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EuroJTh (2006) 15:1, 5-13  0960-2720  Bauckham’s H_The Gospel For All Christians’  Revisited,  Mike Bird  Highland Theological College, Dingwall, Scotland  SUMMARY  much criticism. This study presents a response to works  that have criticized Bauckham’s thesis including those by  Richard Bauckham’s hypothesis that the canonical Gos-  Philip Esler, Joel Marcus, David Sim, and Margaret Mitch-  pels were written for circulation among Christians in gen-  ell. The subsequent discussion attempts to defend the  eral and not simply for isolated communities has drawn  utility of Bauckham’s proposal in light of these criticisms.  *  *  *  TE  K  *  *  *  ZUSAMMENFASSUNG  den. Dieses Buch präsentiert eine Erwiderung auf Werke,  die Bauckham kritisiert haben, unter ihnen die Bücher  Die Hypothese Richard Bauckhams, dass die kano-  von Philip Esler, Joel Marcus, David Sim und Margaret  nischen Evangelien mit der Absicht geschrieben wurden,  Mitchell. Die darauf folgende Diskussion versucht, die  unter Christen im Allgemeinen zu zirkulieren und nicht  Nützlichkeit von Bauckhams Vorschlag im Lichte dieser  einfach für isolierte Gemeinschaften, ist oft kritisiert wor-  Kritiken zu verteidigen.  X  %  R  *  X  z  X  *  RESUME  pour des communaut&s isol&es. De nombreuses critiques  lui ont &t& oppos&es. La presente &tude repond aux tra-  Selon une hypothese avanc6e par Richard Bauckham,  vaux de critiques de la th&se de Bauckham comme Philip  les &vangiles canoniques ont &t€ &crits pour &tre diffuses  Esler, Joel Marcus, David Sim et Margaret Mitchell, et vise  parmi les Chretiens en general et non pas simplement  a montrer l’utilit& de la proposition de Bauckham.  %*  *  I  *  Za  X  *  %C  Introduction  Gospels were not written for any single commu-  Over the last hundred years New Testament schol-  nity but for all Christians or as many that might  read them.  arship has reached a near consensus that the Evan-  gelists wrote for, and to some extent about, their  In the opening essay Bauckham begins by ques-  tioning why the community hypothesis is so wide-  OWn respective communities. On this view, Mark,  ly assumed when, in fact, so little argumentation  for instance, wrote for a “Marcan community” and  Matthew for ‘“Matthean community” and so forth.  has been offered to substantiate it.”* He proposes  a wider audience for the Gospels based on sev-  Scholars subsequently debate where these commu-  eral arguments. First, the Gospels are not like the  nities were located and what internal facet of these  Pauline epistles and they lack the particularity ex-  communities is mirrored ın the Gospel texts. How-  hibited in Paul’s correspondence with his churches.  ever, this entire approach of perceiving the Gospels  If the Gospels are analogous in genre to 4/0s then  as windows into particular communities has been  a more generalized audience is implied since a bios  called into question by Richard Bauckham and  was not meant for internal consumption by small  associates in the book The Gospel for All Christians  communities but propagated political, philosophi-  (1998).' Bauckham provocatively argues that the  cal and religious viewpoints further a field.® Sec-  EuroJTh. 15:1: * 5ßauckham’s The Gospel For All Christians‘
Revisited
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read themarshıp has eached 11CcCar CONSCIMNSUS that the kvan-

gelısts for, AN! SOINC CXTGI about, theır In the opening Bauckham beg1ins DYy QUCS-
tiıonıng why the communıty hypothesıs 15 wıde-

OW) respective commuUuNnNıtIıES. (In thıs VIeEW, Mark, 1y assumed when, in fact: lıttle argumentatıonfor instance, for “Marcan communıty” and
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wıder audıence tor the Gospels Ase SCWV-Scholars subsequently debate where these U- eral ar‘ guments . Fırst, the Gospels AT NOT 1ıke thenıtıes WEeTC ocated anı what iınternal facet of these Paulıne epiıstles and they ack the partıcularıtycommUNItIES 15 mırrored in the Gospel How- hıbıted ın correspondence wıth hıs churches.
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ond, Bauckham ASSECTTS that the carly Chrıstian plated the possı1bıilıty that IT ould travel further
NOT COomPprıse iısolated enclaves of afıeld* Mike BiıRD ®  ond, Bauckham asserts that the early Christian  plated the possibility that it would travel further  movement did not comprise isolated enclaves of  afıeld ... and even supplant the unsatisfactory Gos-  believers, but made up ‘a network of communities  pels of others’. Such a process Esler terms ‘coloni-  with constant, close communication among them-  sation’ where ‘one group thinks that it has the truth  selves’.* The mobility of Christians in the Roman  and it is important to get other Christian groups  Empire, especially among its leaders, meant that  to adopt it’.'* Esler rejects the analogy with bios for  authors would have known, ıf not expected, their  the Gospels’ distribution since the Greco-Roman  works to come into contact with several Christian  bioi were composed for the elite echelons of society,  groups. The wide circulation of literature and ex-  a situation different from the Jesus-movement.  changes of communication between churches lends  In the same journal, Bauckham responds with a  credence to this proposal, as does the fact that Mat-  brief but penetrating riposte.'® I shall briefly sum-  thew and Luke (perhaps also John) had copies of  marize his response and add a few counter-argu-  Mark at their disposal.” Bauckham concludes that  ments of my own. Bauckham notes that a Gospel  ‘the idea of writing a Gospel purely for the mem-  shaped in accordance with the faith of the Evan-  bers of the writer’s own church or even for a new  gelist’s community is entirely consistent with his  neighboring churches is unlikely to have occurred  scheme, as it does not disallow the possibility that  to anyone’.°  he wrote also for Christians beyond his own com-  Bauckham was not the first to postulate a gen-  munity. Despite the value of sociolinguistic ap-  eral audience intended for the Gospels.7 Neverthe-  proaches, Bauckham asserts that Mediterranean  less, Bauckham has renewed and invigorated the  anthropology provides no fitting analogy for the  debate and his proposal has been welcomed in  social phenomenon of early Christianity. I would  some quarters.® At the same time the community  add the words of Robin Lane Fox, who protests  hypothesis ıs quite robust and remains firmly en-  that histories of early Christianity usually tell a  trenched in Gospel scholarship. Bauckham has not  story of unimpeded growth and omit the com-  convinced everyone and in fact several criticisms  plexities of its emergence, but nevertheless states:  have been leveled against his thesis.” In view of  “Christians spread and increased: no other cult in  the Empire grew at anything like the same speed,  that, the aim of this study is to demonstrate the  viability of Bauckham’s proposal in light of these  and even as a minority, the Christians’ success rais-  criticisms.  es serious questions about the blind spots in pagan  culture and society.”® This shows the dangers of  trying to force sociolinguistic models onto a move-  Philip Esler  ment for which no precise analogy exists. Bauck-  The first major response to Bauckham and Gospel  ham refuses to accept the dichotomy of choosing  for AU Christians was from Bauckham’s St Andrews  between either sociological views of group dynam-  colleague Philip Esler.!® Esler’s main arguments are  ics or modern individualism, as ıf these were the  that modern authors are culturally distant from the  only options. In defence of Bauckham I would  first century Jesus-movement. As such, modern  add, first, that Esler’s rejection of bios as an anal-  authors (like Bauckham and company) run the  ogy for the dissemination of the Gospels is pre-  risk of ethnocentrism and anachronism in project-  mature. It is perhaps true that works like Tacıtus’  ing modern ideas of reading and publishing onto  Agricola was composed for political elites, but this  the first-century Mediterranean environment. A  remains a fairly broad target audience as it could  sociolinguistic approach recognizes the cultural  encompass any person of the upper classes who  horizons and group-dynamics of antiıquity and  were interested iın the events of Domitian’s life.  avoids this error.!! On Esler’s view it is a sociolin-  If one presses Esler’s logic do we need to posit a  guistic “instinct’ that the Gospels must be attached  “Tacitean community”?!” In any event, the sheer  to a community of some form where the Evange-  expense of writing materials in the ancient world  lists related the Jesus tradition to their context.!?  (especially a two-volume work like Luke-Acts) and  According to Esler, the fact that Luke and Matthew  the fact that the Evangelists wrote in a prestige  re-write Mark is evidence that they repudiated his  language like Greek as opposed to local languages  work and that they did not want their own Gospels  (which would be more suitable for purported lo-  ‘savaged’ as Mark’s Gospel was.'* Esler admits that  cal traditions) suggests that the Evangelists delib-  although the Gospels were composed for their own  erately wrote as part of the liter  and cultural  communities the Evangelists may have ‘contem-  elite thus the analogy with the 407 holds. Perhaps  6 * EuroJTh 15:1an CVCN supplant the unsatısfactory GOS-

believers, but made network of communıtıes pels of others’. Such PTrOCCSS Esler “colon1-
wıth‘close cCOomMmMmMUNICAtTION them- satıon’ where one thınks that + has the truth
selves’.* Ihe mobiulıty of Christians 1n the Roman an ıt 15 ımportant >  SCr other Christian STFOUDS
Empire, especılally Its Jeaders. that adopt it’.14 Fsler rejects the analogy wıth I0s for
authors would aVve known, NOT expected, theır the Gospels’ dıistrıbution SINCEe the Greco-Roman
works ( { Into CONTACT wıth everal Christian bı WEeETIC composed for the elıte echelons of socıiety,
STOUDS., Ihe wıde cırculatıon of lıterature anı sıtuatiıon dıfferent from the Jesus-movement.
changes ofcCOoMMUNICATION between churches lends In the SAaINıc jJournal, Bauckham responds wıth
credence thıs proposal, 4S O€es the fact that Mat- brief but penetrating r1poste. *” chal]l briefly SUM-
thew anı Luke (perhaps also John) had copıes of MmMarıze hıs an adı few COUNTEL- argu-
Mark Aat theır disposal.”° Bauckham concludes that of OW Bauckham that Gospel
°the ıdea of writiıng Gospel purely tor the InNCMN- shaped 1n accordance wıth the faıth of the Van-
ers of the wriıter’s OW) church C V1 tor HE gelıst's Communıty 15 entirely cCONsIıstent wıth hıs
ne1ghboring churches 15 unlıkely ave Occurred scheme, A It O€s NOT dısallow the poss1ıbilıty that

anyone’.° he also for Chrıistians beyond hıs S COIMN-

Bauckham W as NOT the rst postulate FJCN- MUNItTY. Despite the alue of sociolıngulstic d
eral audıence iıntended tor the Gospels./ Neverthe- proaches, Bauckham ASSETTS that Mediterranean
Jess, Bauckham has renewed and inviıgorated the anthropology provıdes fiıttıng analogy tor the
debate aM hıs proposal has ecen welcomed socı1al phenomenon of early Chrıistlianıty. would
SOMC quarters.“® At the Sali1nlec tıme the communıty adı the words of Robın I ane FOX, who
hypothesıs 15 quıte robust aM rFemalns fırmly that hıstorıes of carly Chrıistianıty usually tell
trenched Gospel scholarshıp. Bauckham has NOLT STOFV of unımpeded growth aAM MIt the COM-

convınced CVCLVOLLC and 1n fact several CrIt1CISMS plexıtıes of Its CMECISCNCC, but nevertheless STates
aVEC een eveled agalnst hıs thesis.? In 1e6W of °“Chrıstians spread AN! increased: other cult in

the Empire SICW aTı anythıng 1ıke the Sadl1Llc speed,that, the 4a1 of thıs study 15 demonstrate the
viabıilıty of Bauckham’s proposal 1n lıght of these AaN! CVEN mMiNOTItY, the Chrıistians’ WIGCEss rals-
eriıticısms. E er10us quest1ons about the blınd 1n

culture and soclety. *° hıs cshows the dangers of
tryıng force sOcClolıngulst1C models NTO IMOVC-Philip Esler Ment for hıch precıse analogy eX1IStS. Bauck-

Ihe Trst maJor Bauckham an Gospel ham refuses accept the ıcChotomy of choosing
for Al Chrıstians W ds$s from Bauckham’s St Andrews between eiıther socıologıcal VIEWS of dynam-
colleague Phılıp Esler. 190 Esler’s maın ArSUumcCNtSs ATIC 1CS (JI: modern ındıyvıdualısm, AS f these WEeTC the
that modern authors AIC culturally dıstant from the only options. In defence of Bauckham would
rst ICSU‚S -Mmovement. such, modern adı fırst, that Esler’s rejection of 405 AS anal-
authors (lıke Bauckham and company) the for the dissemınatıon of the Gospels 15 DIC-
rısk of ethnocentrism and anachronısm 1ın proJect- It 15 perhaps Lru that works lıke lacıtus’
ıng modern ıdeas of readıng and publıshıng NTO V1CO: W d composed for polıtical elıtes, but thıs
the first-century Mediterranean envıronment. remaıns taırly broad audıence AS 1It COU
socıolıngustıc approach reCOSNIZES the ultural NCOMDASS ALLY PCISON of the classes who
hor1z0ns aM group-dynamıcs of antıquıity aAN! WCIC interested the EVENTS of Domutian’s ıfe
aVvO1ds thıs error.** On Esler’s 1E It 15 sociolın- Itf OILlC PrCSSCS Eksler’s logıc do eed posıt
DUIStIC ““nstinct? that the Gospels MUST be attached “Jlacıtean community”?*/ In al Yy C  ‘ the sheer

Communıty of SOINC form where the Vange- eXpense of wrıtıng materals ın the ancıent world
STS related the Jesus tradıtıon theır context.!? (especı1ally two-volume work 1ıke Luke-Acts) AaN!
ccordıng Esler, the fact that ] uke anMatthew the tact that the Evangelısts prestige
re-wriıte Mark 15 evidence that they repudıated hıs language ıke Greek 4S opposed local languages
work aM that they NOT Want theır OW ] Gospels whiıch ould be LMNOTC suntable tor purported lo-
"savaged’ d Mark’s Gospel wWwas  13 Esler admıts that cal tradıt1Oons) that the Evangelısts delıb-
although the Gospels WEIC Composed for theır OW : erately A part of the hıter aMn cultural
cCOMMUNITIES the Evangelısts INa Yy AaVve “contem - elıte thus the analogy wıth the 01 holds Perhaps
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the Evangelısts GVn wanted sound elıtıst AaN! STEAS ) W as relevant the entire Greek-speaking
promote the authorıty of theıir Jesus-stories 1n the Dıiaspora. Ihe 1SssUE of accepting proselytes, racıal
wıder Christian Second, Elser’s SOC10- intermarrıage aM advancıngz the echelons of
lıngulstic ““nstinct? about the ınk between Gospel Roman soclety W dsS$ lıkewise 1ssue for al Jews
aMn communıty sounds lot 1ıke assumption in 1n the Greek-speakıng cCıt1es Joseph an Aseneth).
desperate eed of testing. J hird, Esler CAaNNOT aVE Moreover, the prımary PUrpDOSC of Bauckham’s
It both WaY>S about the ciırculation of the Gospels of the Gospels and Pau[l’s letters 15 NOT
He ASSCTITS that Matthew and uke ould NOT WAanNntTt advocate that wrıtıng 15 only VEr PIOXYV for ral
theır Gospels cırculate and risk being "savaged’ cCommunıiıcatıon, but deny that the Gospels aATC
45 Mark WAaS, but then allows the poss1bıulıty that concerned only wıth addressing the sıtuation A
atthew aMı Luke INaYy aV wanted dıstrıb- needs of sıingle communıty in the SaJille that
uftfe theır works wıdely 4A5 colonıze competing DPaul’s etters WEeTIC.
Chrıistian SIOUDS. ourt Esler’s reference the ourt. Marcus appeals local tradıtiıons 1n
dıversıty of the Gospels 15 always ın negatıve Mark, such A the reference ufus and Alexander
and NOLT. AS 15 AT least plausıble, 1ın complimentary k 1, that make 1T 1eW Mark A
and ITeNIC encyclıcal text.22 Even aN! Alexander

WGIE HOT figures wıdely known iın the carly church

Joel Marcus (hence Matthew an Luke’s OM1SS10N), local col-
ourıng O€es NOT necessarıly ımply that the docu-

Joel Marcus Bauckham’s proposal ftor SCVWV- MENT W as restricted localızed audıence.
eral reasons.18 hırst, Marcus denıes that wrıting 15
always substıitute for when the Gospel Davıd SımofMark could aUS een wrıtten PIECSCIVC tradı-
t10NS iın the face of potential death an shape Davıd Sım CTItIC1ZEeS Bauckham’s hypothesıs A

audıence through the repeated performance of the valıdıty of Gospel communıties.®> Sım
the Gospel in the hope that Its deeper KETGES of miısrepresents Bauckham when he describes auck-
tIructure and meanıng IMaYy be revealed.?” Why ham 4S belıeving that the Gospels WEEIC wriıtten for
thıs CONIGEL.H has be restricted Marcan COIMN- “each and CVCIYV Chrıstian church’24 but elsewhere
MUNT and NOT al Christians general 15 acknowle. CS that Bauckham’s VICW 15 that the
stated. Gospels “were designed for ally AN! CVCIYV hrıs-

Second, Marcus proposes that the dıversıty of tian Communıty whıch they WL MDE carculated) .?>
the Gospels ımplıes ocal SUuppOrt tor each of GoOSs- hıs 15 subtle dıfference aM only the latter 1eEW
pels Since theır VCLY urvıval agalnst each other 15 LIrUu: of Bauckham.
Was contingent upON ocal support.“” Although the first of hıs artıcle Sım questi10ons
the pluralıty of the Gospels posed certaın theo- Bauckham’s argument everal grounds Sim
logıcal problem for the early church AaN! W as a levels that the charge that Bauckham’s evidence 15
proached varıcdly (G= Gospel harmony DYy latıan cCıircumstantıal an IT depends the of hıs
1n the Diatessaron, formulatıng truncated vers1ion claıms about the Chrıstian He objects
of uke bDy Marcıon, allegorizıng, the qualıity of that Bauckham’s observatiıons about the Gospels
"tour’ DYy Irenaeus), do NOT find evidence 1n the dIC generaliızatıons an NOT based the ınternal
New Testament aAN! beyond of competition be- evidence of the Gospels.“® Unfortunately the inter-
etween the canon1ıcal Gospels that Marcus nal evidence often cıted 1n favour of Gospel COIM-
To the CONTrarY%, IT W aAas the wıde circulatıon of the mumty 15 Circular, depends upbON allegorical read-
Gospels 1ın the churches that W d instrumental in Ings of the FeXU, and ATC grossly speculatıve.
theır canon1zatıon. Black correctly that Mark’s Gospel 15 less

Thır Marcus cıtes several Jewısh al Chrıistian descriptive of 1tS orıgınal readers than It 15 VESCYVD-
works (e.g Ebpistle 0  VISteAS, Joseph an Aseneth, t1VvE tor certaın theologıcal stance.?/ In‘
and The Teaching Z) show that wrıtiıng Bauckham’s evidence 15 that of lıterary artıfact
O€es necessarıly ımply absence *} Yet Arısteas and an what the phenomenon of Its dıstrıiıbution 1N-
Joseph andAseneth ATICc works that deal wıth CONTteEN- forms us of ItSs DUrpOSC.
t10UsS top1Ccs, AN! iınterest 1ın theır resolution would Another facet of Bauckham/’s argument that
NOT be confined Jews lıving, 1n Alexandrıa Ihe Sim rejJects 15 that there W as such thıng d the
question of the authorıty of the Septuagınt (Arı carly Chrıistian worldwide movement.“® Sım POS
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1ts overarchıng dısunıity wıthın the carly church MeNnTtTatOrs tar 45 speak of Judaısms rather
between aul and the Judaıizers that negates aALLY than Judaism.* kven given thıs dıversıtYy, the Jews
notion of worldwiıde Chrıstian Sım still had of Corporate ıdentity and theır
wrıtes unıty Can be construed in varıety of WaYS iınclud-

In lıght of the dıverse an polemical ıng “pıllars of Judaism ” sharıng COMMMON "StOrY,
symbol an praxis  233 OTr .  web of socı1al an rel1g10Usof the early Chrıiıstian fact10ns, it 15 extremely commıtments’.>* Several Jewısh authors, doubtımprobable that allYy ollower of Jesus the Chriıst

would ave classıhed the world, 4A5 Bauckham of the varıetles of Jewısh belief, employ the

implıes they sımply into Chriıstian and NOMN- sıngular des1ignatıon “Judaıism’ Toudaısmos wıth-
Chrıistıian. At the vVC least they ould aVC OUTt hesıitatıon (2 Macc. 20210 Oil: 14:58; Macc.

4:26; -14).° Ihe Christian mMmovement’sdivided the Chrıiıstian CateSOFY between ITrUu of COI'POI'SIC ıdentity W as Jargely iınherıitedChristians and nomınal but false Christians.*”
The ramıficatıon of thıs for the Evangelısts 1n from Its parental relıgion AN| the dıstiınctıve ethos

of the TrSt Chriıstians W d borne OUTt of partıcularSim’s 1e6W 15 that they ould aVve wrıtten only TAN! ofmess1anısm expressed 1n devotion Jesusfor those Chrıistians who chared theır partıcular the Chrıst
tradıt10nNs. But thıs argument Cal be rebutted Addıtionally, Sım contends that rıval Chrıistian
several grounds: 68 Ihe of Gentiles aN! the factıons had lıttle CONTAGE wıth each other. ®° Mark’s

of theır into the church (as indıca- Gospel, whıch arguabily from aulıne hrıs-
tive of Christian dısunıity accordıng Sım) W as tLanıty, has COMLIC be in the possess1oN of Mat-
resolved Dy aM 1SSUES 1ıke CIrCUuMCISION ATIC thew wh: d CPI'CSCHtS ftorm of Jewiısh Christianıty.sıgnıfıcantly absent trom the Gospels. (2 Sım d Whereas scholars SINCE ar AUS postulated

4ASSUNNIC that forms of dıversıiıty CONNOTE competing Paulıne and Petrine M1SSIONS 1n the
r1Valry, conflict anı opposıtıon, hıch O€es NOLT ecarly church, the entire notion of dıstınct “Paulıne
tollow. Despite the aX10MAaAtIC assumption New churches’ has recently GEn called Into question bylestament research that “dıversıty' has strictly NCSA- Davıd Horrell’s 2005 Brıitish New jestament Con-
t1ve cONNOtaAt1ıOoNs of dısunıty, dıversıty Call equally ference “Ihe Letters Chrıistians? Were
INCcCAanN “dıfferent but NOT incompatıble‘ "disagree- Ihere Pauliıne Churches?’ the title 8able but NOT hostile”?. Perhaps DPeter Bolt’s SUSSCS- Horrell derıves the ımpetus tor hıs from
t10N of complexıty” miıght be more .approprliate Bauckham, AaN! he that despite the dıver-
(GErıin use >0 (S) ere 15 ONC DEXT hıch explicıtly S lty the carly church OILlC CANNOT ASSUTIL1IC that the
dıvıdes the world into Chrıstian an non-Christian dıfferences WEIC necessarıly “embodıied 1n istınct
STOUDS. In COr 8-24, DPaul CONTTASTS belıev- communıtıes, factions, OT churches’./ :ould adı
ıng Jews AN! Greeks wıth unbelieving Jews an that DPaul an Paulıne sympathızers WCIC iın C-
Greeks Thıs 15 eviıdence of the overall unıty of spondence wıth churches that WEIC eıther SUuSp1-
Chrıstians VCr an agalnst the unbelieving world, C1IOUS of DPaul hostıle hım, MOST notably of all,
and the Christians iıncluded e unıfed body Rome (Rom 3:/-8; 1-16).° DPaul a1so CADICSSCS
comprising Jews and Gentales. (4) Another tactor surprısıng of solıdarıty aN! COompassıon for
15 that dıverse Christian SIOUDS share INLAaLLY churches that he W ds in opposıtiıon In EeEss
tradıtı1ons in COMMON the Jewısh Scriptures, the 14, Paul praises the Thessalonıans tor being 1M1-
Jesus tradıtion, a! general Chrıiıstian paranesıs. Latfors of the churches of Judea 4S the hessalon1-
1 uke and atthew chare COINMOINN tradıtıon ın a1lls AMS experienced comparable persecutıion. In

aM Mark 4A5 CM tor theır Gospels. Rom 15:27. DPaul consıders the Gentile Chrıiıstians
CCpL S1im’s premise that the Gospels WEeTC wrıtten aVE oblıgatıon MeeTt the physıcal needs of
only tor those ZTOUDS who chared theır tradıtion, Jewısh Chrıistians in Jerusalem Ihıs ıdea of solı-
ONC could easıly iımagıne 1 uke wrıting for °Mat- darıty 1n persecution AaN! COompassıon for the needy
thean Oommunıty C: Matthew ftor “..1ncan COIMN- between Jewısh AN! Gentile churches
munıty SINCEe they chare trıpartıte tradıtıon of of shared ıdentity, though It certaımly O€s
Jewısh Scripture, AaN! Mark (5) Sım overlooks NOT ımply unıformıty of CONVICtIONS.
that there already W d5S5 precedent for worldwiıde Sım rejJects the ıdea that atthew AaN! Luke 1N-
rel1g10Us udaısm. udaısm W as Just AS tended theır Gospels cırculate 4A5 wıdely 4S Mark
schısmatıc AaN! fragmented 218 ITLaLLYy allege the ecarly Sım ZOCS Sa y that atthew an Luke belıeved
Chrıistian aVeC een Several COIMNN- that Mark W as and that they radıcally altered
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Mark’s perspective Su1t theır OW ] agendas.“” teractıon wıth other Jewısh Chrıiıstian STOUDS that
Ihere 15 question that Matthew AN! Iuke edit: WEeTIC posıtıvely dısposed towards Gentile Y1S-
alter AN! smooth OutTt Mark ar tımes, but alteratıon ti1ans.“*
OC€Ss NOT necessarıly MCcaAan repudıatıon. Luke 2081 In the second half of the artıcle, Sim ONSTFrUCTS
Matthew incorporate approximately 905 % of Mark posıtıve argument tor assıgnıng communıtıes
1nto theır OW narratıves 2087 1n Ian y follow each of the Gospel. He advocates that the eX1IST-
hıs LGXE word for word hardly indıcatıve of 1C- CAIGE 8 these communıiıtıes 15 perfectly Jjustifable
nunNc1aAt1ON. Sım that Matthew an ILuke assumption given that productions of the Gospel

NOLT WaAant theır Gospels ciırculate wıdely De- requıred paınst  ng aCt1IVIty of composıtıon aAM
they dıd NOT WAant theır work be mıiısınter- reflection in communa| environment. *° Grant-

preted re-wrıtten in the SUaLıc IManner AS ark’s ıng thıs assumpt1on, whiıch 15 dısputable ıtself,
had eGen Apart from the fact the Sıim still OSs NOT there 15 uthat document wrıtten I1T
explaın how It W ds that Matthew AN! Luke GCGAH16 communıty WASs necessarıly wrıtten “tor? that COIM-

POSSCSS CODV of Mark, hıs OW premise could ead munıty an “about’ that Communıty. Sım 15
the opposıte conclusıion. Precisely because I uke of thıs objection and trıes substantıate hıs

aMn Matthew dıisagreed wıth Mark they wanted 1Nt DV inferring that the theologıcal dıvergences
theır narratıves cırculate Just wıdely COM1- between the Gospels an theır Uusc of specıal tradı-
PCtC wıth what they thought W as aberrant S tory t10Ns ındıcate that the Gospels WEEIC composed 1n
of Jesus DE Esler’s ıdea of colonısatıon’). independent churches that WT geographicallyTIhe of Gospel 4S 05 15 dısmıssed by moved from each other. *© However, faıl SCC how
Sım AS eviıdence for indefinıte readersh1p.““ But theological dıvergences requıre geographical dıslo-

genumne analogy wıth Greco-Roman bıography catı1on. Groups wıth radıcally dıfferent theologıcalvalıdated when the Gospels, 1ıke Duos, ATe perspectives could casıly CO-eXI1ISt 1n the SaInNc CItyconcerned wıth narratıng the maJor EVENTS of the (as wrıte thıs artıcle I’m overlookıng SETGGE that
protagonist’s lıfe an encouragıng the cultıyvatıon contaıns Church of Scotland, Catholıc church,
of the protagonist’s ırtues wıde audı- aAN! Scottish Episcopalıan church 1n the of
CHEE S1ım’s reference the Gospel of OMAS aM 100m). why the Sonderquellen of aM
other Jewiısh Chrıstian Gospels 4S being iındıcatıve requıre independent localıtiıes 15 anybody’s ZUCSSof narrowly designed readershı1p 15 UNCONVINCINS. H, d Kım Paffenroth has argued, WAS wrıtten
Thomas 15 dıfferent lıterary from the1- Dy Jewısh-Christians 1n Palestine between 4()-6(0)
ıcal Gospels, wıth dıstinct absence of narratıve CE- how 15 It that Luke somewhere in the wıder
an interactıon wıth the Jewısh Scriptures.* I Mediterranean, has gained ACCCSS thıs SUOUTICC
OMAS 15 dependent uDON the canonıcal Gospels, and has eGen able UuSCcC It for Gentile audıence?

the earlıest known evidence of UsCc of the fourfold
AS INanYy BelEeVve, then OMAS INaYy C(VGE) constıitute 1t0Q WEeTC 1ımıted locatıons, how 15 IT then

that Matthew AN! uke aVe gaıne AGCGEsSs both
Gospel collection.* hat the author of OMAS Mark aM Ihe fact 15 that wriıtten tradıtıons
Came 1Nto CONTACT wıth all four canonıcal Gospels WEeTIC NOT ımıted Dy locatıon, but cırculated wıdelyECE: 15 inconce1vable apart from Bauck- Just d Bauckham has suggested. Sım’s contention
am’s theory of Gospel cırculatiıon. How dıd Tho- that the Gospels WEIC ftormed the basıs of ‘“ocal
MMNAS dCCcCSs$5 documents tradıtiıons ftrom Marcan tradıtions’ 15 therefore iındefensible.4®
CommunıtYy, ] ucan COoMMUNItTY, Matthean COIM- 1M s  2 final argument 15 that the partıcular theo-
munıty and Johannıne cCommunıty ıf these COIMN1- logıcal emphases of the Gospels (E& Mark and suf-
munıtıes WEEIC NOLT 1in CONTACT wıth each other? fering, Matthew’s polemic agamnst the Pharısees)Little 15 known about the or1ıginatıon an dıs- ATC est explaıned Dy Uu-
sem1ınatıon of the Jewısh Chrıstian Gospels from nıtıes.*” There 15 denyıng these differences. but
which iınfer Car get audıences. Ihe Jewish-Chris- the default setting of explaınıng them Dyt1an Gospels WEeTC probably composed for Naza- communıtıes 15 only OMNC poss1ıble solution.

Ebijoniıtes wherever they WE plausıble
hypothesis gıven that the Ebıionites had S ka Margaret Miıtchell1in places such 4A5 Cyprus aAM the Trans-Jor-
dan.* TIhe fact that MOST of the Jewiısh Christian TOmM dıfferent perspect1ive Margaret Miıtchell
Gospels rely canonıcal Matthew Gospel of the SULVCYS patrıstic lıterature an ıdentifles authors

whıi ascribed both local an unıversal audıencesHebrews 15 poss1ıble exception) sıgnıfes theır 1N-
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the Gospels.” Miıtchell Ooffers strıngent crıtique of wıthın theır portralts AN! the problems pOSe DYy
Bauckham’s method aAM presupposıt1ons 4S well 4S theır pluralıty.

Second,; Miıtchell belıeves that Bauckham Oesnoting how patrıstıic authors wrestled wıth dıa-
lectic ension between the specıfic and ındefinıte NOT adequately cshow how the ex1istence of world
readers of the Gospels. For her, thıs demonstrates wıde Christian movement‘ COI'IIPOI‘tS wıth the fact
that the earhest dıd NOT thınk that the that there WEIC Var1ı0us Vvers1o0ns of Chrıstianıty an
Gospels WEeEeTIC composed for all Christians. that the Gospels INaYy ave be aılored towards such

She contends that Bauckham’s decısıon lımıt versions.°/ It 15 precisely the abılıty embrace
hıs study the canonı1cal narratıves brackets 01818 unıty 2AN! dıversıity wıthın the Chrıistian LOVEC-

the dıversıity 1in early Chrıstian literature.>} Further- MENT that 15 the SENIUS of Bauckham’s proposal.
INOLIC, everal of the extra-canonıcal Gospels NOM1- For instance, the Gospel of Mark arguabily stands
AFe specıfic audıences 0)4 promulgators (e:— SDE: 1n relatıon Paulıne Chrıistianıty S1InCce Mark D1VvES
of the ebrews, Gospel0Egyptuans, an SDE: of specıal emphasıs Chrıst'’s eat. partıcularly IS
the NAazarenes Cte).?“ Ihomas Kazen S1M1- redemptive sıgnıfıcance (Mk 10:45; 14:22-25;
larly that the extra-canonıcal Gospels ALC less Rom 1-25; Cor. 11:23-26); hıs 1eW of the
sectarıan than the canonıcal Gospels an that both 1Law thoroughly Paulıne k ZE19: Rom
WEIC iıntended for lıturgıcal Uus«Cc in cluster of ıke- > hıs Uus«c of the Ferm eu0agge/lıon 15 sımılar
mınded churches >° In> however, the Paul L: 45 8:39; 10:29; 13:10: 14:9;
tra-canonıcal Gospels AIC later creat10ns dependent Rom 1:1-  5 16-17; Gal 1:6-9; Cor. 3514298

the canonıcal Gospels. They WT wriıtten Dy anı hıs emphasıs Jesus feeding the children of
STOUDS argely the firınges of the ecarly Christian Israel Airst parallels Paul’s emphasıs the priority

aAM WEeTIC er10us contenders for of Israel VE Rom 1: 4O 15:8 Ihe GiOS-
the of “Scripture’ the wıder church. pe] of Mark W ds Uuse: 4S template DYy Matthew
Ihe canonıcal Gospels WO  s the day NOT due the who belongs torm of“Jewısh Christianıty”, AaN!
suppression of rıval STOUDS that composed theır DY ] uke who arguabily repr‘ CSCNHNLS torm of pPOSL-
OW) lıterature, but because the canonıcal Gospels Paulıne ‘Hellenistic Christianity”. Ihe question of
WEIC sed wıdely 1n the churches and connected relatıonshıp between Mark an John 15 noOtoOr1-
the STOFrY of Jesus the STOTCY Ör Israel Ihe SNOS- ously dıifAcult resolve, but there 15 reasonable
t1C Gospels lıke Thomas WEEIC composing lıterature probabiulıty that the Gospel ofJohn knows of Mark
for c  S relıg10N that diısconnected Jesus ftrom Is- anı buılds upON the Marcan Gospel CVeG1i) ıf It takes
rael’s sacred traditions.°* Kazen IMaYV be rıght that the StOl'y 1n 11C dırection AdS manıfesto for C]’o
OMAS anı atthew AL both sectarlan,°° but 1n hannıne Christianıty”.” In thıs Casc the cırculatıon
radıcally dıfferent CONTLEXTS Matthew seeks CS- and utılızatıon of the Gospel of Mark demonstrates
ablısh place for the Chriıstian V1S-A-VIS how, E amıdst the conflicting dıversıty of the
Judaısm, whıiılst OMAS seeks establısh place Chrıstian (: 1-14; Phıl Z
tor Chrıistian-gnosticısm V1S-A-VIS other Chrıiıstians. Jn Jude 4, 8-16; Rerv 2 14-16, 20-
hat makes Thomas intra-Chrıistian sectarıan 23)s ‘“Pauline Christianıty” interfaced wıth “Jewısh
wrıting. Also the Jewısh Chrıstian Gospels WCIC Chrıstianıty”, ‘Hellenistıic Chrıistianıty” and ‘Johan-
probably iıntended for Jewısh Christians. In the 1ne Christianıty”. hıs interface W as mostly poSsI1-
CdSC of the Gospel of Peter Call only speculate A t1ve in that the Gospels poster10r Mark aM NOT

1ts or1gın AaN! reception, but It IMaYy aVe ıntend- repudıate Mark’s narratıve christology, but A
ed cırculate wiıdely A the canonıcal Gospels AdS largely repeated hıs materı1al, tollowed hıs outlıne,

t56 Inevidenced Dy ıts Usc in Antıoch and updated the STOFY Su1t theır OW interests, AN|
Su. SOMIC extra-canonıcal Gospels (lıke T homas) expanded hıs 2CCOMNT where ark’s interests MeTt
WCIC ıntended tor ımıted readershıp anı that 15 theır OWI). hıs indıcates that Mark’s Gospel W asS

attrıbutable theır intra-Chrıistian sectarıan ten- ındeed taılored tor communıtıes beyond hıs COW)

dency. ther extra-canonıical Gospels WEIC iımmediıate cırcle.
for wıde cırculatıon Jewish Chrıstian Gospels and Thırd, Bauckham admıts that the Evangelısts
Gospel of Peter) largely OUuUtTt of imıtatıon of the had dıfferent understandıngs of Jesus aM Miıtchell
nonıcal Gospels. Bauckham 15 quıte rıght then complaıns that production of the Gospels 1n
fOcus the canonıcal Gospels, 4S they alone Cailıc terent localıties miıght explaın thıs distinctiveness.®

be regarded AS the courlers of the apostolıc Lra- hıs MaYy well be the CASC, but locale 15 only ONNC

factor that Can contrıbute dıstınctiveness, anddıtıon about Jesus despite the dıversıty ınherent
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1t 15 almost iımpossible that locale W asSs audıence the opposıte. I: 4S several
hermeneutically determ1ınatıve for AL YV element of patrıstic authors INSISt, Matthew for Jewısh
the Evangelıst"s iındıyıdual viewpoıint. Christians (Eusebius, Hıst. cel > Orıgen,

Mitchell ralses everal ther objections agalnst FYag. IN Matt 1.8) and 1 uke for Gentile Hhrıs-
Bauckham’s thes1s, anı S$INCe they relate her de- t1ans (Antı-Marcıonıite Prologue; Urıgen, FYrag. Hx
scr1ption of how patrıstic authors understood the COM In Matt 9-20) then ATC dealıng wıth
Gospel audıences ch: broadly address that facet Jarge STOUDS of people spread AC1O55 the Roman
ofher argument. Miıtchell ralises the Valı pomnt that mpıre and NOT ısolated cCcCOMMUNLItIES 1in CN lo-
patrıstic authors attrıbute the Gospels catıon. 1tf patristic nOotI1ons of partıcularıty-
tıcularıstic audıences. Even D faıl SC how thıs Pass all the Gentile Chrıistians 1n the Greco-Roman
ımpugns Bauckham’s ar gument that the kvange- world, 0)8( CAaNNOT help but thınk that the meanıng
StS for broad audıence. Miıtchell’s detaıled of partıcularıty 15 being stretched.
INquıry 1NtO patrıstic Gospel eriticısm 15 LLOTC Finally, detaıl worth noting 15 that the repeated
than Wırkungsgeschiucte of how the Gospels WEIC objection that the Gospels mıght aV Gn WTrIt-
understood 1in the early centurıes of the COTNMMON ten inıtially for ımmediıate of readers lıke
Ca AN! provıdes evidence of who the intend- Chrıstian house church Christian benefac-
ed Hesh aAM blood readers WEeIC She makes thıs LOr aMı hıs household an only then for wıder
pomt explicıtly: “Ihe poınt ftor OUTL* Bauckham’s The Gospel For All Christians Revisited *  it is almost impossible to prove that locale was  audience prove the exact opposite. If, as several  hermeneutically determinative for any element of  patristic authors insist, Matthew wrote for Jewish  the Evangelist’s individual viewpoint.  Christians (Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 3.39.16; Origen,  Mitchell raises several other objections against  Frag. in Matt. 1.8) and Luke for Gentile Chris-  Bauckham’s thesis, and since they relate to her de-  tians (Anti-Marcionite Prologue; Origen, Frag. Ex  scription of how patristic authors understood the  comm. in Matt. 1.19-20) then we are dealing with  Gospel audiences I shall broadly address that facet  large groups of people spread across the Roman  of her argument. Mitchell raises the valid point that  Empire and not isolated communities ın one lo-  patristic authors did attribute to the Gospels par-  cation. If patristic notions of particularıty encom-  ticularistic audiences. Even so, I fail to see how this  pass all the Gentile Christians in the Greco-Roman  impugns Bauckham’s argument that the Evange-  world, one cannot help but think that the meaning  lists wrote for a broad audience. Mitchell’s detailed  of particularity is being stretched.  inquiry into patristic Gospel criticism is no more  Finally, a detail worth noting is that the repeated  than a Wirkungsgeschicte o£ how the Gospels were  objection that the Gospels might have been writ-  understood in the early centuries of the common  ten initially for an immediate group of readers like  era and provides no evidence of who the intend-  a Christian house church or a Christian benefac-  ed flesh and blood readers were. She makes this  tor and his household and only then for wider  point explicitly: “The point for our purposes ... 1s  circulation is wholly compatible with Bauckham’s  not to argue that this tradition is historically accu-  thesis.® The hypothesis does not demand the par-  rate, but to insist that it does represent what some  ticular/ universal dichotomy that many impute to  early church readers $hought about the origins of  Bauckham. The centre of gravity of the Gospel for  the gospels (in this case, Mark).’! The statement  all Christians is that the literary phenomenon of  from Papias referring to the origins of Mark (Euse-  the Gospels is not conducive to the type of intra-  bius, Hist. Eccl. 3.39.15) is the source most likely  community origination normally assigned to their  to convey a kernel of historical information, but  origin given what ıs known of the circulation of  that is only going to convince one side of the de-  Christian leaders and literature in the first-century.  bate about Mark’s origins since proponents of the  Galilee/Syria view reject all the arguments from pa-  tristic traditions.  Conclusion  Mitchell labours the point that that Bauckham  Despite the criticisms leveled against Bauckham’s  was wrong to assert that “all readers without excep-  Gospel for all Christians the hypothesis that the  tion before the mid-twentieth century missed the  Gospels were written for both immediate sup-  (alleged) hermeneutical relevance of the Matthean  porters and for broad circulation is arguably sus-  community to the interpretion of Matthew”.® No-  tainable. The common appeals to diversity in the  where does Bauckham deny that readers prior to  ecarly church and the non-canonical Gospels do not  the twentieth century were aware of traditions of  undermine the integrity of the notion that the Gos-  locality, rather his point is that the particularity as-  pels were composed for audiences wider than any  signed to the Gospels did not carry the hermeneuti-  one specific community. What is more likely to me  cal baggage that modern authors assign to these  is that the Gospels were written to tell the story of  purported Gospel communities. Mitchell’s attempt  Jesus for Christians in the Greco-Roman world.  to identify particularized audiences as having  hermeneutical significance for patristic interpreters  (e.g. John Chrysostom)® confuses hermeneutics  Notes  Richard Bauckham, ed., The Gospel for AIl Christians:  with apologetics. Associating the Evangelists with  particular figures or places (e.g Mark in Rome with  Rethinking the Gospel Audiences (Grand Rapids, MI:  Peter) anchored the Gospels in apostolic testimony,  Eerdmans, 1998).  Richard Bauckham, ‘For Whom Were the Gospels  and accounted for the plurality of Gospels and di-  Written?” iın The Gospel for All Christians, ed. Richard  vergence in details. Apart from apologetic cameos,  Bauckham (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1998),  audiences were not invoked in order to provide a  hermeneutical grid through which the details of  pp- 9-48.  Bauckham, ‘For Whom Were the Gospels Written?”  the Gospel were interpreted.  pp- 26-30.  A further problem is that some of the patristic  Bauckham, ‘For Whom Were the Gospels Written?’  authors whom Mitchell cites in favour of limited  p: 30.  Euro]ThiT5S:1 e 1115 cırculatıon 15 wholly compatıble wıth Bauckham’s
NOT aAarguc that thıs tradıtıon 15 hıstorically AdCCU- thesıis.©* Ihe hypothesıs O€Ss NOT demand the Dar-
rate, but 1Nsıst that 1It O€s rCPrESCHL what ıcular/ unıversal ıchotomy that Man y ımpute
carly church readers rhought about the Or1g1Ns of Bauckham. Ihe GECHNETE of graVity of the Gospel for
the gospels (ın thıs CaASC, Mark).’°* Ihe STatement all Chrıistians 15 that the lıterary phenomenon of
from Papıas referring the Or1gINs of Mark Euse- the Gospels 15 NOT conducıve the LYPC of intra-
DIUs, Hıst. OE 15 the SOUICC MOST lıkely COomMuUNnıItYy or1ıgınatıon normally assıgned theır

CONVCY kernel of hıstorıcal iınformatıon, but or1gın gıven what 15 known of the cırculatıon of
that 15 only SOINS CONVINCE OILlC sıde of the de- Chrıistian eaders and lıterature 1n the fırst-century.ate about Mark’s Org1Ns SInce PrODONCNLS of the
Galılee/Syrıa 1e6W reject all theufrom Da
TISE1C tradıtions. Conclusion

Miıtchell abours the pomt that that Bauckham Despite the crıtic1ısms eveled agaınst Bauckham’s
Was ASSECTT that °al] readers wıthout CD- SDE for all Chrıistians the hypothesıis that the
tıon before the mıd-twentieth mıssed the Gospels WCIC wrıtten for both iımmediıate SUP-
(alleged) hermeneutical relevance of the Matthean porters an for broad cırculatıon 15 arguably SUS-

communıty the interpretion ofMatthew)”.©% No- taınable. Ihe COIMMNMON appeals dıversity ın the
where O€Ss Bauckham deny that readers prıor carly church AN! the non-canonıcal Gospels do NOT
the twentieth CCI'11'UIY WEIC of tradıtı1ons of undermıne the integrity of the notion that the GoOoSs-
localıty, rather hıs pomnt 15 that the particularıty d5- pels WEIC composed for audıences wıder than al y
sıgned the Gospels NOT Carr’ y the hermeneult1- OC specıfic COomMmMuUnıtYy. What 15 INOIC lıkely
cal baggage that modern authors assıgn these 15 that the Gospels WEeTITC wrıtten tell the StOFY of
purported Gospel communıtıes. MitchelPs attempt Jesus tor Christians 1n the Greco-Roman world

ıdentify partıcularızed audıences 4S havıng
hermeneutical sıgnıfıcance tor patrıstıc interpreters
(E:g John Chrysostom)®° confuses hermeneutics Otes

chard Bauckham, cd.. The Gospel for Al OChristians:wıth apologetics. Assoclatıng the Evangelısts wıth
partıcular ngures CL places (Mark Rome wıth Rethinkıng the Gospel Audıences ran Rapıds, MI
Feter) anchored the Gospels 1n apostolıc test1moOnYy, C  ans. 1998

chard Bauckham, “For Whom Were the Gospelsand accounted for the pluralıty of Gospels an - Wrıtten”?” In The Gospel for LANS, ed chardIn detaıls. Apart from apologetic CaInNCcOS, Bauckham (Grand Rapıds, MI CI  ans,audıences WEeIC NOLT ınvoked 1n order provıde
hermeneutical grid through hıch the detaıls f

90-4  e
Bauckham, °For Whom Were the Gospels Wrıtten??

the Gospel WEeTITC interpreted. 26-30
further problem 1S that SOLIMIIC of the patrıstic Bauckham, °hor Whom Were the Gospels Wrıitten”??

authors whom Miıtchell cıtes iın favour of ımıted
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Bauckham, °For Whom Were the Gospels Wrıtten?? SiICL mmunıty Gospel iın arly Chrıistian-
3()- iIty- 242

au  am, °For Whom Were the Gospels Wrıtten?? 15 Rıchard Bauckham, Response Phılıp SIier,  53
51 (1998); 249-253o  Ralph Martın, Mark Evangelıst and T heologıan obın Lane FOX, Pagans and Chrıstians In the Medt-

Carlısle: Paternoster, I9 ert EIVTANEAN Orld from the ECON: en LO the
Fowler, OAVPES and Fıshes. The Function Feeding COonversiOon Constantıine (2d ed London Pen-
StOrVE1LS In the Gospel (SBLDS 54; Chıiıco, Qu1n, JLE
Scholars, 833 Mary Tolbert, S0OWINg Burridge, writes, why, and for whom?”’?
the DE Mark World In Literary and ıstor1ıcal dl
Perspectiwe ınneapolıs Fotress, 55 Joel Marcus  ö Mark 1 (AB; New York Doubleday,
304-4; Beavıs, Mark ÄAudıence. The Literary 26-28
and Socıal etting JL (Sheffield: Shef- arcus, Mark 1-
field Academıiıc Press, 1989), /L 72 Bengst 20 arcus, Mar I'a 26027
Holmberg, S0cwlogy and the New Testament: An 71 arcus, Mar  g 1-
Äbppraisal ınneapolıs: Fortress, 199) 124-25; 3 arcus, Mar I- Z SB
.Books and Aders In the AVVY Church 23 Davıd Sım, “{ he Gospel for Chrıstians?

(New Haven: Yale Universıity FteSss, J02: Response Rıchard Bauckham,’ JSNT 2001),
Martın Hengel, The OUY Gospels and the One O. 3-2  NI
f Jesus hrıst (trans John Bowden  ‘5 London Sım, “CIhe spe. for Christians?

6-15 25 Sım, “CThe spe. for Chrıistians?? ö: Bauck-
See reviews ı® Duff, Anıyıl (1999): 134- ham, °For Whom Were the Gospels Wrıtten??
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