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Smn.: Undesigned Coincidences in the Gospels
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Good morning/afternoon, everyone. 

In our studies of the Gospels, we’ve been looking at them in two dimensions—reading them for what they say on the surface, which is one dimension, and then digging deeper by going through the historical and cultural background, which is another dimension. 
Today I’d like to explore another dimension, which is seeing how the Gospel accounts intersect and interlock with one another in ways that prove they are written accounts by eyewitness observers who saw these accounts firsthand (as is the case with Matthew and John), or by those who spoke to people who personally witnessed or participated in these events (like Mark, who is essentially giving us Peter’s account, and Luke, who tells us that he wrote up what others told him). This is called “Undesigned Coincidences.”
This concept or term sounds a little vague and hard to grasp up front, but I’ll explain as we go along and look at some examples. That’s how we’ll really begin to understand the idea.

But before we do that, I’d like to start today by introducing you to two well-known scholars. The first is Bart Ehrman.
Bart Ehrman is a very smart guy. He has written or edited more than 25 books, several of which were bestsellers. He taught four years at Rutgers University and then at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill for the last 25 years. He has both a masters and doctors degree from Princeton University. He has served as both the Director of Graduate Studies and the Chair of the Department of Religious Studies. He started his career studying to be a minister and a Christian university, but over time he became an agnostic and now seems to be more of an atheist than anything. Now his career is devoted mostly to arguing that the gospels are forgeries written by authors much later than the first century. Here is a typical quote from one of his more recent books:
“Some books, such as the Gospels, … had been written anonymously, only later to be ascribed to certain authors who probably did not write them (apostles and friends of the apostles).”

—Bart Ehrman, Jesus, Interrupted (2011), pp. 101‐02.
The second scholar I’d like to introduce you to another very smart guy by the name of Richard Dawkins.
Richard Dawkins received his masters and doctors degree from Oxford University in England and taught there as a professor of science until his retirement in 2008 when he realized he could make much more money writing and selling books than he could as a professor. He is one of the world’s best-known atheists and advocates of evolution. He also is a best-selling author and his most famous book, which sold more than 2 million copies, is titled The God Delusion. Here’s a quote from that book:
“The gospels are not reliable accounts of what happened in the history of the real world. All were written long after the death of Jesus, and also after the epistles of Paul, which mention almost none of the alleged facts of Jesus’ life.”

“Nobody knows who the four evangelists were, but they almost certainly never met Jesus personally.”

Richard Dawkins, The God Delusion (2006)
So here we see the opinions of two very intelligent guys, but do they know what they’re talking about? Why do they come to those conclusions? We’ll address that in the sermon today. To disprove what they’re saying, we need to look at Undesigned Coincidences in the Gospels.
As we’ve been reading through the Gospels you’ve no doubt noticed that some of the accounts are very similar. We’ve read where Matthew, Mark and Luke talk about the same events and their wording is very similar. Sometimes it’s even identical, with identical wording in places between Matthew and Mark and Mark and Luke. So what’s going on here? And then we come to John, and John seems to deliberately avoid talking about the things that the other Gospel writers wrote about. 
Because the gospels of Matthew, Mark and Luke are so similar in many places, they are called the synoptic Gospels. What does this mean? Synoptic means “seeing with one eye.” That means the Gospels of Matthew, Mark and Luke for the most part write about the same things in the same way, covering a lot of the same information. John’s Gospel is very different in its perspective and what he writes about, so it is not one of the synoptic Gospels. 

But back to Matthew, Mark and Luke—why are they so similar? Bart Ehrman and Richard Dawkins would say it’s simple—they’re simply copies of a document that was a forgery to begin with, therefore they’re all copies of something that was never true. 
Two Questions 

Why are there four Gospels? 

Why four Gospels? If we had only one account, how would we know whether the person who wrote it was telling us the truth? There’s no way we could know for sure. It’s one person’s story, and maybe he’s telling the truth and maybe he isn’t. We’re familiar with the principle found throughout the Bible of having two witnesses to establish a fact. To convict a person of a crime under the legal system of the Bible, you had to have two witnesses to establish the facts. One witness wasn’t enough. If there were only one witness, the accused would go free because there was no way to verify whether what he said was the truth. 
So in having four Gospels, God has given us twice the number of required witnesses to establish facts—four instead of two. Two are personal eyewitnesses and disciples, Matthew and John, and two wrote their accounts based on eyewitness testimony, Mark writing from what Peter told him and Luke writing from what eyewitnesses told him. And as we go through the sermon today, we’ll see that these four accounts interweave and interlock with each other like pieces of a puzzle in a way that proves their authenticity.
Our second question is: 2. Can we tell, by comparing two passages of Scripture with one another, that both are authentic and credible historical records? 

We can find passages where two different writers tell the same story, perhaps even in the same words. But—One of the documents might have been copied from the other one, particularly if the accounts are very similar and use very similar wording. And for that matter, both of them might have been copied from some underlying document. You don’t buy two copies of USA Today to prove whether something happened or not. They’re two copies of the same thing, not two independent sources that you can use to confirm one another. 
So how can we tell whether we have two independent witnesses as opposed to one writer simply copying from the other? How can we rule out this possibility on internal evidence alone? There is an answer to this, and it’s found by looking at Undesigned Coincidences. Here’s how it works. 
Sometimes two works by different authors intersect and interlock in a way that would be very unlikely if one of them were copied from the other or both were copied from a common source. 

For example, one book may mention in passing a detail that answers some question raised by the other. The two records fit together like pieces of a jigsaw puzzle. One Gospel has a hole in it that isn’t answered, and another of the Gospels provides the missing piece of the puzzle that perfectly fills that hole. If we have something like this, that’s good evidence that we’re not dealing with copies or fictions or forgeries. 
Fictions and forgeries aren’t like this. If you’re simply making up the story, why would you leave loose ends or raise questions? Why would you leave holes in the puzzle? You don’t have to do that—its not reality, so you can say whatever you want to without leaving any loose ends or unanswered questions. Forgers don’t want to do that. It’s a work of fiction, so you can fill it out any way you want. So if these are fictions and forgeries, you shouldn’t have any loose ends and unanswered questions. There’s no reason to leave something that would make a later reader come along and say, “I don’t understand this” or “That’s a little puzzling.”
Moreover, if the documents are written by different people, you can’t control what someone will come along and say later. You can’t count on someone coming along later and filling in some of the blanks or tying up some of the loose ends to explain what you wrote because you’re not the author of all of them.  

But like a jigsaw puzzle, we would expect to find such perfect interlocking in independent, authentic, detailed records of the same real events told by different people who knew what they were talking about. Then we would expect to find some interlocking. 
All of that may sound rather abstract, so let’s look at an example. We’ll first look at an example from an incident that we covered several months ago, but I didn’t make this particular point then. 
Example #1: Matthew 8:14-16 

14 Now when Jesus had come into Peter’s house, He saw his wife’s mother lying sick with a fever.
15 So He touched her hand, and the fever left her. And she arose and served them.
16 When evening had come, they brought to Him many who were demon-possessed. And He cast out the spirits with a word, and healed all who were sick . . .
What’s puzzling about that passage? If the people believed that Jesus could truly heal the sick, why did they wait until evening to come to Him? If you want a doctor’s appointment, and you need it now because something’s wrong with you, will you settle for an appointment three months from now? Or two months? Or one month? No, you want to get in right away. So why do these people wait until evening to come to this rabbi who can work miracles and heal the sick? You can read Matthew’s account in chapter 8, and you find no explanation. 
So what’s going on? We have to turn to Mark, who describes the same event in Mark 1:21, 29-32. If you want to follow it in your Harmony, you can look on page 18 in the middle. 

21 Then they went into Capernaum, and immediately on the Sabbath He entered the synagogue and taught. . . .
30 But Simon’s wife’s mother lay sick with a fever, and they told Him about her at once.
31 So He came and took her by the hand and lifted her up, and immediately the fever left her . . .
32 At evening, when the sun had set, they brought to Him all who were sick and those who were demon-possessed.
The Jews were very puritanical when it came to how they observed the Sabbath. Some even taught that it was unlawful to heal on the Sabbath day. So the sun goes down and the Sabbath ends, and everyone comes to be healed by Him.
So what does this tell us? Do you see how these interconnect? Is Matthew copying from Mark? That's not a plausible explanation, because Matthew leaves out some key details like this one that Mark includes. Is Mark copying from Matthew? He can’t be, because he has some details that Matthew doesn’t have. But the bit of key information that Mark includes gives us the answer to a question that naturally arises when we read what Matthew wrote.

I’d like you to start drawing a chart on your paper that looks like this, putting one of the Gospel writers in the four corners. It doesn't have to be large, something about two inches high will do.  And we’ll start drawing lines to illustrate these interconnections where one Gospel writer provides the answers to questions that come from the other Gospel writer’s account. In this case Mark explains Matthew, so we’ll draw a line from Mark to Matthew because Mark is explaining Matthew. 
Now this is just one example. Maybe you could explain this away by saying that Matthew is copying from Mark, but he got tired so he left out some of the details in Mark. That is possible. But that’s not the way to bet because the one detail Matthew leaves out leaves us with a question. So strictly speaking it is possible, but not likely. 

It’s possible in the way that if you’re playing cards with somebody and he keeps coming up with three or four aces hand after hand. It’s possible, but you have to start wondering who shuffled the cards if this is really a matter of chance. At some point the mounting probabilities start to catch up and you have to say this didn’t just happen by chance; something else is going on here. Once maybe, twice possibly, but when it starts happening time and time again, obviously something else is going on. If we discover many undersigned coincidences, many examples of interlocking pieces between the Gospels, it become ridiculous to suggest or believe that they’re all just accidental.
So we have to face the cumulative force of this evidence:
One undesigned coincidence might be an accident—like having two unrelated pieces of a jigsaw puzzle fit together, just by chance. But if we discover many undesigned coincidences crisscrossing the documents, it becomes ridiculous to insist that they are all just accidental. 

Let’s look at another one. Example #2: Luke 9:28-30, 35-36
This is the story of the transfiguration. Jesus takes Peter, James and John up onto a mountain where he is transfigured into a glorified state before them. And then Moses and Elijah appear with Him and they begin talking with one another. And then a voice comes out of heaven saying, “This is My beloved Son. Hear Him!”
28 . . . He took Peter, John, and James and went up on the mountain to pray.
29 As He prayed, the appearance of His face was altered, and His robe became white and glistening.
30 And behold, two men talked with Him, who were Moses and Elijah.
35 And a voice came out of the cloud, saying, “This is My beloved Son. Hear Him!”
And then what happens? As Luke tells the story,
36 . . . But they kept quiet, and told no one in those days any of the things they had seen.
They WHAT? 
They kept silent and told no one anything of what they had seen. Why? If you had been there and seen your rabbi conversing with Moses and Elijah and had seen him transfigured before you and heard a voice from heaven saying this was His Son and to listen to Him, would you have kept silent and not told anyone? And it wasn’t just you, but two other disciples with you who had witnessed the same thing? Would you really keep quiet about it? And keep in mind which command is the one most broken in the Gospels—when Jesus tells people not to tell others and they go out and do it anyway. Why would they keep quiet about this?
At the very least this is a very puzzling reaction. But it becomes less puzzling when we go to the parallel passage in Mark 9:9. You can find this at the top of page 57 in your harmony of the Gospels. 
9 Now as they came down from the mountain, He commanded them that they should tell no one the things they had seen, till the Son of Man had risen from the dead.
Do you see the interlocking here? Mark gives us the command but doesn’t say whether they obeyed it. Luke records their obedience but omits the command which provides the explanation for what they did. Without that command the disciples’ reaction makes no sense, but with the command it all comes together and makes sense.
If you’re doing your chart, here’s an opportunity to draw another arrow from Mark to Luke, because mark here explains what Luke records. Is Luke copying from Mark? No, because you can compare the two accounts and see that Luke includes some details that Mark leaves out, including this key piece of instruction. Is Mark copying from Luke? No, because Mark leaves out some key pieces of information that Luke includes. So neither one is copying his account from the other. We have two independent accounts, each with their own details. You can see the same thing with Matthew there in the Harmony.
Let’s now do a pair of them. We find a third and fourth example in Mark 6:31, 34, 39
This is describing the setting for the feeding of the 5,000: 
31 And He said to them, “Come aside by yourselves to a deserted place and rest a while.” For there were many coming and going, and they did not even have time to eat. . . .
34 And Jesus, when He came out, saw a great multitude and was moved with compassion for them, because they were like sheep not having a shepherd. So He began to teach them many things. . . .
39 Then He commanded them to make them all sit down in groups on the green grass. 
All four of the Gospels record this miracle, but Mark includes two little details that none of the others include—which is a little surprising since his is the shortest of the four Gospels. Notice these two details: First he notes that there were many coming and going, and then he notes that later on, as Jesus is about to feed them, He commanded them all to sit down in groups on the green grass. The word “green” doesn't get used much in the New Testament—only four times, and this is the only time its’ used in the Gospels. 
How many of you have been to the area of Galilee in Israel? How much green grass did you see? This is a photo of a hillside in Galilee, and as you can see, “green” isn’t the first word that would come to mind in describing this scene. This is an interesting little detail, because most of the year in Israel the grass is brown and tan and dry like we see here. 
Now let’s look at John 6, where John gives us the timing of this event in John 6:3-4—
3 And Jesus went up on the mountain, and there He sat with His disciples.
4 Now the Passover, a feast of the Jews, was near.
You can see this on page 47 of your Harmony of the Gospels.
The weeks just before and after Passover are the growing season in Israel, because the rainy season that began six months earlier has just concluded. So the hillsides would be covered with green grass—one of the few times in the year when this would be an accurate description. So this corresponds with one of Mark’s little details. Also, at Passover season the roads would be thronged with great crowds of pilgrims—hundreds of thousands of people traveling to Jerusalem to keep this great Feast. This would also explain why Jesus wanted to get away with His disciples by themselves to have some privacy for a short while before this miracle takes place. 
So notice the interlocking details. Mark tells us there were many people traveling, but doesn’t say why. Mark also tells us there was green grass, but doesn't mention the time of year. John tells us this happened just before Passover, which explains these two details in Mark. So you can draw another line on your chart from John to Mark, where John gives us one details which helps us understand two of the details Mark mentions in his Gospel.
Let’s do another one. We find it in Matthew 14:1-2 where it talks about Herod Antipas, ruler over much of Galilee. 
1 At that time Herod the tetrarch heard the report about Jesus
2 and said to his servants, “This is John the Baptist; he is risen from the dead, and therefore these powers are at work in him.”
Herod Antipas is rather freaked out. Why is he freaked out? Because he’s the one who had John the baptizer locked up and beheaded, and now he hears of this other great prophet like John who is doing great work and great crowds of people are coming to Him. 
Two questions arise here that aren’t answered by Matthew. First, why is Herod talking about this matter to his servants? He’s the ruler and normally wouldn’t be conversing with his servants about such things; he’d be talking with the upper class who were more his peers. And second, how would Matthew know what Herod had said to his servants in the privacy of his own palace? You can read through Matthew’s account and you get no clue. Critics of the Bible have an easy answer. They just say, “He made it up! It’s all fiction!” But we can do better than that. We can do better than that because of a little detail Luke records in an entirely different context on an entirely different subject.
Let’s notice this in Luke 8:1-3— 
It’s just a passing comment on the women who accompanied Jesus Christ and the disciples, who would’ve included Matthew. 
1 . . . He [Jesus] went through every city and village, preaching and bringing the glad tidings of the kingdom of God. And the twelve were with Him,
2 and certain women who had been healed of evil spirits and infirmities—Mary called Magdalene, out of whom had come seven demons,
3 and Joanna the wife of Chuza, Herod’s steward, and Susanna, and many others who provided for Him from their substance.
One of the women who followed Jesus was Joanna the wife of Herod’s steward as it’s called here, which would essentially be the business manager of the king. So we see that a follower of Jesus was the wife of one of Herod’s key staff. So how did Matthew know what was being talked about by Herod Antipas in his palace? A woman who was in a position to know was also a follower of Jesus walking those same Galilee roads alongside Matthew himself. Matthew was also a tax collector who worked for Herod Antipas, so it makes perfect sense that Matthew would’ve also know the wife of Herod’s business manager before either Matthew or Joanna became followers of Jesus, so it’s natural that they would’ve shared this kind of information. 
It’s no mystery now. We have a perfectly rational explanation for how Matthew knew what was being said in Herod’s palace, and we also see why Herod would’ve discussed this with his servants—because they had connections with Jesus’ followers. 

Does anyone think that Luke threw that little bit of information about Joanna into his Gospel to help explain where Matthew got his information? Let’s be realistic. It’s simply truthful reporting of details that interact with each other to give us an accurate picture that these are indeed independent accounts recording real events for us. These facts aren’t connected at all in the way they’re written, yet they link together neatly. So now you can draw another line on your chart, because Luke’s little detail in passing here helps explain information that Matthew recorded in his. 
Let’s see another one in Matthew 11:21, where Jesus declares woes on some of the cities in which He did His work.  
21 Woe to you, Chorazin! Woe to you, Bethsaida! For if the mighty works which were done in you had been done in Tyre and Sidon, they would have repented long ago in sackcloth and ashes.
Not to sound stupid, but what mighty works? Nothing Matthew has reported up to this point in his Gospel gives us any clue. He’s written nothing about miracles in Chorazin and Bethsaida. Capernaum, yes, but not these two cities. Do the other Gospels tell us anything that helps explain this? They do indeed, but let’s hold that thought for a for minutes.
Let’s do a mental exercise and say we’re going to invent a Gospel story. After all, that’s what the Bible critics say the Gospels are—nothing more than simply fabricated stories. If they can do it, why can’t we?
Here’s how we’re going to do it. We’re going to make up a story that involves Jesus and one of His disciples, and it will involve two common things from everyday life. Let’s say it will involve money and food. So to start off the story, which disciple do you pick? How many of you would say Judas, since he was the treasurer? How about Matthew, since he was a tax collector and familiar with money? How about Peter, because he’s in the middle of everything and Jesus interacts with him more than any other disciple? So if you’re going to make up a story, you’d likely choose Judas or Matthew or Peter, because all of these would make sense. 
So with that in mind, let’s go to John 6:5—
5 Then Jesus lifted up His eyes, and seeing a great multitude coming toward Him, He said to Philip, “Where shall we buy bread, that these may eat?”
Why Philip?
Why would Philip be the right guy to ask this question of? Philip isn’t exactly one of the most mentioned disciples. After the calling of the disciples, Philip only shows up here and in two other places, so he’s one of the disciples who is rarely mentioned. He’s basically a non-entity. Very little is said about him. So why Philip?

Let’s see what we can glean starting over in Luke 9:10-11—
10 And the apostles, when they had returned, told Him all that they had done. Then He took them and went aside privately into a deserted place belonging to the city called Bethsaida.
Bethsaida is one of the towns that Jesus pronounced woes on that we just read about. And what were the mighty works Jesus did there that should’ve made people stand up and pay attention? What we’re reading here is the setup in Luke for the feeding of the 5,000. 
11 But when the multitudes knew it, they followed Him . . .
So the setting here is an empty place outside of Bethsaida. Do you begin to get an idea of what one of the mighty works was that was done in Bethsaida?
Now let’s put together another piece of the puzzle from over in John 12:21—
It’s a totally different scene at a totally different time at a totally different place where some Greeks want to see Jesus and they come to Philip and John writes—
21 Then they came to Philip, who was from Bethsaida in Galilee . . .
John just mentions in passing that Philip was from Bethsaida in Galilee, and now it all comes together and makes sense. The pieces fit together. 
Jesus is about to feed the 5,000. John doesn’t tell you where it is—he doesn’t mention Bethsaida as the setting of the miracle. Luke tells you where that is, but doesn’t mention Philip. Only by putting them together can we understand why Jesus speaks to Philip in John 6:5, asking him where to buy bread. The mighty works that were done at Bethsaida included this feeding of the 5,000. You can see all four accounts on pages 46 and 47 of the Harmony of the Gospels, but even there it doesn’t explain that Philip is from Bethsaida. That detail doesn’t emerge until much later in the Gospels.
So on your chart you can draw two more connection lines here. You can draw one from Luke to John, because Luke explains where the miracle takes place, and you can draw one from Luke to Matthew, because now we have an example of a great miracle that took place at Bethsaida for which Jesus pronounced woe upon that city. Notice also that now we have interlocking connections between all four Gospels.
Let’s look at another one from Mark 14:58, 15:29—
Here Jesus is being accused before Caiphas and the Sanhedrin, and notice the odd accusation that’s made:
58 “We heard Him say, ‘I will destroy this temple made with hands, and within three days I will build another made without hands.’” . . .
And then later, while he is being crucified, we see people mocking Him with this same odd accusation:
29 And those who passed by blasphemed Him, wagging their heads and saying, “Aha! You who destroy the temple and build it in three days,
30 “save Yourself, and come down from the cross!”
On the face of it, this accusation is ludicrous. But at the same time, for it to be repeated and taken seriously like it is here, there must be some kind of basis or plausibility for them to make this charge. But you can read throughout Matthew, Mark and Luke and you wont find anything that could plausibly be the basis for this charge. You don’t find anything that could be twisted to mean anything like this. So where does this come from?
For that we need to look at John 2:18-19— 
The setting for this is at the beginning of Christ’s ministry when He overturns the tables of the moneychangers and chases the animals out of the temple. They demand to know by what authority He does this and notice His reply: 
18 So the Jews answered and said to Him, “What sign do You show to us, since You do these things?”
19 Jesus answered and said to them, “Destroy this temple, and in three days I will raise it up.”
Here we see a statement that Jesus says, “Destroy this temple, and in three days I will raise it up.”
But they didn’t get it. They thought He was referring to the physical temple in which He had done these things, when He was actually referring to the spiritual temple of His body that they would destroy and it would be raised again after three days. 
So what we see in the interlocking of the Gospels is that John gives us the original statement of Jesus but not its use several years later as an accusation; the Synoptics give us the accusation but not the original statement when Christ cleansed the temple at the beginning of His ministry. Neither of these is copied from the other. Only when you put them together can you see that this is where this charge came from—and they remembered it and drug it up three years later. That was the real historical episode that gave rise to the false accusation against Him several years later.
We see that the network of interconnections keeps growing. For a second time we see John explaining something that we see in Mark. 
Let’s look at another example in John 21:15. This is interesting because it’s an entire chapter devoted to interactions between Jesus and His disciples after the resurrection. So take note that the whole setting of this presupposes that the miracle of the resurrection has taken place and Jesus is appearing and interacting with His disciples in Galilee after this has taken place. This is significant because this interconnection isn’t about just any historical event, it’s about a historical event that takes place after Jesus has been crucified and risen from the dead. So if this account is true, then the miracle of Christ’s resurrection from the dead has to also be true. So look at what Jesus says to Peter.
15 So when they had eaten breakfast, Jesus said to Simon Peter, “Simon, son of Jonah, do you love Me more than these?”
He’s asking Peter, “Do you love me more than these others love Me?” and not “Do you love Me more than you love these others?” Jesus is often blunt, but He’s not needlessly cruel. Why would He say something so pointed to Peter that must have been very painful to him—“Do you love me more than these others love Me?” Why would Jesus say that? Why didn’t He say to Peter, “Do you love Me as much as these others love Me?” No, He pushes it and says, “Do you love me more than these others love Me?” Why the emphasis on more? 
What’s going on with that? Nowhere in the Gospel of John do we find an answer. But we do find it in the Synoptics, in the Gospel of Matthew. Let’s read that in Matthew 26:33—
The setting for this is the last Passover, during which Peter begins to start boasting.  
33 Peter answered and said to Him, “Even if all [of the other apostles] are made to stumble because of You, I will never be made to stumble.”
Matthew records (though John does not) Peter’s boast that he was the most faithful of Jesus’ disciples. So now we can draw another line on our chart. Matthew explains why Jesus asked those very pointed questions of Peter. 
We actually have another twofer in this account, because at the same time, Jesus asks Peter three times if Peter loves Him. Let’s read further in John 21:15-17—
15 So when they had eaten breakfast, Jesus said to Simon Peter, “Simon, son of Jonah, do you love Me more than these?” He said to Him, “Yes, Lord; You know that I love You.” He said to him, “Feed My lambs.”
16 He said to him again a second time, “Simon, son of Jonah, do you love Me?” He said to Him, “Yes, Lord; You know that I love You.” He said to him, “Tend My sheep.”
17 He said to him the third time, “Simon, son of Jonah, do you love Me?” Peter was grieved because He said to him the third time, “Do you love Me?” And he said to Him, “Lord, You know all things; You know that I love You.” Jesus said to him, “Feed My sheep.
Why does Jesus ask this very pointed question not just the one time? Why three times? Why ask him three times? Let’s notice Matthew 26:69-75—
69 Now Peter sat outside in the courtyard. And a servant girl came to him, saying, “You also were with Jesus of Galilee.”
70 But he denied it before them all, saying, “I do not know what you are saying.”
71 And when he had gone out to the gateway, another girl saw him and said to those who were there, “This fellow also was with Jesus of Nazareth.”
72 But again he denied with an oath, “I do not know the Man!”
73 And a little later those who stood by came up and said to Peter, “Surely you also are one of them, for your speech betrays you.”
74 Then he began to curse and swear, saying, “I do not know the Man!” Immediately a rooster crowed.
75 And Peter remembered the word of Jesus who had said to him, “Before the rooster crows, you will deny Me three times.” So he went out and wept bitterly.
Why did Jesus ask Peter three times if he loved Him more than the others? Because the synoptics record that Peter had denied Christ three times. So now we can draw another line on our chart from Matthew to John, because Matthew explains why Jesus asked those very pointed questions of Peter.
We’re close to wrapping this up now, but I want to look at just a few more. This is one of the most interesting ones because it’s actually two interconnected ones in Luke 23:2-4— 
To set the stage for this, the Jewish leadership has decided that Jesus must die, and they do so on the grounds of blasphemy—a religious charge. But when they bring him to Pilate, that’s not what they say. Pilate couldn’t care less about their religion and religious laws. Blasphemy meant nothing to him. So they change the charges.
2 And they began to accuse Him, saying, “We found this fellow perverting the nation, and forbidding to pay taxes to Caesar, saying that He Himself is Christ, a King.”
So they make several accusations that Pilate can’t ignore. They say that Jesus is instigating rebellion, that He is encouraging people not to pay taxes to Rome, and that He is claiming to be a king. This, to the Romans, amounted to sedition, rebellion and treason, because only the Roman Emperor could make someone a king. Now Pilate has a problem. Pilate is answerable to Caesar which it comes to issues of Roman law like this.
3 Then Pilate asked Him, saying, “Are You the King of the Jews?” And what does Jesus say, according to Luke? He answered him and said, “It is as you say.”
4 So Pilate said to the chief priests and the crowd, “I find no fault in this Man.”
WHAT?  Let’s do the instant replay on this one. This sequence of events is completely baffling. 
The Jews make a grave accusation, 
Pilate questions Jesus on this very point, 
Jesus admits to the charge, and 
Pilate promptly declares him to be innocent! 
Does that make sense to you? Had Pilate had a little too much wine for breakfast that morning? Was he a few French fries short of a Happy Meal? What happened? 

What happened, we see from the other Gospels, is that Luke compressed the conversation of Jesus and Pilate down to the bare essentials. We have to look to John 18 to get the more complete story. We won’t read all of it, but only the part that explains Pilate’s unusual reaction. John 18:33-38—
33 Then Pilate entered the Praetorium again, called Jesus, and said to Him, “Are You the King of the Jews?”. . .
They go back and forth a little and then Jesus says,
36 Jesus answered, “My kingdom is not of this world . . . .”
Now Pilate understands. Jesus says His kingdom is spiritual, not of this world, and He is no threat to Rome or to Pilate. So then—
38 Pilate . . . went out again to the Jews, and said to them, “I find no fault in Him at all.”
This makes perfect sense with this additional detail. Nothing Luke has told us is not true. He simply hasn’t given us all the details that John did. He just hasn’t given us the whole story. And when we put together what we find in Luke with what we find in John, we see Luke’s narrative in a way that makes sense in its context. But without John’s Gospel to explain, it just looks very strange.
So here we have Two Undesigned Coincidences:
In John’s account, Pilate’s question to Jesus seems to come out of nowhere: “Are you the king of the Jews?” Because that accusation isn’t mentioned in John’s account. Luke, on the other hand, gives the accusation but not the full answer. John gives the full answer but not the accusation. So which of these copied form the other? Did Luke copy from John, or did John copy from Luke? Or did they both copy from somebody else? That clearly didn’t happen. You have to be pretty desperate to make an argument like that in the face of this evidence. 
There is a source for these accounts, and it’s called real life and real history and real events. Each gives us some details that the other doesn’t. That’s what real history is made of. That’s the way real history is written. That’s the way honest testimony is written down and fits together. So we can draw two more lines on our chart going from Luke to John and from John to Luke.
There are more, not just in the Gospels, but also between the Gospels and Acts and between other books of the Bible as well. But we don’t have time to cover those, and they’ll have to wait for another day. 
I would like to open this up for your thoughts and comments after the closing hymn and closing prayer, so we’ll do that and then just return to your seats for a few minutes to see if there are any comments or questions I can answer.

Example #12: Malchus’s ear
John 18:10 
10 Then Simon Peter, having a sword, drew it and struck the high priest’s servant, and cut off his right ear. The servant’s name was Malchus.

tells us that Peter cut off the ear of the high priest’s servant. 

In John 18:36, Jesus tells Pilate, “... If my kingdom were of this world, my servants would have been fighting, that I might not be delivered over to the Jews.” 

Doesn’t cutting off someone’s ear with a sword count as fighting? The Explanation: Luke 22:50-51 

50 And one of them struck the servant of the high priest and cut off his right ear.

51 But Jesus . . . touched his ear and healed him.

Peter could not be arrested for the assault, nor Jesus contradicted in his claim, because there was no remaining physical evidence of the struggle. 
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