


v&rtually :
syﬁdpﬁicsf;

‘re than 3ust one mﬁre entry on a list, and
‘still merits close attention. - In ‘the course’
i‘dd. oes not so much assess the hlStOIlQal

of th;s ‘little snippet or that {some exceptions will
1dereﬁ later}, as assess the historical reliability of
t%Q unﬁexlyzng traditions:  He is not an R. D. Potter, /5/
demonstrating the historicity of this or that tcpegraph;sal
detail by appeal to archaeology, however useful such workAmay
be; rather, he is to the Ffourth gospel sgmethxng of what J,
‘Jeremias is to the synoptic gosgeis fﬁ! N@ matte .
metlculoas “the aetall of the picture Dodd ?alnts, he.galnt$<0n a
grand. scale, and adequate response requlﬁes sxmllar detail and . -
similar scope. R ”

paxallels do sccur, “‘they
about cross-fertilized

:?his~9aper lays claim to no such maghificehugpretensiens.“‘

Its contours are far humbler. It dees not even attempt a
detailed catalogue of positions adopted since Dodd, althaugh it
interacts with some of them. Rather,‘after dealing with

several preliminary matters, it offers a few reflexions on Some




It ren
Dodd reveals his own estimat ; ;
viz. examining literary dependence in order to ge
traditional material (by which Dodd normally meant
material') in the fourth gospel-—when he writes:

Such'examples allow of no positive inference, but they may .
rightly serve as warning against a‘ﬁasty assumption that .
nothing in the Fourth Gospel which cannot be corroborated
from the Synoptics has any claim to begiegaréeé~as_§art of

. .. the mateiials‘out“of‘wh ghkt
‘already in existence, as ~3 § a
S..xecollections and remini




publlcat;oa a:a
then. Th&s~

Mest of ‘the rev1ews qulte praperly glve §r~mary\atﬁeati§n 
Of g “Whi )

saﬁpl ed always flctltlaus. In the Gsspels, ﬁark’s Ja riis has
lost his name in Matthew, his Bartimasus in ﬁatthew and. Luke,
and his Alexander and Rufus have vanished from b th*~~ .on the
‘other hand, in introducing Caiaphas for Mark's vague o doyiLepevg
Matthew has certainly not invented a fictitious name.' /19/°
From these observations Dodd goes onr to a very even-handed
welghlng of the matter, and ultlmately de016es that ‘we have no
sufficient ev1dence for either accepting or re;ectlng the name

the strain of traditlon recovexe&
his laudatory verdict is endorsed
v as wxéeka varietb Df cholars
/ 3{ F. W Eeare,mj24j A




i\lGanels i /28f

o Aleng wlth such genercus anl
criticize. The fall@w;ng is
~'cr1t1¢lsms that 1mplnge on

?éfhaps we should follew ‘the scegtlcai mlhd‘ whlch is :
‘reyareﬁ to assext that Jchn is an art;st of great dramatic o

~‘;paral§ei to ;ut nat depemﬁent on the one(s}“f&und in the
Sva@g“lcs. There is at least one med1at1ng“p0551b1lxty.
Is it conceivable that the Fourth' Gospel emerged- in a
community which had known the Synoptics but Whlﬁh ‘had
developed its own "oral tradition" from this base with
additions from still other sources? This'possibility
assumes indirect but not direct ﬁependence on_the Syneptlc

Reglnal Fuller not @nly thlnks tha
ticﬁlar will f;nd 1t dlfflcult‘ !

to ﬁhe reviewe

ﬂG:I'S SeIlQYiS 7

Dodd does not really cenSLder this alternatlve in-the



freﬁulteé in a. very] it erek

behind the Faurth Gospel, :
Palestinian agosalyp
ﬁeu;nberpxetatseﬁ.

accuracy of ﬁhé Gospel narratlves as they staﬁﬁ.* félj CFLOW.
‘Beare spells this out more p@lntedly, and, farg final extensiwv
quote, T shall cite him at length: P

Professor Dodd has greatly StrengthEﬁed the case for
taking the Fourth Gospel seriously as a guarry for .
historical facts concerning Jesus of Nazazeth. I am left




.o more acsurate recollection of w
:flOGk’ on the Fourth Gospel has

%ccerdlng ta Fertna s
by material

\*whlch often ﬁlalms to be authentlc,:
‘lly &omlnlcal, is'not tb be so highly. rated» Temple's
es turn on ldealoglcal factors, not the least of which
1sﬁhe1mplan¢1blllty of genuine miracles. /47/  Schnackenburg
is much more cautious about delineating the signs source w1th
precision; but one of his tools for doing so is the )
identification of seams separating tradition from redaction, an‘
his means for. establishing such identification ‘are historical as
well as linguistic, stylistic, and theblogical. /48/

source of the faurth gospel !Sé[ i
vé study of JOhﬁ 18 l 19 3@, thxnks t

stage Qf @ral tradltiom,\
the poss;bzllty of dlfeci 11texaxy de§enden¢e f

t éhn knéw ﬁark;kanﬁ probably uk




wrltes,

It is certaln tﬁat John é;ﬁ ﬁat; use' Mark, as. y

: Matthew did. - The parallels cannot ever yrove ‘that John
‘had read the bock we ‘know as Mark. Anyaae who' prefers

to say,k‘Not Mark, but the oral traditi - ch

~*they go
t ‘ané thﬁy were no doubt aSSDClateﬁ in oral
‘:ip '33).  The fact is that there crops up

in John evidence that suggests that the
knew a body of traditional -material that
‘Maxk, or was somethlng much 1Lke Mark‘ and

a%é sprung &p'because of the 1n£1uence of HTFG.
ne. abvzous cennectlsn.u Iﬁsefar as the aommeﬁtatoxs have

‘ anyane:ﬁﬁo

himself in . ‘
and"samethlng much llke Mark‘, is at 1i erty‘té‘do Sl
The simpler hypothesis, which does not involve: the
postulation of otherwise unknown entltles,‘ls ﬁOt
without attractlvenessp /B1/

Iiccnfess I began a careful re-reading of HTFG.already
prejudiced in favour of its position; but, having been alerted
by some of the articles and books cited above; I began to sens

- special pleading here and there; /62/ and I now find myself a



- practice elsewl
A fine ‘éxamg;e
“writes: We

mentione

most part
ons are the

h follows
e fourth gospel on -
's History and Theology
‘was first published in
1 proportion to-its -
a revised and

lence out of
reappeared in

- ~trustworthiness c
. .challenge some pa

rts of it. o

Martyn contends that much of the fourth gospel is a two
level drama, self-consciously presented in such a way as to
present bits of christian tradition about the historical Jesus,
and also to respond in a slightly disguised fashion to the
conflict going on between church and synagogue in the
Evangelist's own day. - At the:first level; the Evangelist




; _world of angels,
: ' on, ph Sical‘resurrectiaﬂ,'tﬁrning

0 wine,
-empt to prove, (b): he affirmed it. He did ;
prove (a), but because there is no conclusive

- short of cenvincing everyone.

78/

. Bultmann is not alone in having cruc resuppositions

5;inﬁeed~;very‘scholar has presuppositions, recognized or

unrecognized. I myself approach the Bible with what most. .
wouid~¢opsidex‘a Thigh! vieﬁ>g§ Scripturer T Xpect it to. o
tell me the truth (which incidentally leaves me with a wide
range of hermeneutical possibilities). My view of Scripture
is more like Bultmann's presupposition {a) than his {b}; since
I have come to it from long study and a serious attempt to
weigh the evidence. In my view the total 'fit' for a high
View of Scripture is far superior to any of the alternatives.

~and so férthQ /747 “He did not . - -

ry évidgﬁ¢e~fcr well~developed yxe*christiaﬁfGﬁGS£iGis¢,«

Bultmann ignores such a consideratic




E am th at: gxes t quzbhi ng
‘:~1nterasteﬁ smlely in thelx mathm s,
lesser exteﬁt, tralnlng (it dis.n

rabbinic parallels offer such slim ]
Schlatter /78/)..  We might in a similar f; hion poi
it is not altogether suxgrlslng that Dodd. flﬁds he fﬂuzth
‘gospel's reallzed eschatel@gy t@ be more primitive: the entir
gattern Gf ‘his earlier work k;nds to down@lay the apoaalyptlc
Ointed out that HTFG has been

Cle_;iy, there is a dl
dence accordlng to pecple's pr

once. thls tentatl
a f nctxonkﬁg

: in wh;ch case, he
cult. t@ &etect, and in any event nct by ; .
ns.  If ‘historical method' is pefmltteé '} 1ncluda the
ﬂvast&gatloﬁ of anythlng in the. tlmemspaca c
- much more is open to us as, at least,. a possi

Similarly, when Dodd says (as I lndlcated earller} thaf
he cannot see any way of identifying’ trad;tlenal materlals
(i.e. historical materials, in the sgerise that the materials




e dlsagree.:j In ‘time, we may even w&akeﬂ the strength of some

1mpextant, meth@dslaglcally S§eaklng, that we make
especially to ourselves and hopefu*ly to sthexs 15
what n@n~negotlables we . are harbourlng at the. moment, and h@w
strong they are (their strength is, of course, entirely
krelatlve} o In S0 dczﬁg, we W1ll not @nly be able to learn SEs
£from each other, but also detect more accurately where anﬁ why~

-of our. aan~negctlables, and change one of our fan&amental
GSltlﬂnS, and come a little ¢1oser to. the truth.

'1“2.‘ The barrler ccmmanlg erecteé between hlstarg and t&ealogg~
‘3l5 not onlg false, but is metﬁadolagzcalig 1n§efénszble.

Thls~‘01nt has been dlscussed many tlmes in artlcles and :

‘f écctrlnes and theolmglcal 1nterest8‘
,‘temptlng to. gropagate. The straw man

‘\e seccnﬁ, and that LS methaé@l@glcaliy
Gf course the Evangelists were theologians.
Sometimes we are able to detect with fair probability some. of
_the tﬁeclag;cal motivations which prempted a particular
Evangelist to treat, say;,; the Passion:Narrative, just as he

did. - In John's case, the conceptual collapsing of the death,

£ course, I am not arguing.
hat a deep commitment or a conceptua
s, wittingly ‘or unwitting]
ng from the. pxecedzng -exampl




n that sense?

advance 1in tbls ‘area af the hi

scbolarshlp . «
argaments based QR ?aguesk

The answex to that questlon éepends upon the source ~rtblﬂess of the fguftﬁ gcsgel

of information which were at the dlsgesal of the
evaﬁgellst, 4f we assume {(as I think we may., in view of
what has been said) that he intended to.vecord that-whi
happened, hswever free he may ‘have felt to maﬁzfy the

factual xecard in order to brlng out the'meanlng 188/

There is no way to avoid the feellng‘that Dodd-is. trylng

" have his cake and eat it too. But the real problem comes up
Dodd’ $ methodological approach to many 1ndxv1dual passages.

- theé many examples, we may note two. In discussing the foat

washing episode in John 13:1~17, /89/ Dodd detects at the heal

of the account a simple episode, an *exemplary story,' in whi



from some primi

kbut capable of sp11ng1ng the c&é 1eak. i We;a :
‘that for which we have ali too llttle dlrect evidence, and . so W'
use catch-all termlnology. : >

. from George Vanderilp. . Another example is feunﬁ 1n
af Stephen Smalley s recent treatment cf hlstory i

net yet evén feached the‘smaathly roun d contours
ized- by the fsrm.crxtlcs*:‘ Martyn has oyted fﬁr th‘ erm

: ,‘gexnt, Dodd normally fares very well. He‘is P
‘us&ally extremely clear, with the result tha one agr
with him or disagrees, one usually en}eys &a pretty goad 1dea o
what the ﬁebate is abaut

4. katrem&lg complex and detailed literary‘aﬁd critical
theories are usually much less plausible thaﬂ?is often thought
yet somehow, unfortunately, they convey:a general impression. o
convincing coherence even after detail after detail has beeﬁ
demonstrated to be 1mp1auszble. i ‘

me Pharlsees are Llsteﬁlng ino




‘nﬁ at the secend level, the l Ve ;Of
-~ Jesus stands for an early chxistlan preach&r.

24*34, stiil in the courtrcam, fsrces
s and Jesus, In Scene 6,_vv 35-38, the

:fwrltlng a b@ok as 1Qng as his. But every step’ af the way,g
1ncludiﬂg most of h&s foatnntes, Nartyn cvexcameﬁ ﬁlfflcaltleﬁ




> know g point nic
R Mcrecver, methadslcglcaily speaking, I'm ﬁet =5
more. complex and. detailed thearles deal any better
evidence .than some of the -oldexr, szm@l&f theo
iand 1axge been rejected.

5. Not ‘a few form~critical arguments used in the service of

research into qaestzons of historicity wgll n@t stand close
scratzng.




: : eally clese yarallels Crop up in highly
alverge‘places, but‘the snh@iar &xh;traxlly {fr@m a strictly:
methoﬁelog ca iyslat of vlew} flxates on one of them

1s&late§ a partlcalar fﬁrm of é&alogue chaxacterlzed by the
feilowlng foaz elements. (l) an. oracular utterance bY‘JEQRS*

'1nteriacutor, {3} a reprsachful rétort by Jes‘ . ‘and (4} an
agplanatlon or extension of the en;qmatlc saylng. ‘Dodd claims
that the clasest parallels are found in the Corpus Hermeticum,
much later Gnostic llterat“re,~_ But now E. E.
isolated 9rec1se1y the same patterﬂ in the. Slé Testament, and
arguably, 1H Mark as weii flcéf What effeat ﬁaes sush




”hlg {Jehn 1:46,49) conld not. possibly have.
ltaken ?lace as rly as John 1. It is unthinkable; and :
‘be31§es, such eazly ODfeﬁSlOnS seem,tg fly in the fa of the
synaptics. Lo ; s . . . ———

Thexe are several methoéslaglcal problems with hlstmatlcs,‘
and. w1th the general failure to listen to the texts more e
- sympathetically. First, in a crucial area like Chrlstolegyf a
great,deal of recent writing has resurrected something akin to
an older wiew: that "high' Christology was not only very fast
in developing, but ultimately owes its main points to Jesus
himself. Recent works by, inter aliocs, R. N. Longenecker,
C. F. D. Moule, I. H. Marshall, and M. Hengel, /107/ although

A moéern anaiogy may be Qf help.‘_ Rell LQuS




) Is there~n@t evldeace}
wam the fauxth gcsyei,whlch

: ing, e :
nly by a methaéolaglcally quest ona le ayg}lca lOﬂ ef
st ; ;

cultlc 1mpllcatleas were not wa ked out by him (at
that we know ofl} .- It 1s surely not a cause for sur§rlse that
these legitimate 1mpllcatlcﬁs of Christ's cross-work and
‘resurrectloa, though spelled out in Jewish circles, are actuall

put into practice ameng less purely Jew;sh chuxc?es; for
tradition dies hard. '

Fourtb Dodd is surely rlqht when he argues, again and
again, that the fourth evangelist nresentg hxas&lf as one




QOLnt or. two there. /ll Joon
“~wrlter {ox any uther wrlter,~fax that matter) lﬂ.ﬁIpQIa
" ‘material that he flnds znterestlng, 0‘~€§ tributing to

point in His belief structure, or moving-—even thngh that
- material does not contxzbate dlrectly tQ the wxzﬁer s most
"vaLQus themes? ~ e

Mareover, in the apacalyptxc fexvour of" much of flrst i
,&entury‘Juﬁalsm, I car well imagine the sort.of. Qonfe351@ns we
find in 1:45,49. Thls “does not mean that those who uttered

: them-: grasped their full christian slgnif;canae, nor that they
 never doubted again, still less that some stralght line of
development would then exclude an authentic Caesarea Phlllppl
confession (which;, we recall, was. @tamgtly followed up by an:
lnsolent rebuke to the one just ‘ackn ledged to be the MSSSlab.:
The depth of grief and shock exper enceﬁ by the élsclples ‘after
the créss, attested‘by:Luk especlal v

‘and so farth
Qurth evanga&lst.m

~such'a repetltl@na
Hls apyroac& by

s grace (lS he n&t full of grace and truth,
: ‘ast to the fickle disciples who at best are ;
m: understand;ng the sxgnlflcance of ‘what they affirm.
: By c@atrast, the SYﬁOptlStS centre’ attentlon

 on the rising faith and growing understandlng of
) is‘lples.~~ These disciples are not w1th0ut setbac
theze 1s a genuine crescendo in- their beli =
evange is ;kthe nr@ss]exaltat;on is almsst exclusxvely the
~éetexmxn1ng factor. But my gslnt in any case is that thers zs
no metho&ologleal reason for denying that the real ﬂ;staflcal
basis 'is large enough to support b@tﬁ 1nterpretatlons.

5 Sto§s anﬁ he beglns, in vlrtually
s at all about: where John

There are cbvious differences between the gresentatlsn of
Jesus by the synoptists and the presentation of Jesus by John;
and I do not wish to underestimate or minimize such,ﬁlfferencesh
My contention, however, both here and in the n;nth rsflect;on,




I know no bjectlve test thy
gh on: the bas;s of John's.

rds to be the 1&53551m& versa
1 % guage is that of johannine idiom
> ds nothlﬁg that requires or even suggests‘
hat Jesus said on this ‘occasion; yet I canﬁ‘
abn pressnts these cﬁaﬁters ta us as the :

- tb, Elghtaen St
ﬁﬂ of tbe f&rst

expects us. " ‘g eve that these chagters Iegxesent what Jesus
‘k said. I someene ob}aats that historians in the aﬁalentkwerl
were prone to maklng up speeches and placlng them on the lips
of their herces, I protest that only some writers in the ancien
World exhibit this propenszty. The debate at this point is
well chronicled with respect to the speaches ln Atts; /zzaf and
I shall refrain from repeating 1t‘

térla arﬂ rather everwxought
fermai declsi&ﬁ {9 22),

I might alsc be inclined to flnd my vxew relniarced hy ﬁh




relative calm,
exsammunlcatzo
Cimplicitly sugges
rege&tanae, “he ba: .
compound aﬁgauvaywycg 4

on e,ymology, as k glance at an®~compe§§d ent ;!
Greek lex1ao;~qulckly're ea s.

. exclusion from the. synagﬂgu
f”‘lﬁélcate permanent

“nén 19:22) almost
: at the authorltles took

i lcult te lmaglne what the

of the word mlght be if the excammunlcatlon
: < And incidentally, the Birkath ha
“Minip ‘fes net act&aliy speak of excommunlcatlcn, -although it
is prabably presagpesed ~EBut the point is that same amb;gu‘
kattaches t@ that ldentlflcatlon asg” Well.;

Thlr&, if we grant that "the Jews! were angry enough at
Jesus to plot his death {cE. 11:54), it dces not seem
unreasonable that they might be angry enaaqh toe plot the
excommunication of his followers, even durxng his ministry.
/122/  These were not, after all, normal times: not every

itinerant preacher was capable of areus;ng the aunthorities to
wrath.




bility enta:lea ‘y ‘taking Jahn 6 serlauslyg as it
“3stan§s, as a repart of what the historical Jesus said. . But . the 1pszsslma verb& o Daéd with any degre of‘_
‘are tnese five things true?  Each of them is attested -~ fidenc : Yet ‘he fact .remai sithat those revzewg S
f}rey‘atedly in the gas?eis. When any Of them is écubteé, that . . S
doubt does not spring from the applic: :
tool capabie in itself of screenlng out
but from the application of a histmatic ‘Eramework.
Dlspass;onate historical analysis with as Few axes. to. gxlné as
possible would not, I submit, entertain grave difficulty in
affirming any of the five points listed. - If so; why- shoulé the;
content of John 6 proviﬁe any insuperable barrier to an
assessment which accepts it as authentlc--as, on the face of it
it claims to be? ) :

Mcreovex, a“arele s re

9. The likely implications of the fact that John has stamped




‘sllghtly dlfferent
“we come to John.

we must admit John wrate
“highest degree unllk
demanstratad‘n }

‘insist th t‘;ts wrlter ‘was shut ﬁ?
gaspeis he haé fead as the sale

1ke many wrltersg has wrltte
eval of snlnnets by source

. e And qulﬁe apart frsm the guestion of ‘the
»authors 1p af the fourth gospel, i sriter was at most in
‘dacades IQ&O?&& frem the eveﬁts,‘ kt centurles. ;s

‘Brown. sb}ects, 'However , any explanati n;@f Jahannlﬁe .
differences that must appeal as a principli t@ numerous
- capricious and inexplicable changes realiy ,3maves the questlon
from the area of scientific study.' /1297 - I .am not sure what
'scientific' means in such a context. More traub&lng, I fln&
that the words ‘capricious' and 1nexgllcable are loaded.
They suggest that the only alternative to an explanation of .
every change would be an appeal to the * capricious.’® Why not

céi, bat at “least lt Wi L1 &nable us
ions: Of l;terary toals in the s




;;nancla51ens wnuld be. affested
Isee, for 1nstance, the form of

‘ ‘ If the fcurtb evangellst is a bsna f;de eyew;tness,'
~,nﬁ yet form criticism can be used anyway by simply replacing -

the word 'tradition' with ‘apostolic remlnlscences,"then on

what is the entire discipline of form criticism based?  Where

.are the parallel _studies that allow this kln& of eyewztness
phenomenon to be included? This is still merely” a ! :
meth@dalsglcal questxan, but it will Tot g away f132

Before proceeding with further meth&delsglcal guestions,
should perhaps confess my own conclisions. By about the same
~margin that Dodd weighs the evidence and opts for non-apostoli

authorship, I weigh the evidence and. opt for apostolic author—
_ship. So far in this paper, however, wherever I have used the'

Twords 'John' or 'johannine' as a reference to the author, it
has been without prejudice, in accordance: with established

: 1s (e
argument; i net 11 th& datal
i eyewitne s is not all that gcad), but then say that

sis of other factors, to which I ‘shall turn-in a momeng,aweet
neyartheless ccncluﬁe that John the son-of- Zebedae id T

: g : :
‘t ;nfreguently this is r ated to

Pa?;as about the telder John.t Othe;s tnx

Lstlple is exther a sym* 14
ynknown historical person
‘Qld in- this 615cusszan.‘

e t, izut‘ta point out



na ltan waman, anﬁ the
nation befare ;late;‘ XEBSK On this ba51s, ngé
" suggests that all of the characterlzatlmn A .
h@tter ace unted for by supgcs :
°:w;th consummate skill as a wr
 *eyew1tness. I am ngt sure the
‘placed in antlthe31s, but,

‘kuﬂlﬁg gostmgraduate trazn1ng.~

5 The pnlnt is that methcdaleglcai
"ﬁecldl i T B "

. whlch pit p6551ble but uﬁaecessarv 1nferences from an B
<assaztmeﬁt of texts, against explicit’ statements and their
_entailed implications. - This is methodoleglcaily improger.
A great deal of the modern debate about the authorship of the'
‘fourth gospel is being carried on at this methodoleglcal level

One flnal area for methodological reflexion cannot be
avoided. " “The vast majority of: ccntemp&raxy scholars are




lag ghlcél tool). Such quest;@ns cry aut fax msrej

ES§901aliy in his: usrk,“
1 us (T cdon.

. a bcck as KTFG LS; ;t is serlanslyk
“level.  If we suppose. we can estabiis as h;stazlcal L
authentic only those thlngs which Bodé s use of his tools.
~approves, we do the texts a serious 1njustlce. Secand? not. &
little modern biblical research is in methodological disarray.

It is not that any of the llterary tocls we use is
intrinsically evil. ~On the contrary, ‘a1l ‘have their place,
But. we err.in treating them as. if they guarantee thectlv;tyg

That some parts




o L 143, More‘ ecently, R. Kysar (Tﬁe
aﬁd ﬂls Gcspel [Mlﬁﬂ@ﬁ@@lls Augsburg, i§75}
to much the same cﬁnciusxon “'What is

kabeut (Sodd’s} study is that thls whele effa:t

XBEK Ibz S ; -

/377 A. Gulléxng, The Foarth Gcspei aﬁ& Jew1sé wmrsh;p {Oxfard*
" Clarendon, 1960). :

/387 Art. cit. 82.
739/ Art. cit. 361.

/40/ Art. cit.

/41/ Art. cit. 144.

-/42/ Art. cit. 521-2.




~ff61f Tﬁe~Gespe§ Accoréing
J62/ E.ges pR. 67 68, 103,~163, 165 ana many others.
/63/ The expression is that @f R. Kysar, The Faarﬁﬁ
Evaﬂgellst 38-54, :
/64/ R. E. Brown, The Gespel Acceré;ng ta John {L@ndan.
Geoffrey Chepman, 1966}, ‘ :

l65f Tbe G@spel cf‘J@hn

' and schoal* axe, of course,
0. rhe Johannine Circle: Its Place in
tb Dlselpies ‘of Jesus and in Early )
‘(Lbnéan.‘ ScM, 1976} and R. A. Culpepper, Tbe
An Evalaatleﬂ of the Jchasnzna«School :

!71! D. G_ Vanderllp, Cbrzstlanztg Accsrd;ﬂg to thn
(Philadelphia: Westminster, 1975) 182. - : :
~/72/ (Nashville: Abingdon, 1379). ALl xeferences to the
work are from the more recent edition.
/73/ Ibid. 12: 'The reader will quickly see that these §olnts
of correspondence seem to me not only to illuminate important
aspects of the conceptual milieu in whlch the Fourth Evangelist
worked, but also--one might even say pximarlly—~te point towar
certain historical developments transpiring in the city in
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v, 1-20, v

‘testable, and 1arge1§ accxﬁental hlts af sslldkh‘stmrlcal
‘iﬁfcrmatlon Ln both Acts and the fourth gaspel

: 2 Plea for

= 34, cf Lm M@xrxs, Stu&les 113«123.~»

kliSf’It must be admitted that some dispute this jaagment

. C. K. Barrett (Gospel viii) says he does 'not beliew

‘flnt&n&eé‘tc sagply us with hlsterlcaily verlﬁlable 1ﬁfcxma ion

‘zegardlng the life and teaching of Jesus; and that historical We‘ﬁ certaln veris:
traditions of great worth can be disentangled from his Xt: and in any case;requlra less 1ma§ atlan th
interpretive comments.' Foxmaliy;\l agree; unless {as I SRR bt : .
suspect) Barrett means by *verifiable' s methlﬁg 11ke faccura
Cf. L. Morris, Studies 65- 70;‘ aﬁékalse ]
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1 scholars 11vé but one at“any rate 1nte which a?l ofk
g times stray, and whlch some -of them seem permanently
"ablt——whlch is not the Werid in whlch I 11ve In my e




