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Abstract

Redaction Criticism has come into prominence in the 20th century
largely through the works of Willi Marxen, G nther Bronkamm, and Hans
Conzelmann on the synoptic gospels. It is based upon two other critical
approaches to the Gospels - Source Criticism and Form Criticism. The
prevailing theory of Source Criticism was the “two document theory,” that
is, Matthew used Mark and another source(Q) in composing his Gospel.
From Criticism seeks to get to the preliterary stage of oral tradition behind
the written sources. Yet both Source Criticism and Form Criticism tended
to fragment and atomize the Gospels.

Accordingly, Redaction Criticism arose to correct the onesideness of
the other two approaches. However, it should not be assumed that
Redaction Criticism denies the insights of the other two approaches. On
the contrary, Redaction Criticism has presupposition of the validity of
both Source and Form Criticism. Thus, it is clear that Redaction Criticism
invariably has inherited their presuppositions that the Bible is merely a
human production and the historical Jesus cannot have preformed the
miraculous deeds attributed to Him in the Gospels. Certainly, this
discipline is problematical because of its “creative” aspect. As a result of
it, the questions about the Gospel” s historical accuracy were raised.

Though we think that the value of Redaction Criticism lies in

focusing attention once again on the evangelists as authors rather than as a
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mere collectors of tradition, it seems that there is a proneness in this
discipline to exalt the human writer more than the primary author, the
Holy Spirit. Also it must be said that Redaction Criticism failed to realize
the historical continuity between Jesus and the writers of Gospels. The
understanding of the unbiblical presuppositions, antisupernatural biases
and methodological assumptions behind Redaction Criticism as practiced
by most scholars gave rise to a serious question about the basic nature of
it.

Furthermore, most attempts of the so-called evangelical redaction
criticism which tried to maintain the inspiration, inerrancy and historicity
of the Bible have thus far been unsuccessful. Accordingly, it seems that
the term “evangelical redaction criticism” is inappropriate for evangelicals
because the use of the term may give others misunderstanding of it. That
is to say, the use of the term may intimate that there is no problem in
Redaction Criticism. By the use of the term, it may be possible for many
others to accept it thoughtlessly. In fact, the term carries with it the non-
historical presuppositions of the discipline.

Particularly, it should be recognized that because of its close
connection with Source Criticism and Form Criticism this discipline
inherited all their problems, and neglect of this essential connection
cannot fail to lead to excessive confidence in such an approach. If we
continue to use the term “Redaction Criticism” and some of its
methodologies, it is possible for a evangelical to follow the pattern of
radical redaction critics. As a result of it, even though he confesses

inerrancy and historicity of the Scriptures, he will become to deny it



involuntarily. So we must always remember that making a little
compromise and concession will bring about tremendous results at last.
Also we must take a lesson from other evangelicals’ mistakes.

Therefore, the major problems in Redaction Criticism must be
considered:

First, Redaction Criticism has dependence on the Four-Document
Hypothesis, that is, the theory that Matthew and Luke used four specific
sources in composing their Gospels.

Sééond, there is Historical skepticism in Redaction Criticism.

- Third, the redaction critics have too often refused any attempt to
harmonize and in some cases absolutely deny the possibility of
harmonizing parallel accounts of the same events and discourses in the
Gospels.

- Fcurth, for redaction critics, it is impossible to reconstruct a
theology of Jesus because they assume the emphases invented by the
Gospel writers which are attributed to Jesus.

: Fifth, most redaction critics seldom see the Gospels as the words of
Jesus; rather they see them as theological modifications of the teachings of
Jesus or as original creations of the Gospel writers themselves.

- Sixth, it is evident that Redaction Criticism modified the
grammatical-historical system of interpretation which has been the
guideline among evangelical exegetes.

Consequently, it can be said that the evaluation on Redaction
Criticism is inclined to the negative side because of its historical roots and

non-historical erroneous presuppositions.
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