for the historian. 4
Pacifist or Militant — While Jesus often appears pacifistic,® at other times he seems I
militant®, and this ambiguity leaves the historian to wonder which position Jesus actually 11
maintained. Jesus is reputed to have made statements suchas “love your enemies,” “turn ]'

|

the other cheek,” and “render unto Caesar what is Caesar’s,” and the ultra-skeptical Jesus l

Seminar has suggested that each of these expressions is likely historical.'® Butitishard |

to ascribe historicity to these sayings when they perfectly conform to the apologetic aims i

of Gospel writers coping with the embarrassment of the cross. True, Jesus may very well

have said these things, but there also would have been tremendous motivation and incentive

for Mark or Matthew to manufacture them outright with the aim of placating Roman |
officials by showing Jesusto have been no subversive. Moreover, why would amanwho

makes such peaceful overtures end up crucified as a seditionist? Is militance notto be \

inferred from the very nature of J esus’ demise?
At the same time, however, those who argue that Jesus expressed militant

sentiments encounter equal difficulty. If Jesus did presenta veritable threat to Rome, why

and the Zealots, the most oft cited verses are Matt. 5:9, 39; 26:52; Luke 6:27-29;

*According to S.G.F. Brandon, Jesus
Mark 12:17. See pp. 20-21.

s According to Brandon, Matt 10:34, 21:12-13; Luke 12:51, 19:45, 22:36; Mark 11:15-16. Ibid.
sayings such as “Render unto Caesar” are so crisp and witty that Jesus

10The Jesus Seminar argues that : e AIE S
stians capable of a crisp and witty aphorism?

them. But were there no early Chri
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did they not arrest or suppress his followers after the crucifixion? Moreover, why is there
little to no militance revealed in the early church by Paul or Acts? The historian isleftto
wonder: Jesus may have advocated pacifism; he may have advocated militance; he may
have advocated some intermediate position; or, as E.P. Sanders suggests, he may have
predicted aradical rearrangement of the social and political order, but one initiated by
divine intervention rather than Jewish militarism."! Unfortunately, the textual evidence does

not allow for definitive conclusions in any of these ways.

Ancestry — The genealogies of Matthew and Luke conflict to a considerable degree,
especially over names in the post-exilic era, and most notably over the name of Jesus’
grandfather. While some ofthe relationships advanced are correct, each list contains
numerous errors. In the end, all one can say is that Matthew’s list reflects the author’s

‘ntention to show Jesus as the scion of David, while Luke’s means to portray him as the

“son of God.”!? Little if anything, then, can be said about Jesus’ ancestors. It will be

shown below, however, that Matthew’s genealogy in particular may be quite instructive

about the history of the early church (at least in Matthew’s community)."

g p. Sanders, Jesus and Judaism,

12For a comparison of Matthew’s and Luke’

13See below, p. 40.

p. 231.

s lists, see Raymond E. Brown, The Birth of the Messiah, pp. 84-94.
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About the Historical Paul

1.

Knowledge of Details of Jesus * Ministry—Paul never mentions anumber of important
elements surrounding Jesus’ death and ministry. He fails to mention, for example, most
details about the passion week, save that Jesus was delivered up (to death) on the night
when he last broke bread,'* and that Jesus was crucified.'” There is no mention of the
Temple incident, a Sanhedrin trial, the role of Herod or Pilate, or even Jerusalem as the
location in which it all took place. Paul isalso silent about Jesus’ miracles and, by and
large, his teachings, except for the prohibition on divorce.'®
A number of possibilities come to explain Paul’s general silence about the historical
Jesus. Perhaps Paul simply did not know many details about Jesus’ ministry or the
circumstances of his death? Granted, one must admit that Paul knew at leasta few things
about a historical Jesus, as he mentions the crucifixion, the alleged resurrection, and the
be this represented the extent of his knowledge? Three

teaching on divorce, but may

phenomena might support Paul’s apparent unawareness about the events of Jesus’ life.

First, operating as he was in the Diaspora, limited amounts of historical Jesus material may

have reached Paul during his ministry. Second, a good deal of the reputedly historical

details of Jesus’ life may have come into existence after Paul’s own lifetime. Third, details

of Jesus® life may simply nothave constituted matters directly relevant to Paul’s theology,

41 Cor. 11:23.

151 Cor. 1:23, 2:2, 2:8; 2 Cor. 13:4; Gal. 3:1.

16] Cor. 7:10.
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or to the contents of his communications to the various churches with whom he
corresponded.

In this last regard, it is possible that Paul knew a great deal about the historical
Jesus, both his deeds and his statements, but never had cause to mention them. Perhaps
he simply assumed that recipients of his epistles already knew this material, or maybe the

purpose of his letters —addressing ad hoc problems in various churches —never called

upon him to refer to the historical Jesus? As Samuel Sandmel notes, itis even conceivable
that Paul knew much about the historical Jesus, but intentionally muted that information so
as ot to enhance the credentials of those who were eyewitnesses to Jesus’ ministry."”

Each aforementioned conclusion is plausible, butin the end there is not sufficient evidence

to confirm any of them. Paul’s silence regarding most of the events in Jesus’ ministry does

not allow the historian to make any determinative conclusions regarding the nature and

extent of Paul’s knowledge about the historical Jesus.

That being said, however, we will see below that Paul’s silence on a few specific

points —namely, the virgin birth, the betrayal of J udas, the denial of Peter, and the empty

tomb — may well prove instructive about the history of the early church.

—In1 Cor. 15: 9, Paul claims that he is “the least

2 Self-Image vis-a-vis Other Apostles

of the apostles, unfitto be called anapostle, because [he] persecuted the church of God.”

Samuel Sandmel, The Genius of Paul, p. 1 10.




In2 Cor. 11:5, however, he insists that he is “not in the least inferior to those huperlian
apostoloi” — “super apostles.”

There can be no doubt that Paul faced challenges to his authority as an apostle, as
this can be inferred from many of Paul’s own remarks.'* But reconciling Paul’s apparently
contradictory statements about his own conception of his apostleship is difficult. A number
of possibilities present themselves. According to Sandmel and others, Paul’s low
estimation of his own standing is essentially an expression of false humility. Paul, infact,
considered himself the greatest of the apostles, uniquely chosen by God to bring the new
covenant to the gentiles." Others might suggest that Paul actually felt as if his notknowing
Jesus personally, or as if his previous persecution of the church, did detract from his

credentials, and in an effort to combat this reputation he showed false bravado, saying “my
apostleship is from God, and Iam inferior to no one.” Then again, perhaps the “super
apostles” to whom Paul refers in2 Cor. 11 are altogether different from the apostles to
whom he feels inferiorin 1 Cor. 15. Could the latter be the original disciples of Jesus,

while the former are leaders in Jerusalem who claim authority over Paul even though they,

like Paul, had not known Jesus personally?

Possibilities abound, but the historian can arrive at no definitive conclusion

regarding Paul’s own conception of his apostleship vis a vis his counterparts.

18See especially 1 Cor 9:
in Jerusalem.

YSandmel, p. 104.
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1-6, over and against the description in Acts which presents Paul as “ordained” by the authorities .
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Turning to the Gentiles — In Matthew, Jesus instructs the disciples to go nowhere
amongst the Gentiles (10:5), and he explains that his mission is only to the Israelites
(15:24). But if this was truly the position that Jesus held, how did Paul come by the notion
that he had been entrusted with a mission to the Gentiles and, as importantly, how did this
ministry gain authorization from the leaders in Jerusalem?

On the one hand, we could say that Paul simply turned to the Gentiles once he
realized that little progress would be made amongst the Jews. This, too, would have been
the case for the early church as much as for Paul, as evidenced by the universalistic
commission in Matthew 28 and the passages in Luke-Actsthatinclude, and at times extol,
the Gentiles in contrast to the Jews.® Along this line of reasoning, Jesus’ ethnocentric
statements might be historical, while Paul’s ministry and the later apologetics of the early
church were meant to cope with the perceived stubbornness of the Jews and reflect the
church’s retaliatory rejection of them. To some extent, this determination is probably true.

s’ ministry did include some Gentiles, and perhaps, as did the

But perhaps Jesu

Hebrew Prophets, Jesus made messianic predictions about aredemption thatincluded

both Jews and Gentiles? If this is true, then it would only make sense that an early

Christian church with eschatology on the mind would extend overtures to the Gentile

community, regardless of how the Jews responded. As for Matthew’s more ethnocentric

statements, they might be ascribed to a later Judaizing segment of the church that was

©] k. 10:29-37; Acts 15:19, 28:28.
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uncomfortable not with the fact, but with the extent, to which the Christian community had
become Gentile in character.

In the end, the historian can achieve no definitive conclusions here. Jesus may well
have made ethnocentric statements, he may well have made universalistic statements, or
he may well have made both. By the same token, each of those sentiments might also have
been fabricated by early churches in response to their own demographic or ideological
needs. The same can be said of Paul as well: he might have turned to the Gentiles out of
frustration, or on account of a vision, or he might well have taken his cue from Jesus, who

had predicted that Gentiles would be a part of the eschatological community.

About the History of the Early Church

Location of Jesus’ Post-Resurrection Appearances—InMark, the disciples run away

after Jesus’ arrest, presumably to Galilee where they eventually see the resurrected Jesus?

But Luke fails to mention the flight of the eleven remaining Apostles, and has the

resurrected Jesus appear first to twomenon the road to Emmaus, and then to the eleven

in Jerusalem.

Unfortunately, the historian cannot determine whether either evangelist’s reportis

reliable. Mark’s having the disciples abandon Jesus is inaccord with his tendency to

1 o,

—

Matthew also records the disciples’ desertion (M- 26:56),

and does have Jesus appear o them in Galilee (28:16).
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portray them as delinquent, while Luke’s keeping them in Jerusalem suits his own mission
to establish the center of Christianity in Jerusalem. Seeing as Paul neverlocates the earliest

appearance reports, and John has appearance narratives in both Jerusalem and Galilee,”

= ,_‘_

it seems impossible to determine whether either Mark’s or Luke’s description of events

is accurate.”

(3]

Existence and Prominence of “God-fearers” — Acts makes eleven references to “God-
fearers,” groups of Gentiles informally initiated into Jewish circles, yet “God-fearers” find
no mention in the New Testament outside Luke-Acts, including in the letters of Paul (who,
according to Luke, had much contact with them). To be sure, Luke’s apologetic aims are
served by the God-fearers, as they enable him to show how “Christianity had legitimately
become a Gentile religion without losing itsroots in the traditions of Israel.” Itis therefore
not unreasonable to assume that Luke fabricated their importance in the early years of the l

church, if not their existence altogether. Butitisalso quite possible that sucha classof \

people did exist, especially in the Diaspora, and there is considerable evidence that by the

_25 is said explicitly to be in Galilee, while one is left to infer that the scenes in 20:19-
(The Anchor Bible: The Gospel According to John, xiii-xi) who says thatin v. 19
(where ‘the Jews™ would pose a threat’)....”

2john’s appearance narrative in 21 i |
28 take place in Jerusalem. See Brown
John “probably thinks of a house in Jerusalem

the alleged appearance to the disciples occurred in Jerusalem,

fars. Some claim that L ICTUSAE
o road from Jerusalem to Galilee! See Brown, Anchor, p. 1085.

place onthe
Fearers—A Literary and Theological Invention,” 5

2'Npte the disagreement among .
others say Galilee. Some even claim that it took

MRobert MacLennan and Thomas Kraabel, “The God

Archaeology Review, P- 52.
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3" century, at the latest, these “semi-Jews” were indeed present in Jewish communities.”
But were these God-fearers present in the Diaspora synagogues that Paul might have
visited, and did they truly have the importance that Luke accords them? The historian
simply cannot know the extent, if any, to which God-fearers genuinely played arolein the

emergence of Christianity out of Judaism.

Discrepancies Possibly Determinative

Discrepancies are judged to be possibly determinative when they yield conclusions about

history, but lack sufficient corroborative evidence to assert those conclusions with full confidence.

This category generally includes conflicting statements, in which one statement conforms to

evangelistic interests, while the other runs counter to the authorial bias. In such situations, the

embarrassing statement has better claim to historicity, but without further evidence the claim to

historicity must be tentative. Also included in this category are “relevant” arguments from silence, l
!
I

in which an author’s silence is difficult to explain in light of his own project or motives. L
0| E

About the Historical Jesus |

L. Jesus’ Last Words—Jesus' final words on the cross differ amongst Matthew/Mark, Luke,

and John. Mark and Matthew both agree that Jesus' final words were from the opening

«Jews and God-Fearers in the Holy City of Aphrodite,” and Louis H. Feldman, * he

3gee Robert F. Tannenbaum, Hol
it » Biblical Archaeology Review.

Omnipresence of the God-Fearers,
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verse of Psalm 22, "My God, my God, why have you forsaken me?"* yet Luke records

words from Psalm 31 that are far more uplifting ("Father, into thy hands I commit my
spirit"). John's rendition is different still (here Jesus simply says, "itis ﬁr;jshed"). Do these
discrepancies result merely from selective memory, or reporting, by a given Gospel writer,
or are these instead deliberate omissions or substitutions by given writers intended to
address theological dilemmas of a later day? Ifthe latter, what dilemmas, and why were
they important?

Surely one could argue that Mark gave his version of the last words to Jesus only
because the rest of the passion was modeled on Psalm 22. But perhaps the reverse is
true? Was the passion modeled on Psalm 22 precisely because Jesus was known to have
quoted from it in his final moments on the cross? Afterall, itis reasonable to assume that
a Jewish man dying on the cross might choose those very words to express his agony and
sense of abandonment. Furthermore, inlight of the less than hopeful portrayal of Jesus

effected by the words, itis difficult to understand why Mark would ever have invented

them. Remember that the cross was not only an embarrassment for Christians in the face

of Rome, it was also detrimental to their claim to the Jews that Jesus was the Messiah.

Psalm 22 was, MOIeover, hardly exhortatory but, rather, demoralizing. Luke’s

replacement of Mark’s defeatist phrase with the more uplifting cry from Psalm 31 could

uansformthecrossﬁomasymbolof i

reflect the early Christians’ attemptto

26Matthew and Mark differ slightly
Mann, The Anchor Bible: Matthew,

in the Aramaic ren

dering of Psalm 22:1. For mﬂwp, ‘ - . \- Vo ¥
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defeat into one of great triumph. John’s version, too, makes the cross into the appropriate

conclusion for the Christ’s earthly ministry rather than the huge disappointment it might

originally have seemed.

Jesus ' Baptism—Matthew and Mark each suggests that John the Baptist baptized Jesus,
while Luke says only that “Jesus had been baptized” without ever mentioning before
whom. The Fourth Gospel does not record any such event, and appears to portray Jesus
and the Baptist as rivals in their own time. Acts(18:24-19:1-7) suggests that this rivalry
continued well into their respective disciples’ generation, and that Apollos, aman credited
with speaking and teaching accurately the things concerning Jesus, “did noteven know or
teach that John had borne witness to the unique vocation of Jesus.”’ No less peculiar is
Matthew 11:2, in which John inquires as to whether Jesus is the Messiah, when at the

baptism scene eight chapters earlier he immediately apprehends Jesus’ identity!

The very fact that Mark mentions a baptism at the feet of John the Baptist leads

many scholars to accept the historicity of the event by the criterion of embarrassment.

They argue that the early church would never have invented a story in which Jesus required

baptism from another prophet. Matthew’sand Luke’s manipulation of Mark’s account

d by the scene. Matthew has Jo

cause :
y s ‘:“ - e

41 G.F. Brandon, The Fall of Jerusaler and

the Christian Church, p- 25
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baptized after John’s imprisonment, creating ambiguity as the whether Jesus was baptized
by Johnatall. Moreover, in both Matthew and Luke, the “Christological moment” when
Jesus could first be recognized as divine, is shifted roughly 30 years earlier, i.e., from the
baptism back to the conception.

But asserting the historicity of the baptism must be done with reservation. The
evidence from John, Acts 18, and Matthew 11 makes real the possibility that Jesus and
John were competitors —as were their followers in ensuing generations — and that Mark
tried to exalt Jesus by portraying John as a forerunning “Elijah figure” who was not worthy
to “stoop down and untie the thong of [Jesus’] sandals” (Mk. 1:7). Perhaps John and

Jesus never met in their lifetimes, but were only brought together by a developing Christian

tradition?

A Sanhedrin Trial — While there is considerable agreement among the Synoptics

regarding the events in the passion narrative priorto Jesus’ arrest, after Gethsemane the

accounts begin to diverge considerably. Matthew and Mark have Jesus brought before

the Sanhedrin in the middle of the night, where he is accused by false witnesses,”*

convicted of blasphemy, condemned to die, and then beaten. The next moning the

Sanhedrin reconvenes, and after deliberating it commands Jesus bound and brought to

Pilate. Luke’saccount is radically different, as there

2A[beit while, in Mark, the witnesses happen to be

ab initio.

is no night trial atall. Jesusis brought

. LY
false, Matthew has the Jewish authorites actually seek falsc witnesses

e et T
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to the high priest’s house and beaten. The following moming there is an inquiry (not atrial)
before the Sanhedrin, but with no witnesses, no charge of blasphemy, and no demands for
Jesus’ death. In John, Jesus never comes before the Sanhedrin at all.

Scholars have sought to account for these discrepancies, particularly those
between Mark and Luke, in a number of ways. William Wilson insists that Luke
possessed a unique passion source in which no Sanhedrin trial was reported, and thinking
his unique source to be the more reliable one, Luke often preferred it over Mark.” But
Luke’s deviations from Mark may also reflect Luke’s tendency to depict Jesus as in
harmony with the contemporary institutions of Judaism. This would explain Luke’s attempt
to downplay the Temple incident and his omission ofablasphemy charge. As Raymond
Brown notes, it may also have led him to shift Mark’s trial scene to the Stephenaccount
in Acts 6-7.3° However, whether or not Luke utilized a different source is of little
consequence for the historian, for there isnoway to evaluate the historicity of that source

over and against Mark.

Ultimately, the most revealing oddity in the Sanhedrin narrative is the

superfluousness of the moming deliberations. Itis hard to imagine why the Sanhedrin

should meet in the middle of the night, conduct atrial inwhich Jesusis condemned to die,

and then reconvene the following morning for no apparent purpose. The morning

consultation would only be necessary if it was part of an original passion source to which

»william R. Wilson, The Execution of Jesus: A

%R aymond E. Brown, The

Judicial, Lim\andemMm_:. . 58-62.

Death of the Messiah, 1:555-560.
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anighttrial were prefaced.® Ifthisis true, then the Sanhedrin trial would be aMarcan,
or perhaps pre-Marcan, addition to an antecedent passion tradition, and the chances of
its historicity would be considerably undermined. Two additional factors buttress this
conjecture. First, as E.P.Sanders explains, most scholars “recognize that the earliest I
Christians knew only the general course of [passion] events (a Jewish interrogation, the i
handing over to Pilate, the crucifixion), but not the details.”* It was left to later Christian
imagination to flesh out the narrative. Second, a Sanhedrin trial would serve the interests
of an evangelist such as Mark, especially if he were writing in Rome. The cross was a

tremendous embarrassment for the early Christians because it suggested to imperial Rome

that Christianity was areligion founded by an insurrectionist. There was thus good reason

to show that the Jews were somehow legally responsible for putting a man on the cross.

About the Historical Paul

i Israel’s Destiny— The Lucan Paul says in Acts 28 that the Jews will “never understand,”

and yetin Romans 11 Paul himself suggests that the Jews have not “stumbled so as to fall,” \ G

and that in the end “all Israelwillbcsavad.” 'Iherecanbelittledoubtﬂ:atl’aul wrote these

latter statements. Why, th‘eﬂ, does Acts depict his attitude S0 differently?

ing consultation would be completely unnecessary.
3 the night trial were originn! to the story, then the morming

2Sanders, pp. 298-299-
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Paul may very well have experienced a negative change of heart in which he
concluded that the Jews had stumbled so as to fall permanently. Ifthis happened late in
his life, then it might well be reflected in Luke’s account yet not in a surviving epistle from
Paul himself. But there is “virtual scholarly unanimity that Paul wrote to Rome from
Corinth,” near the end of his missionary career (mid 50's).* Could so firm a conviction
as that expressed in Romans 11 have changed so profoundly at the very end of Paul’s life?
It seems more plausible that the church of the 80's and 90's, as opposed to that of the 50's,

had become so frustrated by the Jews’ continued refusal to accept the Christ that it
abandoned or overrode Paul’s previous optimism. With the destruction ofthe Temple
(which may have been seen as divine judgment against the Jews), and the emerging
dominance of Gentile Christians, the church probably Jost faith in Israel’s future conversion,
and saw advantage in portraying Christians and Rome as having an enemy in common,
Paul’s belief that the Jews’ stumble was temporary —that

namely, the Jews. Accordingly,

it was meant to allow salvation to “come to the Gentiles™ now even thoughinevitably “all

Israel will be saved” —was no longer viable. If so, then Luke (Paul’s unauthorized

biographer) may have changed Paul’s mind for him.

Peter’s Denial —Paul never mentions Peter’s denial of Jesus, even though it appears from

the letter to the Galatians that Peter was a major

3Brown, Introduction, p: 560.

rival, and that Paul was not above
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criticizing him.* In fact, according to Morton Enslin, Paul was at times “boastfully
condescending,” and always “passionate and ready to heap abusive names on all who
were restive under his heavy hand and arrogant self-confidence.”*® Many scholars have
therefore coneluded that Paul could not have known about Peter’s alleged denial. As
Sandmel notes, “the combative Paul of the Epistles, who rebuked Cephas before the

church at Antioch, would scarcely have failed in his own works to dredge up whatever
9236

disparagement of his opponent was known in the available tradition.

But even if one accepts that Paul was silent about Peter’s denial because he was

unaware of the tradition, two explanations could account for his not knowing it. Itis 1

conceivable that the tradition existed, and that Paul had not heard of it. It is also plausible,

however, that the tradition simply did not exist in Paul’s time. Many argue that Mark
created the denial scene in order to further his theme of denigrating the disciples (especially

Peter), or to boost the spirits of Christians being pressured into denying Christ themselves.

Is it not Mark who has Jesus predicting that “brother will deliver up brother to death...,” n

and so on?¥’ The conjecture that Mark invented the episode is further supported by the

notion that if Peter had indeed denied Jesus, then the only witness to the event could have | ]

used, where everywhere before and after Paul

in which the name “Peter” is
that vv. 7-8, in wht ch See GAWello RS

#Gal. 2:7-14, though some suggest ; : e
uses “Cephas,” is a gloss meant (0 buttress Peter’s later reputation a5 Jeader of the Jewish

Historical Evidence for Jesus, p- 2251 L

3Morton Enslin, Reapproaching Paul, p- 12.

¥%gandmel, p- 174 < ol
. . e events in his own day and attributing the
Mark 13:12, in which the author is most likely describing the €v e
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been Peter himself, and it seems hard to believe that this is something he would have later
admitted. And ifhe did admitit, and it became an early church tradition, how did Paul not i
hear about it? |

Allinall, there is good evidence to claim that Paul did not know about the denial

of Peter because Mark invented the scene as a means of addressing the needs of the early

church. (Paul does, however, without hesitation [in 1 Corinthians 15], accept the

kerygmatic statement that the resurrection Jesus first appeared to Cephas.*®)

About the History of the Early Church

1. Matthew s Rehabilitation of Peter—Matthew calls Peter the “rock of the Church,” while

Mark paints a less flattering image of Peter. In Mark, Peter thrice falls sleep while on

guard at Gethsemane, he denies Jesus, and he shows “obtuseness about the real character

of Jesus,”® and in Mark 8 he is even branded by Jesus as “Satan”!

It seems as if Matthew was intentupon rehabilitating Peter’s image from what §

Mark had done to it, butthe historian cannot be exactly sure as towhy. Possibly Matthew

simply came froma community which idolized Peter, and he accordingly applied positive

|
local traditions concerning him. Matthew’s ultimate purpose may have gone deeper, ! .

£ Mark’s denigration of Peter refl
Dlaspm'a,thchattheW’s;dnhhtaumofpm

|
!

LvevErRl ected the pro-Pauline, antinomian, anti- ‘ |
I

Palestinian bias of' a Gentile churchinthe

i ¢ and the same person.
3presuming here that Cephas and Peter were indeed on

“Sandmel, p. 168.




32

may have “emerged as a reaction against extreme Pauline practice in the dispersion
b o
church.”™ The conflicting portrayals of Peter in Mark and Matthew might reflecta fissure

between the Pauline and Petrine circles within the developing church.

9

The Tale of Judas’s Betrayal - There are many lacunae in the account of Judas’s betrayal
of Jesus, including: What was Judas’s motive? Why should the authorities have required
an informer if Jesus was known to be teaching daily? How did Jesus come with the twelve
to Jerusalem if two were already there? Why does Paul never mention Judas, and even
claim that Jesus appeared to the twelve, when the Gospel writers are meticulous in

repeatedly specifying that he appeared to the eleven?
It is possible to conclude from these discrepancies that Mark fabricated the
betrayal of Judas Iscariot, or coopted only alate-developing tradition (e.g., post-Pauline)

about atraitor. Perhaps the church required explanations for the otherwise inexplicable :

realities that the supernatural messiah had been captured and executed by mere mortals?

The Judas tale would address this problem, while at the same time speaking to the betrayal

of Christians to Rome especially after Nero commenced persecuting them in 64. Butjust

as it would be challenging for the church to explain how Jesus was captured, it is also hard

to imagine that the church would have readily accepted astory in whicha member of the

inner circle was so unimpressed with Jesus that he turned him in, or that Jesus was so.
| ected Judasinthe first place Ifit was hard for Christiansto

undiscerningas to havesel -

-
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“Tbid., p. 185.
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imagine Jesus allowing himselfto be captured by mortal authorities, would it nothave been
harder still to imagine Jesus allowing himself to be betrayed by a disciple of his own
selection? For this reason, many argue for the historicity of the betrayal according to the
criterion of embarrassment. And yet, Mark was not one to treat the disciples nicely, and
it may not have “embarrassed” him to transform a disciple into someone so wicked and
hard-hearted that he turned in the Messiah any more than Mark was embarrassed by the

disciples as a whole whom he describes as such a sorry lot.

The Empty Tomb Traditions — Only Matthew includes details about the guard at the
tomb (27:62-66) and in turn the bribing of the soldiers (28:11- 15). Moreover, the women
in Mark’s Gospel do not tell anyone what they have seen (begging the question of how

anyone later found out what had transpired), while according to the corrective(?) in

Matthew and Luke the womendo. Paul, for his part, mentions neither the women northe

empty tomb atall. Hissilenceon the latter issue is conspicuous, considering that it would

have provided him compelling evidence to furnish a Greek audience naturally skeptical of

anyone’s bodily resurrection.

Certailﬂy,ontbebasisofmnhew’ smﬁmoay,then,itseemsmattheeaﬂychmuh

faced accusations from Jews, if not others, that someone had stolen Jesus’ body. The
the empty tomb narrative presentsastiﬂtrickier problem, however. Itis

to conclude, onthe basis of Paul’s silence, that the empty tombnarrative wasa

historicity of
possible

late (i.e., post-Pauline) creation

-cltherMarcanorshShﬂYWhﬂ”ﬁB thowcanwebe ‘
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sure that Paul was, in fact, unaware of the tradition? Possibly he refrained from mentioning

it because his own conception of resurrection was not the resurrected corpse of Jesus.

Discrepancies Generating Definitive Conclusions
Discrepancies generating definitive conclusions are of the most value to ahistorian. They
usually result from combinations of contradictions, lacunae, and silence, out of which only one

conclusion can reasonably emerge.

About the Historical Jesus L

1. Place of Jesus’ Birth— While the birth narratives in Matthew and Luke say that Jesus was ‘*

born in Bethlehem, Jesus is always referred to as “Jesus of Nazareth” in those self-same

hn 7 certainly suggests that Jesus'roots were in Nazareth, and even has the

Gospels. Jo

Jews questioning Jesus’ legitimacy precisely becausehe was notbom in Bethlehem (which l | |

makes no sense if the birth narratives are accurate). John 1:45 seems to acceptasa fact ;

that controversy surrounded Jesus because he was not born in Bethlehem. Mark 12:35//

has Jesus challenging the notion that the Messiah must come from David (and probably

from David’s birthplace as well).
' association with Nazareth, along

can be no doubt, meanwhile, that Jesus

There
likely implications that he originated

with the .
nJewsandChnstlanSmthelateﬁﬁtcen!ﬂl'Y(lfmtr i "X

a source of contention betwee
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betweenlewsandlesusmhiso“’ﬂ
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exploiting his known origins in Nazareth, emphasizing that the messiah must, like David, be
born in Bethlehem. Indeed, did the supposed necessity of the Messiah’s birth in
Bethlehem only solidify when Jews applied it to disqualify Jesus’ credentials? Jesus
almost certainly, then, was born and raised in Galilee, with his birthplace shifted to

Bethlehem much later as a means of countering Jewish polemicists.

The Last Supper a Passover Meal? — Discrepancies abound in Mark’s description of
Jesus’ final “Passover” meal. The chief priests and scribes resolve not to capture Jesus
during Passover, but then they go ahead and do so anyway. During the meal, Jesus eats
“bread.” rather than “matzah,” a tradition similarly recorded by Paul (1 Cor. 11). Theonly
unit in Mark suggesting the meal was a Passover feast (14:12-16) misidentifies the date of

the ritual (v. 12) and creates the awkward scenario wherein Jesus comes to the meal with

twelve disciples when only ten remained with him afterv. 13! The evidence seems to

indicate that Jesus’ final meal with his disciples was not a Passover meal atall, and that the

association of the Last Supper with Passover was a theological innovation of alaterera

and accomplished through the interpolation of a single concentrated pericope into an

already formulated narrative.
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About the Historical Paul

9

Paul’s Ignorance of Traditions of Jesus’ Virgin Birth—Matthew and Luke goto great
lengths to demonstrate that Jesus was born of a virgin mother; yet, when Paul states
(Galatians 4:4) that Jesus was “born of a woman,”” he mentions no miraculous conception.
Was this a simple oversight or, instead, a tell-tale indication that the origins of Jesus were
unimportant —even unknown —in Paul's day, or even that the sheer “ordinariness™ of
Jesus’ birth was indispensable to Paul's faith and therefore precludes on his part any

mention, or belief, that Jesus was virgin born?

Acts’ Portrayal of Paul’s Commitment to “Things Jewish” —Luke includes numerous
“Jewish” details about Paul which Paul himself never mentions in the epistles, including:
study with Gamaliel, the Hebrew name Saul, cutting hair to fulfill a vow, and racing to reach
Jerusalem in time for Pentecost. Some of the details seem contradictory to Paul's letters

_ namely, the insistence thathe s able to speak Hebrew, even though he seemsto quote

from Septuagint-like material; Paul’s insistence on circumcision for Timothy despite

opposition to it for Titus in Gal. 2:2; Paul’s claim to be on trial only regarding the

resurrection of the dead, when there are other considerable departures from Judaism

as Sadducean) expressed in his epistles.
ies suggest that Luke intentionally

(Pharisaic as well

These considerable gaps and discrepanc

od Paul as more committed t0 Jewish I..ath:;anPaulmﬂywas : OTEOVe uk

portray

probably fabricated Paul’
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Garnaliel) in order to situate Paul within the context of the Palestinian Judaism from which
Luke sees Christianity naturally emerging. Morton Enslin, among others, takes this
conclusion one step further when he argues that Luke not only recast Paul in a more Jewish

light, but did so with full knowledge of the epistles that Paul himself wrote.*!

Jewish Demographics within the Early Church—Paul insists that Jews failed to flock
to the church in any great numbers, yet later Luke, writer of Acts, affirmed that literally
“myriads” of Jews did indeed do so early on. Why these flat-out contradictions in
testimony, and in whose favor are they to be resolved? Is not Paul more credible in
attesting to meager numbers, while Luke’s “myriads” are an apologetic attempt to explain

how a religion at root Jewish demographically had become nearly entirely Gentile by

Luke’s own day?

About the History of the Early Church

L. Lateness of Virgin Birth/Infancy Stories _ The two virgin birth narratives (Matthewand

Luke) manifest many discrepancies: (1) Matthew and Luke have virgin birth narratives
exist alongside the baptism narratives that Matthew and Luke take over from Mark. But
fundamentally obviated by avirgin birth. (2)

the need for baptism in Matthew and Lukeis

—

41 Enslin asks: “Why did Luke 8 S S oncludest
as James to the church in Antioch F Clw&gr;ﬂ“f:;ﬁ_m slin conchudes

of Paul’s epistles because they Were P o
church. See Enslin, p. 24.
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There is no reference to the birth narratives anywhere except in Matthew and Luke, and
even in those Gospels the birth is not mentioned anywhere except in the opening chapters.
(3) The genealogies trace Jesus’ Davidic origins through Joseph, even though, according
to the birth narratives, Joseph plays no role in Jesus’ birth. (4) Paul never mentionsa
virgin birth, and seems to suggest, even to require, that Jesus’ birth was in fact quite
ordinary. (5) The virgin birth narratives disagree with one another up and down the line.
(6) Mark 3:32 and 6:3 suggest that Jesus had siblings, and do not specify that they were
younger. (7) In Mark 3, Jesus’ mother thinks he’s gone mad, which would mean she
forgot all about the annunciation, whether in Matthew or Luke.
The only reasonable conclusion s that the virgin birth narratives are a late creation,

contrived either by Matthew or Luke themselves, or by others notlong before them. The

reason for this invention is less certain. Possibly they are meant to conform Jesus’ image

to that of the archetypal Greek hero, or to satisfy a growing demand from early Christians

that Jesus be seen as altogether sinless. Recently, afew scholars have interpreted the birth

narratives as attempts to address accusations that Jesus had no legitimate or even known

of father.#> This position might be supported by Mark 6//Matthew 13, in which Mark

all for Jesus, and Matthew scrambles to identify Jesus as “the

mentions no father at

such a tradition. For th

haberg, The lllegitimacy of

“Rabbinic literature mentions =
John Shelby Spong. 2orn of a We

illegitimacy of Jesus, see Jane S¢ o
Narratives, and - largely depending upon X

Jesus.



39

2 343 .
carpenter’s son.”" Then again, the absence of Joseph could be more simply explained:

he was no longer alive so he here went unmentioned®

Acts 15 versus Galatians 2 — Galatians 2:11-12 portrays James as a hard-liner on the
issue of circumcision for Gentiles, if not the need for outright separation from Gentiles. Yet,
according to Acts 15, James mistranslates the Hebrew Bible in order to accommodate
uncircumcised Gentiles.*” Can Luke’s depiction be accurate, or does it instead reflect
Luke’s “irenic Tendenz” —that is, is it similar to his attempts to tone down acrimony
between Rome and Christianity, between Christianity and John the Baptist movement, and
between Jesus and Jewish “institutions” (as distinguished from “Jews”)? Since James was

a hard liner on the issue of circumcision for Gentiles, it seems that Luke is here attempting

to tone down tensions between Paul and the Jewish-Christian wing of the Church, so that

what happensinActs 15isa relatively peaceful interchange that pales before what likely

transpired according to Galatians.

- - - mm A Tgh ) '. it :
tobenamedonlymlhrefamlohxsmhﬂ} o _min._ : , maybe
e Jmuxpenlcr because sons traditionally took on the occupation of their father.

been referred to as “son of Joseph,” not “ofm-unlus
the identity of Jesus’ father were unknown. -

hat the revived Davidic dynasty will reclaim a

“1t would be quite rare in Jewish cus
Mark just assumed we knew his father Was the

ed, Jesus should still have

. 5 d indeed di ;
Even if Joseph had in or Joseph were @ Gentile, or

Joseph had more than one wife,
ssion :
James offers 8
know the Lord.

Amos 9:12 gives the clear impre
originally included in it. In Acts,
uncircumcised Gentiles) coming to
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Identifying Simon of Cyrene —Mark 15:21 claims that Simon of Cyrene carried Jesus’
cross, and suggests that such a claim can be verified by contacting Simon’s sons,
Alexander and Rufus. Matthew leaves out Alexander and Rufus. This suggeststothe
historian that Alexander and Rufus were known to readers in Mark’s community, but that
Matthew, writing elsewhere, left them out since his readership would not have known

them.

Anti-Christian Polemics in Matthew’s Community — As noted above, Matthew’s
genealogy conflicts to a considerable degree with Luke’s. In particular, Matthew includes

four women, each of whom experienced something irregular—and shameful — in her sexual
life % That Matthew should include womenatall, and that each one mentioned should be

known for a sexual peculiarity, makes it vMy certain that Matthew included them as

parallels to Mary, herself associated with an odd sexual experience. But what exactly was

Matthew trying to say about Mary? Was heaimingto prefigure Mary’s supposedinfidelity

in Matt. 1:18-20, and to highlight the revelation of Mary’s virginal conception there after?

Matthew responding to accusations from opponents in his

scrambling to identify a father

Or, as is more likely, was
ary bore Jesus illegitimately? Matthew’s
ofillegitimacy that emerge in Rabbinic

community that M

for Jesus in Matthew 13,8 well as the charges
Literature, would seem t0 corroborate this position.

—

4Tamar, Rahab, Ruth, and Bathsheba.
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And yet, while this discrepancy says much aboutthe history of the early church,
it reveals nothing about the historical circumstances surrounding Jesus’ birth. True, Jesus
may have been an illegitimate child, and knowing this, opponents of Christianity may have
used this fact to besmirch Mary’s name and to challenge Jesus’ messianic credentials. At
the same time, however, Matthew wrote nearly a hundred years after the birth of Jesus,
and it is entirely possible that in the intervening period legends arose about the birth of

Jesus which Matthew needed to address.




CHAPTER 3

ANALYSIS OF SELECTED EXAMPLES

The previous chapter made note of many discrepancies within and among the texts of the
New Testament, and categorized them based on their usefulness to the historian. The scope and
quantity of those examples made it difficult to examine each one in detail. Conclusions were
proffered without rigorous examination of the pertinent evidence. This chapter aims to explore

carefully three of the examples noted, probing their possible implications for the historian, and

where feasible, explicating them.

Conflicting Testimonies between Paul and His (Lucan) Portrait in Acts

It was noted in the previous chapter that the portrait of Paul and the early church revealed

in Acts often conflicts with Paul’s own testimony. So, forexample, Romans 11 and Acts 28 offer

opposing viewpoints about Paul’s ultimate prognosis for the Jews. Paul’s decisionto circumcise

Timothy in Acts 16 is out of keeping with his epistle to the Galatians, a document offering “a
veritable polemic against those who maintained the necessity ofthe Gentiles’ submitting to therite

of circumcision.” Luke’s insistence that Jews flocked to the early churchis incompatible with

Paul’s disappointment over the Jews’ reluctance toaccept the gospel. As significant asthese
are, however, they are merely the tip of the iceberg.
¢ life and ministry of Paul, as

s own letters. Infact, itis fairto

discrepancies
well as the nature of the

Many other critical aspectsin th

Jerusalem church, find different descriptionin ActS than in Paul

—————

- tian Church, p. T-
1$.G.F. Brandon, The Fall of Jerusalem and the Christian
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say thata biography of Paul, orahistory of the Palestinian church. co sl
, COnStruc on is
of Acts would look strikingly different than one based on the epistles alone. In Acts, Paul can’be

described as:

A Jew with the Jewish name of Saul, born in Tarsus of Cilicia, educated in
Jerusalem at the feet of Gamaliel, a persecutor of the church in Judea, converted
to Christianity “on the road to Damascus,” making three great missionary journeys
which took him from Antioch in Syria to regions as far west as Macedonia and
Greece, finally arrested on the last of a number of visits to Jerusalem, asa Roman
citizen appealing to Caesar after several hearings before local magistrates, arriving
finally in Rome for his trial and presumably his martyrdom.

John Knox, who offers this description in his seminal volume, Chapters ina Life of Paul,? goes
on to suggest that not a single one of the above statements about Paul could be confirmed on the

basis of the epistles. Paul never mentions having a Hebrew name or an education at Jerusalem; his

own description of his conversion could not possibly have occurred “on the road fo Damascus™;

he hardly conceives of himself as making three great missionary journeys; and he never mentions

undergoing trials at either Rome or Jerusalem.

the claims made by Acts could certainly be true, suchas Paul’s Hebrew

impossible inlight of Paul’sown

While some of

or his trial in Jerusalem, others are simply
such incident. According to Acts 9, Paul

name, his birth in Tarsus,
testimony. Luke’s account of Paul’s conversion® isone
. : : s
persecutes the Christians in Jerusalem fora considerable time, and then receives extradition orders

from the High Priestto got0 Damascus. Asheapp

—

2John Knox, Chapters in a Life of Paul, p- 33 e
places (Acts 9, 22 214 26), with slight varsions

Luke actually describes the conversion in three
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——

ST T T

e ———— e P e e et 2




44
to the ground, and Jesus’ voice commands him i
to continue on to Damasc ivel i
us to receive Instructions.

v

The blinded Paul then goes to Damascus where Ananias meets with him, anoints him, and resto
res

his sight.

= — =

But Paul’s own account of the revelation, recorded in Galatians, could only have taken

placsonthe way from, or away from, Damascus, as Paul claims that after the experience he “went
away to Arabia and again returned to Damascus.”™ If Paul “returned” to Damascus, it only makes

sense that he had been there to begin with. Moreover, if Paul is correct in saying that following the

P———————— P s

revelation he was “still unknown by sight to the churches of Christin Judea,” itis hard to accept
Luke’s assertion that Paul had previously persecuted the Christians of J erusalem, or that he had
abetted the execution of Stephen. Similarly, if Paul did not confer with flesh and blood™ after his
than human beings, was in his own mind the source of

revelatory vision, and if that vision, rather

his gospel,® Luke’s insistence that Paul was anointed and baptized by Ananias is completely

undermined.

otherevidence in Acts. Had Paul

Luke’s credibility suffers further when pitted against
rusalem, itishardto understand how he could

actually received orders from the High Priestin Je

; ‘
later be so ignorant as notevento recognize the holder of the same office.” Moreover, the High

inall, iti : of
Priest had no authority in Diaspora lands anyway- Allinall, itis clear that Luke’s portrayal

e e i
i . SR T

o T T
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Gal. 1:17.
Gal. 1:16.
“Gal. 1:11-12.

TActs 23.
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Paul’s origins in Jerusalem, of Paul’s theophany on the road to Damascus. and of his conferral with
,and of his co wi

Ananias cannot be reconciled with Paul’s own testimony. The epistle to the Galatians gives the
impression of Paul asa Diaspora Jew who, for some reason or another, found himself persecuting
Christians in Damascus. While there, he apparently became an adherent of the new religion. He F !
then proceeded without any apostolic sanction to Arabia, where presumably he evangelized until
returning to Damascus. As we will see below, Luke’s version is a perfect reflection of his own [ .

apologetic purposes, and by no means a reliable historical report.

As Luke’s account of Paul’s conversion conflicts with Paul’s own testimony, s0, t00, is his

description of the Jerusalem Conference in Acts 15 incompatible with the evidence from Galatians. i
5

Paul himself suggests that the conference regarding circumcision and conversion took place a\ ,

|

fourteen years after his first brief visit to Jerusalem, and seventeen years after his own conversion.®

pto Jerusalemto confer with Cephas, James,

At that time, Paul, inspired by a revelation, wentu

and John. There he “received the right hand of fellowship,” thathe “should go to the Gentiles and | '

they to the circumcised.” Even after that agreement, however, the continued influence of a

an ranks appears to be strong. l

rent rendering of the same event. Priorto the bulk ofhis |

“circumcision party” within the Christi

Acts 15 offersanaltogether diffe
Jerusalem where he meets not

missionary work, Paul by appointment (not revelation) g0es UP 10

put withall “the apostles and the elders.” Followinga grand

only with Peter, James, and John,

paul may be saying thet the
g on how on¢ interprets th P

Gal. 1:18, 2:1. Dependin S
o years after his first visit to J

conference occurred eleven

°Gal. 2:9.
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convocation marked by “much debate” and testimony, James decrees that Gentiles should be
2 es sho

admitted as unencumbered members of the Christian community, and he quotes Amos 9:11-12 as
ajustification for his decision. Then Paul and Barnabas, along with Judas and Silas and an official
written directive (never mentioned by Paul himself), venture offto Antioch to announce that the
circumcision controversy has been “amicably and effectively settled in common council.”® C.X.
Barrett captures the thrust of the Lucan departures from Paul’s own testimony when he writes:

The reader of Acts hears practically nothing of the conflicts which are familiar to
us from the Pauline letters. The mission to the Gentiles is held up only fora
moment. The question about circumcision and other requirements of the Lawis

settled almost as soon as jt is raised..... Luke passes by in silence the problems
of the Gentile mission and the bitterness of the circumcision controversy.''

The contrasting descriptions of the Jerusalem Conference point to yet another fundamental

discrepancy between Acts and the letters of Paul. Whereas Paul seemsto indicate that his base

of operations is in the Diaspora, and that he periodically (three times) “visits” or “goes up” to

Jerusalem, Acts portrays amissionary whois based in Jerusalem (or Antioch), presumably under

Twelve. This Lucan Paul makes three far-reaching missionary

the authority and guidance of the
journeys to and from his home base inthe Levant and, all mall,hEﬁndShlmselfmemalmon
occasions. According to Knox:

wareness on his part that he is

. The letters of Paul reveal not the slightest a

engaged in great journeys. Tobe i thatlmegm,sﬁm-_fc.u_nding_of

Cilicia and has moved westward, _ o |
churches in new places and the visiting and revisiting 0

r—

"Brandon, Fall of Jerusalem, - 6-

NC K. Barrett, New Testament Essays, PP: 86-87.
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as being of the very essence of his w these
‘ : ork. But there isno si that he regards
smefll journeys as befng parts of a series of big joumeysg:ach of which had i
beginning and its end in Antioch or Jerusalem ... Paul refer,sto Visits to J:nlsal .
em,

if not also to Antioch. But these are visi 1
7 ' are visits, they are not « 1
back” to Jerusalem; normally he “goes up.ﬁ?; returns. He never “goes r]i

Knox goes on to explain that Paul’s description of his final visit to Jerusalem (Romans 15:19-29) 1t
“plainly indicates his complete autonomy.”" i

The genuine Paul therefore appears less dependent upon the church of Jerusalem than Luke 11l
would have us believe, and further discrepancies between Luke and Paul’s epistles confirm this
conclusion. The fact is that Paul, “who defended his apostleship so passionately, isin Actsno
apostleatall.”"* In fact, according to A.Q. Morton and James McLeman, when describing Paul’s |

conversion Luke deliberately avoids saying that Paul saw the Lord in order to deprive Paul of that

!

;: . | |
essential credential for Apostolic status.' Moreover, “the addition of the otherwise unknown and : 1' iy

|

historically insignificant Matthias to the apostolic group asits twelfth member underlines the fact 1
that, even after the death of James, Paul was not s0 added.”® 1 3.
The only compelling way to account for this host of discrepanciesis to conclude that Paul’s

epistles offer a more reliable picture of early church history than does Luke’s account. Tobesure,

2K nox, pp. 40-41.

“Ibid. -

“Barrett, p. 80. .

he Myth, p- 123 _
15A.Q. Morton and James McLeman, Pail {h¢ Ma ol A

"*Barrett, p. 80.
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endless efforts have been made to reconcile Luke withPaul.'” Some identify Acts 11 asthe real
; cts 11 asthe

parallel to Galatians 2; others attempt to smooth out inconsistencies in the conversion accounts with
wi

elaborate arguments from silence; still others maintain that Paul’s conception of Apostleshipisno i
bl

different from that presented in Acts.'® Sophisticated as some of these studies are they invariably [

prove unconvincing. Inthe end, atmostonly one of the two sources, Paul or Acts, can be relied

upon as a source for correctly understanding the life and ministry of Paul, as well as the first '

decades of the church at Jerusalem. Proposing that Acts is the accurate report presumes not only I 'r

that Paul was a deceiver, but also that Luke knew better than Paul about Paul’s own intimate and

personal experiences (e.g., his conversion). Instead, Paul’s is the morereliable historical account

— P RE

and, as many scholars now concede, his letters are the only primary NT source for reconstructing 1

early church history, while Acts may be used cautiously “to supplement the autobiographical data

of the letters, but never to correct them.”"

As inadequate as Acts is as a primary historical source, however, it can still be of great |

value to the historian of first century Christianity. Luke’s deviations from Paul’s account often | -

highlight Luke’s overarching apologetic concems, and these concerns can in tum yield important

clues about issues facing the community for which Luke was WItig

bt : +s ministry, his & 5
" So, for example, Luke’s manipulation ofthchmeﬁmncofPanl s ministry, his advancing

1 icti missi v SU - 'emto
the date of the Jerusalem Conference, and his depiction of Paul as a missionary bservi

. <o Samuel Sandmel, The Genius of Paul,
"Ibid., pp. 86-87. None of these argument is par” es, p. 121 e
pp- 143 ﬁ:, and Hans Conze]mann, Acts ofﬂw Apa!ﬂ 1} R ‘.. 2 \

ipleship and Revelation i Mark's Gospel. i

"8See Robert P. Meye, Jesus and the Twelve: Disc

“Knox, p. 33.
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authorities in Jerusalem, clearly reveal his desi
re to mute the conflicts in the early 3
church which are

so glaring in Paul’s epistles. This “irenic Tendenz ” asitis often called, probably reflects the “early
ec &

Catholicism™ of the post-Apostolicera, in which church authorities wished o propagate the v
view

of orderly and centralised evangelism™ during the earliest decades of Christianity®: | f‘

Tt}e-Paul of his'torly and of the genuine Epistles did not suit their need for one "
original, authoritative, apostolic tradition which would distinguish the true church
from the: heretlcs. It Was necessary to believe that the teaching of the apostles in
the beginning was identical and unalterable and its transmission divinely !
guaranteed.”! 1

Acts thus set out to show that a “theory of authority” existed from the days of Jesus’ ministry itself, '. | I

in which ultimate authority rested in those men whom Jesus appointed as Apostles, and in those

whom Jesus’ successors would later select. By insisting that Paul’s authority as a missionary :

ultimately lay not in a command from Christ but rather in his ordination by Ananias and in his
acceptance by the Apostlesat Jerusalem, Actsis able to coopt and refashion Paul and his teachings

: 2
and incorporate them into the church’s unbroken chain of command.

Just as Luke’s “irenic Tendenz” canbe instructive for the historian, so, t0o, does Luke’s

portrayal of Paul as observant of Jewish law and «Jerusalem-oriented” reveal clues about the
ting. According tosome scholars, Luke depicted Paul asan

1 community for which Luke was wri
Romanofficials. They argue that

l e
" observant Pharisee in order to gamerfavorforchnsuanny with

“Morton and McLeman, p. 123.
Tbid., p. 124.

“Sandmel, p. 160.




: : ;m.'ﬁ‘hm'. L

50
the religion of the Jews received a good measure of toleration from the Romans tofi
onaccount ofits

a_miqu_ity, and that Christian ap010gists such as]_,lﬂ(emughtequal status for Christianit by showi i

that “the Christian message agreed with all that was best in the Jewishreligion.” Christianitywas
notanew or subversive religion, but simply the perfected form of an ancient religion that had long
been tolerated by the Roman government. Furthermore, by establishing the intransigent “old Jews” |l
as the primary opponents of the “genuine” Jewish religion, Luke was able to deflect Roman
animosity from Christians and toward the post-70 Jewish community. InLuke’s mind, it was the

old and misguided Jews who spurned Jesus and later rebelled against Rome. The authentic

Judaism carried on in Christianity taught compliance and conciliation toward Rome.

This conception of Christianity as the “authentic Judaism” was not only politically expedient,

but it functioned as a logical solutiontoa siglﬁﬁcantmeologiwlpmblﬂnﬁicingthednmhatthem
of the first century. Thatis, if Jesus was sent to the people of Israel, why is it that so few Jews had

joined the church? Accordingto Luke, Jesus wentto the people of Israel because his manifestation

asthe Christwasthenextandﬁnalstcpintlleunfoldingofﬂwirhistomaltcligiom Myriads of Jews

initially flocked to this fulfillment of their own heritage. Butlater on, Luke would haveit, s the

rejoted Judaism, and Christianity

Jews began more and more to reject Jesus, they simultaneously

1 i JCWiShﬁith-
therefore emerged as the natural extension of the authentic

Luke goes to great lengths to substantiate this supersesst |

volumes. He enlists, aswell, 4 :

rests in Jerusalem; he mutes conflicts between == :

——

“Barrett, p.90.
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(e.g., the Sanhedrin and the Temple); he inco, :
; Tporates the ‘God-fearers” as a means of linkin o

mission with the i ingly Gentile composition of the church; and mostnoheeably i
to the Jews € Increas iy
he portrays Jesus, the diSCipleS, and Paul as, in some Trespects, more rooted in Judai d
rtr: J sSm an

Jerusalem than they probably were.*

This last point raises one further possible insight into history that must be addressed before

we conclude our discussion of Acts and Paul. If Paul’s letters reveal a self-conceived Apostle who B
was at odds with the authorities of Jerusalem and depreciated the efficacy of the Law of Moses,
while Luke’s account presents precisely the opposite perspective, is it possible that Luke knew of

the epistles and wished to offer a contrasting image of Paul? Aswe mentioned above, this position

runs against the grain of contemporary scholarship. But consider some of the evidence inits favor:
In numerous places, Paul admits that he is a less than impressive public speaker,” yet Luke
presents him as an able orator and curiously fails to mention his talent as a writer of epistles (even
though he mentions letters written by others!). That Luke should fail to mention the letter writing
of his central protagonist has led some scholars toargue that Luke knew of Paul’s epistles, and.
of them so asto use Paul as amouthpicce for Lucantheology and for

SPeclﬁcally avoided mention
speeches that Luke himself would invent.”®
Naturally, the objection 0 this view is that Luke never menti

appearStomakclitﬂeomouseofﬂwmmcornpOﬂﬂgA@S-- Jut L

“Sec Michael J. Cook, “The Mission to the Jews i ACtS: S
*1 Cor. 2:1-5; 2 Cor. 10:10, 11:6.

*Morton Enslin, Reapproaching P G"I;P'”I'ﬂ* AP t, 1
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the effect of the epistles and 52
ee and rewrite Paul’s ministry, th
»tensurely he would have refrained from

explicitly mentioning them; and how can one say that Acts makes little use of the epistles when
virtually all of the rare biographical or historical data within the epistles — most notably the
conversion and the Jerusalem Conference —are reported in Acts? Either Luke knew of these
events from sources yet to be recovered by us, or he knew about them from Paul. So long as
those sources remain undiscovered, the conclusion that Acts knew of and used some of the letters

of Paul (even to counter them) cannot be so readily dismissed.

The Alleged Betrayal of Judas Iscariot
Paul’s testimony in 1 Cor. 11:23 isoften cited to corroborate Gospel claims that Jesus was
betrayed by Judas Iscariot. Seemingly supportive is the translation of that verse offered in most

English Bibles. The Revised Standard Version renders that text: “For I received from the Lord

what I also delivered to you, that the Lord Jesus on the night when he was betrayed took the ‘i

bread, and when he had given thanks, he brokeit....” Paul thus appearsto confirm that Jesus was

in fact betrayed on the evening of his final meal.

Closer analysis, however, reveals thatthe

i Whﬁn f:'-'d.-f!.,.j_ E
better captures the meaning of the Greek verb paradidonai. W1 )

elsewhere, he always means “deliverec up> or “handed o

delivery up to death, such as inRomans 4:25and 8:32,20¢7
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27 » .
betrayal.™" Accordingly, it would seem thatin 1 Cor. 11 pay] refers (in theological terms) to

Jesus’ delivery up to death, or (in simple historical terms) at the most to his arrest and deli
s ivery up

to the High Priest (not to betrayal).

Ifthis is true, then Paul’s testimony turns from corroboration into curious silence. For

____.,,i‘ = .—r:-.-._—’- = ~

L

nowhere else does Paul even ambiguously refer to a betrayal or mention the name, Judas (Tscariot)

- ]

e T

By itself; of course, this silence would hardly prove that Paul did notknow the Judas story. After

T

all, he may have failed to mention it for any number of reasons. Buta further statement from Paul

in 1 Cor. 15 makes it hard to imagine that he was familiar with a betrayal tradition. There he

===
(|

quotes the earlier Christian kerygma that Christ, having beenraised from the dead, “appeared to
Cephas, then to the twelve ....” Would Paul have allowed such a claim ifhe had known that one
of the original twelve was a traitor? True, Paul may have been referring to “the twelve” only inan
abstract sense (knowing full well that “the twelve” had become eleven), but why should Paul be

less scrupulous in reporting the tradition than the Synoptists, cach of whom insists that Jesus

appeared to the “eleven”?**

Perhaps Paul was referrin gtothereplemshedtwelveawomphshedbyﬂle

Matthias, presuming this appointmentactually occurred??® Buttheeventsof Acts 1:23-26are

7See Michael J. Cook, “Destabilizingthe Tale of udaSTSEEE2 At

p. 138, n. 20, for the relevant verses:
BMt. 28:16; Mk. 16:14; Lk. 24:9, 24:33.

®The argument for the histoﬁbit'}r_.oﬂli
describe in such etail the ascendance



Apastle (e.5, James, the brother ofToh, in Acts 12) i thereieS ughi i et LS

refers to “the twelve” in 1 Cor. 15 he understands Matthias to be included in that group

Itis not only Paul’s conflicting testimony that raises doubts about the historicity of the Judas

account. The Gospels themselves presentus with discrepancies and lacunae. Note, for example,
that Mark ascribes no compelling motive for Judas’s betrayal, a gap later filled in by Matthew (who
attributes it to greed, though thirty pieces of silver s hardly a hefty sum) and Luke (who has Satan
enter Judas). Furthermore, Matthew and Luke offer incompatible reports about Judas’s ultimate
demise. The former claims that he hanged himself; the latter says that he fell over and burst open.
The most striking discrepancy, however, emerges from Jesus’ “twelve thrones” saying in Matt.

19:28, in which Jesus says: “Truly, I say unto you, inthe new world, when the Son of man shall l

sit on his glorious throne, you who have followed me will also siton twelve thrones, judging the

i i .. _- - T L ,fﬂo]-.es,uﬁ%
twelve tribes of Israel.” As Michael Cook observes, ‘whether this saying 1s authentic _

ministry or developed only later, it could have become current only in an env.
mawm()fabetmyalstmy_’m mwmmm mply cannot be

— —
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*Matt. 27:3-5; Acts 1:18-20.

*ICook, “Destabilizing the Tale,” p: 120



All of these inter-textual discrepancies lend credence to the notion that a betrayal tradition
was not known in the early years of the church, and a brief study of the redaction history of Mark i
14 supports that conclusion. The resumptive clause in Mk.14:22, corresponding to Mk. 14:18, | l
suggests that the “betrayal prediction” material between those verses was inserted into a Last
Supper tradition originally devoid of any such incident. The disciples’ inexplicably muted reaction i
to Jesus” prediction, as well as Mark’s failure to mention Judas’ss parting company with the
disciples in anticipation of his later return, make it virtually certain that vv. 17-20 are a late addition.
The earliest forms of the Last Supper narrative simply did not contain a prediction of betrayal.

One cannot make such a definitive statement about the references to Judas and betrayal

invv. 10-11 and 43. In both of those instances, Judasis specified as “one of the twelve.” That

Mark should repeat this designationin V. 43, when it hasjustbeen offered in the previous scene,

leads one to think that Mark inserted vv. 1 0-11 in orderto prepare the reader for the following

scene at Gethsemane. Vv. 17-20 might very well serve the same purpose. In fact, all of Mark’s

i i i tradition received
references to Judas prior to 14:43 might function as preparatory material fora

i e. Cook describes that
by MarkinwhichadisciplcwaSpartoftheammngpartyaIGethmﬂn

position as follows:
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