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PART ONE

1. What is the New Testament? This collection of the Four Gospels, Acts, letters from the apostles and disciples of Christ, and the Revelation to St. John the Devine comprise what can only be termed “The Good News.”  It’s divided into five sections – the Gospels of Matthew, Mark, Luke and John, history (Acts), Paul’s Epistles, the General Epistles (Hebrews through Jude), and Prophecy (Revelation).  It’s really the continuation of the Old Testament that is necessary to understanding the New.  If you tried to read the New Testament without first reading the Old, you would have no background, no history, no “plot”, no sense of the lead-in from the Old to the New.  Hunter’s book refers to the New Testament as Volume Two in the Story of Salvation with the O.T being the first volume.  Many years ago, when I was a young man living in Boston and was spending much of my free time with the Cowley Fathers at the Mission Church of SSJE on Bowdoin Street, at meals in the refectory each meal was preceded by a lengthy reading from a book entitled “The Good News” – I have to admit that I never appreciated what that meant until now when I find myself studying what amounts to the revealing of God’s redeeming love for us – interestingly foretold in the Old Testament books – in what we know as the New Testament.  The Old Testament seems to me to be a collection of covenants, promises that God made with his people, Israel, covenants that were broken by Israel time and again.  God kept giving them chance after chance and they continued to break their agreement with God.  When He decided to send His Son into the world to redeem us from sin once and for all, the New Testament captured in the writing of the earliest church fathers the story of that love, that decision to save us from…well, us, ourselves…by the Ultimate Sacrifice, and how it played out as the Church began its life following the Crucifixion.  God, then, has revealed himself to us unmistakably and completely – we have only to follow those directions of life encapsulated therein.  How interesting it is that these 27 books that comprise the New Testament (plus the others that weren’t allowed into the Canon since their content was deemed questionable) have been studied for 2,000 years by each age in an attempt to discern the Word of God.  (A comment or observation might be that so much studying suggests an attempt to interpret that scripture to suit Man’s purposes rather than God’s.  See the current shenanigans of TEC as obscene proof of that premise in our time.)  In the end, the New Testament testifies to the fact that there is, as Hunter says, “One Lord, One Church, One Salvation.”

2. How do we know that the texts that we have are the real ones?  The first writings, written in Common Greek, have long since perished.  However, before printing was invented in the 15th Century, scribes copied manuscripts from the original.  So while the originals are no longer available, we have discovered in the sands of the deserts in Egypt and elsewhere in the Holy Land a great many of these copies written in the Koine Greek, the common Greek of the 1st Century,  with styles attributed to their authors.  The Hunter text refers to some 4,500 manuscripts of the New Testament, in whole or in part.  In the Vatican is the Codex Vaticanus (a book form as distinguished from a roll of papyrus) that dates back to AD 350; the British Museum contains a similar codex of approximately the same date.  In the early part of the 20th Century, a papyri was found that dates back to the 3rd Century and additional writings were found containing some of the verses of John’s Gospel that date back to about AD 130.  In short, we appear to have enough writings discovered, and cross checked by “textual critics (experts in the New Testament), and other non-Christian writers and historians whose writings have survived the ages to be absolutely sure of the veracity, the truthfulness and authenticity of the manuscripts that make up the New Testament.  

3. Why were the 27 Books included in the New Testament and others left out?  It’s important to remember that the New Testament evolved gradually over a period of three centuries.  The organization of the Gospels and letters and other writings now in the New Testament didn’t happen overnight, nor did it happen as a result of efforts of committees and councils.  It was a fairly informal process in the bringing together the writings – I was surprised about this and before reading this text would have assumed that the arrangement of the New Testament was accomplished in committee by one or more of the early church councils.  Not so.  And the question of why some and not others: some of the texts were considered “fanciful” and therefore lacking credibility; they might have been someone’s idea of filling in the gaps – not that they were wrong – it’s just that their record of events and conversations were not regarded as completely correct; there might have been some guesswork involved in their composition and the early church fathers who put the New Testament together wanted writings that could be confirmed by other sources and were above reproach.  Gnosticism, a pagan concept touting a “higher knowledge” leading to a  ‘do what you want” philosophy, had infiltrated the church, and the early fathers had to root out those texts which were corrupt.  We also have to remember that Jesus wrote nothing; and it was important to those early authors that their quoting Him was correct and honest.  Ergo, it follows, at least in my logic, that if the writings of Clement, for instance, were deemed to be inaccurate or not what the current writers remembered had transpired, they were likely dismissed.  And yet, many of those non-included books survive – some of those books today are known as “The Apostolic Fathers”.  The New Testament was largely finished by AD 200.  But though there were questions about several of the accepted parts, by AD 367 the matter appeared to be settled when Athanasius defined the New Testament as those books that we enjoy today. 
PART TWO

1. What is kerygma?  A Greek work that translates, “a proclamation”.  For our purposes and Biblical understanding, it’s the message of the Gospel preached as opposed to written as in the early church.  The early preachers of the Church didn’t show up in the 1st Century with leaflets and pamphlets to hand out – everything was spoken and the Good News was spread far and wide by the preached Gospel.  One gets the impression that the “kerygma” was also a “canned speech”, something prepared and ordered; there would be variations speaker to speaker as they encountered various audiences with various degrees of acceptance of the message, but the core message remained the same.   Kerygma was used during the period we refer to as the Oral Tradition where congregations appreciated the “living and abiding voice”.    

2. Explain the “Synoptic Problem”.  The Synoptic Gospels were written by Matthew, Mark and Luke (John’s Gospel is referred to as the “Spiritual Gospel”).  The Synoptic Gospels give a synopsis of the story of Jesus, an overview of His life, what He did, where He went and, perhaps more importantly, what He said.  However, when comparing them as though they were side by side, it becomes evident that much of the wording, the story, is nearly identical causing one to wonder about the source of each writer.  I wondered right away whether a little plagiarism wasn’t at work when I started reading the text.  Certainly it would seem that the writers drew their material from the same source, and given the fact that they were alive in about the same time frame with much the same experiences, excepting writing style, you’d expect the material to be nearly identical.  Problem here is that some of the wording was, as the text says, practically identical.  For instance, a majority of Mark’s verses appear in Matthew’s Gospel; and Matthew and Luke often repeat the exact words Mark used.  (Matthew’s Gospel is now often called the dependent Gospel because he takes so much of it from Mark concerning Jesus’ ministry.)  In order to explain this interesting phenomenon, it is held that the “two document theory” explains this adequately.  What this theory postulates is that the three writers of the Synoptic Gospels used the same source – perhaps the Gospel according to St. Mark; then there’s an interesting source referred to as “Q” (from the German word meaning “source”) which is another written source other than Mark.  Perhaps the writers then used these other Q sources to “flesh out” their Gospel in addition to what they gleaned from Mark’s efforts.  An example of this appears in Hunter’s book (p31) where he writes about Bishop Papias in Hierapolis who about AD 100 compiled a collection of Jesus’ sayings.  It would be a logical assertion that the writers turned to such information to broaden their own versions of the story of Jesus.  But that’s not all; once we removed all the coincidental copying of Mark from the gospels along with all the material derived from “Q”, what’s left is what this particular writer put on papyrus (or in a codex).  That’s referred to, at least in Matthew’s case, Special Matthew or “M”.  For the material left in St. Luke’s Gospel after removing the material probably taken from Mark, and removing all the “Q” references, we’re left with Special Luke or “L”.  It seems to me that this is just a method of assigning probable ownership of the material in Matthew’s and Luke’s Gospels – what’s cribbed from Mark, what’s Q information, and what’s Special L or M.  I guess you could say that Mark owns it all, as it’s Matthew and Luke with the “special” designations.  John doesn’t figure into this at all since his Gospel is so different in writing and scope.  And, of course, we have to ask whether these guys were merely storytellers, historians, or were they theologians.  Luke seemed to be both.  
3. Explain the outlook and intended audience of Mark, Matthew, and Luke, respectively.  In the case of Mark, the first of the “gospelers”, Peter and Paul had just met their deaths at the hands of the Roman government who was persecuting Christians in Rome.  Mark was concerned that since there were no longer the voices of Peter and Paul to uplift and encourage the Christians in Rome, they needed to be reminded of the suffering that Jesus endured in their behalf.  He was also concerned that since the eyewitnesses to our Lord’s life and suffering were dying off due to age or martyrdom, that someone had to write down the memory of our Lord’s actions and words, to include primarily those things about which Peter spoke.  Mark didn’t want the suffering and pursued church in Rome to forget, and he wanted to urge them to stay the course though many die doing so; and he wanted to do his best to persuade the reader of this Gospel that the Christ he writes about is Jesus of Nazareth, the Son of God.    Matthew for his part is writing for Jewish-Christians and argues strongly that Jesus is indeed the Messiah and born of David’s lineage.  Matthew is clearly interested in convincing Jews that Christ is Messiah since it would be important for these Old Testament people to know that Davidic lineage figures into their decisions to accept Jesus as Messiah (which, as it turns out, most of them don’t).   Matthew’s Gospel has fallen on hard times recently, however, with the designation of dependent what with his taking over 90% of Jesus’ story from Mark, and adding some questionable stories of his own.  However, these are modern day assignments, and we can’t lose sight of the fact that Matthew’s was a strong and commanding influence in the Jewish community at the time the church was founding.  Matthew employed all sources in writing his Gospel, including Mark, Q and Special M – he used it all but he put together a compelling story of Christ and a convincing argument for Jews to accept Christ as Messiah.  Luke’s audience, on the other hand, is the Gentile – the non-Jew – perhaps the most educated of the writers (he was a physician), Luke was an artist with the word at his disposal (note I have used word instead of Word to indicate use of language) and, as the text said, could paint word pictures as no one else could.  He pictures Jesus as not only the Jewish Messiah but as the “universal Savior” – the Savior of all mankind no matter your ethnic background.  And as proofs, he offers a trace of Jesus’ family tree clear back to Adam; he cites the Nunc Dimittis where Jesus as Infant is hailed as a revelation to the Gentiles, quotes Isaiah who says that God’s deliverance is for all mankind.  So Luke targets the Gentiles where Matthew zeroed in on the Jews in order to secure them for the church as Christians.      
4. John stands alone, apart from the Synoptics.  What is John’s purpose and theme?  Where the Synoptic Gospels recount the earthly Life of Jesus, St. John deals more in the theology of what has happened utilizing 20/20 hindsight to see what has occurred – if the Crucifixion occurred somewhere around AD 30, and John doesn’t write his Gospel until roughly AD 80, he certainly has the benefit of hindsight to see what the big picture really was.  Where the Synoptic Gospels pretty much begin with the birth of Christ, John starts with “eternity”, explaining the meaning of God sending his Son to manifest God’s intentions for not only Jews but also non-Jews – for everyone.  He writes for all men in Ephesus but the bigger, the larger, intent ultimately is the world.  The text refers to this “supreme gift’, John interpreting the meaning of Christ’s coming.  He says that he writes “these things” that we all – and he means all – may believe that Christ is Lord and so believing may have eternal life.  I have to admit that the reading of the Synoptic Gospels was just a mite tedious because of the vast duplications.  John’s seems to me a breath of fresh air, a different approach, more religious and theological than story telling.  I may have this wrong, but John deals more with God’s intent for us than do the other three writers.   (I’d like to know more about John’s Gospel; to that end, I have found a copy of Hunter’s book, According to John, to which he refers twice in this chapter, in Amazon.com and have obtained it.)  The way John writes, he wants the world to know Jesus; the text says he tells His story “in depth” – though it’s interesting that he leaves out some of the parts the Synoptic Gospels include, most notably the relating of the Lord’s Supper in the upper room.  It’s curious that he would omit that piece of the life of Christ, but perhaps he thought that the others had covered it perfectly well – his thrust was a little different; again the text says that “[John’s Gospel’s] ground base are 1) the Word of God and 2) eternal life.”  Again, we’re back to his main theme – Jesus is Lord and through that belief in Him, we have eternal life.  In fact, John’s Gospel is where the admonition is found, “No one comes to the Father but by me.”  The text says that John’s Gospel is the priest’s handbook; maybe the handbook should be John’s Gospel and Romans.  
PART THREE

1. What is Luke’s purpose and message in writing Acts?  In writing his Gospel, Luke recounts the life of Jesus, and His teachings and deeds.  Acts is really Volume II of a two volume Gospel and recounts the deeds and travels of the apostles as they spread the good news and plant churches through the Holy Land and all the way to Rome, all of which is aided by the Holy Spirit.  Being an educated man, it’s possible that he was trying to reach the educated men of Rome and its territories in order to give them a true account of this new religion, and to assure all that this new religion was no threat to Rome or to the peace in the land occupied by Rome.  The text makes the comment that Luke likely wanted to “vindicate Christianity in the eyes of his Gentile readers.”  Luke proclaimed the ministry of Jesus in his Gospel, and in Acts showed how the church continued true to Christ’s teaching and continued to proclaim the salvation of the world as promised by Jesus.         
2. Summarize the life of Saint Paul according to Acts, beginning with the stoning of Stephen.  In order to summarize any phase of Paul’s life, especially with his involvement with Stephen, I think it’s reasonable to add something here that speaks to where Paul came from.  Born Saul of Hebrew parents who were Pharisees – the Puritans of the day – he was raised strictly (narrowly) in the Law, and in his adult life became a zealot bent on stamping out this new religion, Christianity, which he considered heretic in nature.  And Saul wasn’t alone; many of his Jewish friends were alarmed at this burgeoning religion.  After the Crucifixion, when Saul and others thought that things had been settled, they were amazed to learn quickly that this Jesus had sparked this new religion and there were those who were going about proclaiming that he had been the Messiah, and, shockingly, that Jesus had actually risen from the dead!  Finally, one day, Saul heard Stephen (widely regarded as the first deacon of the Christian church), another Jewish man who was also a Christian, preach in temple where he proclaimed Christ as Messiah and who in his preaching outlined the many times that Israel had broken God’s many covenants - time and again.  Stephen chastised his listeners for the sins of their fathers.  This infuriated the people and leaders in the temple and, apparently with Saul’s agreement, they cast Stephen out of the temple and stoned him to death.  Well, okay, Saul was used to this – he was about to be the cop who would become used to hauling the heretics out of their homes to judgment.  But something happened that stuck with him to his dying day:  Stephen prayed – not for himself only, but prayed that God not blame the stoners – his murderers – for their act.  Here’s a guy dying being pummeled with rocks and he’s praying for his murderers.  St. Augustine said that if it weren’t for this prayer for the stoners, we might not have had Paul in the church.  At any rate, after the stoning, Saul set out for Damascus with a commission from the high priests of the temple to root out those heretic Christians and bring them to the temple justice.  The text wonders if Saul didn’t have doubts even then about the veracity of his mission.  However, God had other ideas; on the road to Damascus, a bright light in the form of the risen Lord flashed before Saul’s eyes, knocking him from his horse, and he heard Jesus say, “Saul, Saul, why persecutest thou me?”  And the Lord identified himself in a vision saying, “I am Jesus whom thou persecutest…”.  On the Lord’s instruction, Saul got up and, blinded (for 3 days), was lead to Damascus and to the house of Judas (not Iscariot).  Ananias, a disciple, was instructed by our Lord to go to Damascus to “heal” Saul and baptize him.  Immediately, Saul went to work preaching in the synagogues that Christ was Lord and Savior, the Son of God, the Messiah.  Escaping plots to murder him, Saul (name later changed to Paul) was taken to Jerusalem by Barnabas who introduced him to the apostles, recounting the story as to how Saul the persecutor came to be Paul the disciple of Jesus.  Due to his preaching about Jesus as the Son of God, he also had to escape Jerusalem as well and went to Tarsus.  Apparently, Paul also spent two years in the desert with God receiving revelation (Gal 1:12).  Paul was a traveler, making four important journeys to places like Cyprus, Antioch, Macedonia and Greece, and Corinth; he crisscrossed the Near East and Asia Minor,  winding up in Rome on his last trip.  That is not to say that Rome was the final destination – Paul intended to travel as far west as Spain, but Nero had other plans for him – and for Peter, as it turns out.  Both died together in Rome.  
3. What is the “Gospel according to Saint Paul” found in the Epistle to the Romans?  This book, called one of the most important theological books ever written, was intended to explain the Christian faith as Paul understood it.  Paul had pretty much finished his journeys in the east and now wanted to look west toward Rome and eventually on to Europe in general and Spain in particular.  He knew he had some enemies in Rome – particularly amongst the Jews – and he wanted to assuage their fears about himself and to gain some introductions prior to his arrival in Rome.  In his message to the Romans, he tries to explain why the Jews rejected Christ as the Messiah but does not make any accusations or judgments saying that all that is up to God, and attempts to assure the Jews that all is not lost, and the inclusion of the Gentiles in this new religion was God’s plan all along with no detriment intended to the Jews.  So Paul, in attempting to state Man’s sin, God’s forgiveness and Man’s return to the fold, explains Christianity to his readers in Rome.  Paul’s Gospel can be broken into three parts – the first where he discussed the sins of Israel in the broken covenants, broken again and again – and comments on how man’s fall from Grace, man turning his back on the true God, results in the fall into an abyss – Hunter uses the word “depravity” and comments that it’s still going on even now.  No kidding!!  All one has to do is look at the social mores of today to know that we have as a species fallen way away from God and his desires for us.  We have, in our secular development, turned our backs – and to our eternal damnation!  And we wonder why our kids are so screwed up, why our jails are full, why hunger abounds, why crime is rampant and spreading (one need only look at Maine’s crime stats to see that) and it’s not difficult to see the parallels.  I digress, however slightly.  But Paul points out that there is a rescue from all this sin and suffering, and he outlines the plan God had for the forgiveness of our sins and a way for mankind to become right with God – and that was in Jesus Christ, His Son, and the Crucifixion as atonement.  And here we find that verse I personally treasure as perhaps the most magnificent, incredible and breathtaking statement in all of Christianity – “[N]othing in all creation …can separate us from the love of God in Christ Jesus our Lord.”  Romans 8:39.  (This one verse met untold hope to me personally as I emerged from the abyss of my own making during the period during which I strayed completely away from God.  This was God’s beckoning to me to return.)  And that, I think, is what Paul is trying to tell the church at Rome – we do what we do, what we have done, and God loves us anyway – unconditionally.  That’s the Great Lesson.  We have only to learn and accept that.  But that’s not all; if He is doing for us, then it’s logical to believe that something has to be given by us in return – what Paul told the Romans is that they have to live “in Christ”, to live, as a verse in the Morning Prayers in St. Augustine’s Prayer Book says, “as in thy presence”.  Hence the “Christian ethic”.  God shared His Grace and now Paul outlines how forgiven men should act – a life in Christ, in fellowship with each other, helping those less fortunate than ourselves, not returning of evil for evil – no pay back.  We owe the payback to God and it’s clear what that deportment should be.  It’s interesting – even fortuitous – that Paul’s words, written for the church at Rome, has resonated through 1,900 centuries and continues in such importance even today.  How unfortunate that fewer and fewer of us today recognize this commission, these Pauline verses that would guide us in our relationship with God.  It was relevant to the Romans all those centuries ago – interesting that it’s still relevant today.  Sad, however, that more of Man doesn’t recognize Paul’s Gospel as his salvation – just stuck out there like the brass ring at the carousel – we only have to reach out and it’s ours.  
4. What is the key message of Colossians?  What two other places in the New Testament is this found?  I think there are two important themes in Colossians.  One, and probably most important, is that Christ is simply all we need for salvation; and that the addition or “invention” of some other mediator or set of rules or false asceticism, as Hunter calls it, is not only unnecessary, but does nothing to promote or enrich the Gospel and probably does much to harm it.   The other message is Paul’s warning about Gnosticism and the heresy attendant on that activity.  As I read this text and the Bible, I cannot separate the two since they are so interwoven in Paul’s letters.  I have seen in many of his letters that he writes again and again on this point – to avoid heretical activity and to stay away from them that so engage in this behavior.  The whole thing likely is Paul’s attempt to more closely link God and Christ together as one so that the people in Colassae could understand the concept of Christ being all that is necessary to salvation.  We have to remember also that the several church councils that met in the early centuries had not yet come to pass where these issues were decided early.  No doubt, Paul’s arguments greatly affected the decisions of the several councils.  So we read in Hunter that Christ’s relationship with God is “somehow embedded in creation” and the evolving of our universe carries Christ’s promise.  Christ has always been in the world since it was made by Him.  Why would anyone think we needed something else than Christ and the Crucifixion to be saved?  Actually, there likely was more at work here than some folks who merely had some cockamamie ideas about salvation; this was, pure and simple, the workings of Satan.  After reading this, I don’t know what else I am to think.  Now we’re getting into areas my poor pea brain has problems with owing to the magnitude of these “cosmic” arguments, but if we believe that God and Christ (and the Holy Ghost) are one God, then we have to believe that God in Three existed as it states in the first four verses of John’s Gospel, the first sentence of which is:  “In the Beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God and the Word was God.”  That one line takes on new emphasis if one reads Colossians – I think that’s what St. Paul is saying.  And you don’t need anything else beyond Christ to save you.  Any other god or intermediary is decidedly inferior to our God, a “person of cosmic dimensions”.  Paul was responding to the news that the church at Colossae was adding features to their worship that could only be termed heretic – Paul wanted to convey to them that Christ has already provided all that was necessary and warned the church at Colossae not to get sucked in by other baseless features of worship and life, and to avoid what we might term “false prophets”.  Gnosticism is a pagan concept of higher thought where you counted on your own intelligence to find a deeper experience with God than even Jesus could provide, to use one’s own reason to find God instead of relying on Christ and His teachings.  This Colossian Heresy was threading itself through the church and its practice, coming into vogue along with mysticism and other false teachings, and Paul sought to stop it.  In 1 Corinthians, Paul says in Chapter 8 that “knowledge puffs up but love builds up”.  Gnosticism et al was pushing into the Corinthian church and Paul was warning against having anything to do with this pagan idea.   Admonition against having anything to do with Gnosticism is found again in 1 Timothy 6 when Paul warns against the “conceited Gnostic (Hunter’s words) who loves controversy and thinks religion should be a source of gain”; he warns to turn a deaf ear to “this nonsense” calling itself knowledge – a direct reference to and slap at Gnosticism.  Hunter refers in his text to “Gnosticizing Judaism” as a “Colossian heresy”, so by inference we can deduce that Gnosticism in Colossae was a serious issue, not only in Corinth.  Without Paul, Peter, Timothy, Barnabas and the others to stay close to all the emerging churches it’s easy to understand, though not agree, the drift to heresy – we have it today and we don’t have to look too far to see where it exists.  
PART FOUR

1. What is the message of Hebrews?  Christ is the connection between God and God’s people.  I like the comparison of the Old Testament and Judaism with Christ and the New Testament – Judaism only promises, “shadows” as Hunter calls it, the coming of a savior, the Messiah; the New Testament actually is the promise come full into the open - Christ, the promised one of Jeremiah, is come with the promises of God and salvation fulfilled by His obedience to the Father.  We are saved by His sacrifice upon the Cross, but more importantly, by His Resurrection and Ascension to the Father.  All other religions are worthless since, through Christ’s Sacrifice, Christianity is the “final religion” since it assures us access to God.  As the text says, with Christ, we pass out of the shadows into the truth.   It is telling that ours, this Christianity, is the only religion that promises everlasting life…a salvation and eternal relationship in Heaven with God and Jesus at His right hand.  We have only to accept the Gift.  How sad it is that the world largely has walked away from that premise. 
2. How does the Epistle of James either contradict or complement Romans?  “The kind of religion which is without stain or fault in the sight of God our Father is this: to go to the help of orphans and widows in their distress and keep oneself untarnished by the world.” (James 1:27 (NEB))  I think this complements Romans – James doesn’t parrot Paul’s Letter to the Romans, but they both arrive at about the same place in the faith.  As Hunter observes, they both have their own style and different ways of putting things, but there is “no disagreement between them”.  Paul talks about works as an adjunct to faith – meaning works in the Law; James is more down to earth – he says your faith without good works is only giving lip service to the church – and to the faith.  And by works, he means reaching out to those less fortunate – orphans and widows are his suggestion.  But this doesn’t mean that we restrict, in the 21st Century, our good works to orphans and widows – today that means something wider.  In James’ day, a widow was likely poor since her wage earner husband is now dead and family income is largely non-existent in AD 65.  Orphans were largely beggars back then.  Today, the beggars and widows are in more categories, but we’re duty-bound by our faith to look after them.  (The problem today is determining whether that person coming to your door is truly in need, or if he’s living off the system in the sub-culture we’ve created with all the free welfare money.  But I think that in AD 65 they likely had that same problem of people refusing to work, just not so pronounced.)  In so doing with honesty and good humor and sacrifice, we give credibility to our faith.  Otherwise, it’s just lip service.  Yes, I think that this line of thinking would work well threaded into Romans.  Both James and Paul believed that your faith must be lived.  True then.  True today.        
3. What is your impression of, and reaction to The Revelation of St. John the Devine?  Cite evidence for your view.   Well, let’s see.  I’ve read Hunter’s chapter no less than 4 times, I’ve read Revelation twice and skimmed it on two other occasions, and the only impression I come away with is that this would not only be my least favorite book of the New Testament, but I’m rather like Luther in that I’m at a loss to explain how the heck it got into the Canon in the first place.  I’m spending so much time shaking my head that I have a sore neck!  This is either the most brilliant piece of the Biblical literature ever written…or I’m missing something terribly important.  And I guess I’m not alone in the ranks of the baffled of the world.  Folks can’t even decide who wrote this Apocalyptic book, the only one of its kind where it’s totally Apocalyptic writing, beginning to end.  (And it even has a threat for anyone who changes a word of it.)  Archie Hunter says that it definitely was not John of the Gospel, the “Beloved Disciple”.  His writing style was too authoritative which pegs him as a church leader from Asia and not the Fourth Evangelist.  So Archie calls John of Revelation, “John the Seer” to distinguish him from John the Apostle.  Ol’ Tommy Nelson, however, the author of the KJV Study Bible disagrees and says it’s one in the same person because the Seven Letters written to the churches begin with the letter to Ephesus and that’s proof (huh?) that this writer is indeed John the Apostle, of the Gospel.  Some sources say that maybe there were three Johns – John the Apostle, John the Evangelist and John of Patmos; however, that’s a modern view not supported in Hunter’s book, at least.  Luther considered Revelation to be “neither apostolic nor prophetic” and stated “Christ is neither taught nor known in it.”  I’m not at all sure where he’s coming from since another name for this book is the Revelation of Jesus Christ to John.  Calvin thought the book was canonical but it’s the only book on which he didn’t write a commentary.  Is that a comment all by itself?  I am neither a Luther admirer nor a Calvin enthusiast, but you can’t ignore their collective knowledge.  Hunter mentions the Book of Daniel, so I went back and read that.  There are some corollaries – for instance there are parts in Daniel 7 (Ancient of Days) that track pretty well with Revelation 1:13-16 “the Son of Man”.  The Anti-Christ is described in Revelation 13 and a very close and similar description appears in Daniel 9:27.  And Daniel’s not alone – prophecies that bear on Revelation appear also in Isaiah, Ezekiel and Zechariah.  This also ties into what I said in the answer to the first question about needing to understand the Old Testament to understand the New.  I guess I have to agree with Hunter’s comment about James Denney; Denney was a Scottish theologian who lived in the late 19th Century and into the 20th, and died in 1917.  Denney is reported to have said that Revelation was like a tunnel with a light at both ends and a whole lot of dark in the middle with things whooshing by in the blackness.  Boy, I can identify with that analogy.  Either Revelation is the musings of a man on an island by himself too long, or I’m missing something terribly important that I can’t fathom because it’s too far above my poor ability to reach.  In my searching, I’ve seen it written that Revelation contains all things for salvation – it’s supposedly believed by some authors to be the story of Christ as the Son of God and through the return of Christ, the terrible end days, the judgment and the final victory over Satan.  Pay attention to Revelation and believe, and you have nothing to worry about when the Rapture comes.  Still, I get far more out of the other books in the New Testament, especially John’s Gospel, Acts and Romans.  So, bottom line is that this would be my least favorite, though I’m admittedly hedging my bets when I say that I’d be all for taking a course or class in Revelation in order to learn what I might be missing.  In short, I can be convinced.    
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