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failing to confront sufficiently squarely and fully the major issue which 
patristic exegesis of these passages raises: the relation between exegesis 
and dogmatic theology. He recognizes that the Fathers' dogmatic 
concerns often led them to interpretations which modern historical 
exegesis crumot sustain. They had to eliminate, for example, all 
trinitarian subordinationism from the Fourth Gospel, and they found in 
the Paraclete passages definitions of the immanent, as well as the 
economic, trinitarian relations. But it is not enough to see this as the 
illegitimate imposition of later theology on the text of the Gospel. This 
kind of interpretation of the Fourth Gospel helped to form the trinitarian 
dogma of the fourth and fifth centuries, as well as reflecting it. 
Furthermore, the methodological issue is not simply that of relating 
individual texts to dogmatic theology. Modern exegetical approaches 
oblige us to Wlderstand the Paraclete passages (as Casurella does) in the 
first place within the context of Johannine theology. But the Fathers 
made no real distinctions betweenJohannine theology, biblical theology 
and their own dogmatic theology, and it is the lack of such distinctions 
which gives rise to much of what we find Wlacceptable in their exegesis. 
In this sense, the Fathers' Wlderstanding of the nature of the Fourth 
Gospel (as verbatim reports of sheer divine commWlication by the 
incarnate Logos) affects their exegesis more than Casurella allows. But 
an assessment of their exegesis which merely rejects everything other 
than strictly historical exegesis, in our sense, seems to me inadequate. 
Do we not need to acknowledge, as legitimate, the Fathers' concern to 
relate exegesis to theology, but to find ways of fulfilling that concern 
which do not offend our more historical approach to exegesis? 

This is only to say that I could have wished Casurella to do more than 
he has done. But what he has done is a very useful contribution, based 
on painstaking research in a large body of patristic literature. An 
appendix, which will be useful to textual critics, assembles the evidence 
of variant readings in these passages of the Fourth Gospel, as attested by 
the Greek Fathers. 
University of Manchester RICHARD BAUCKHAM 

The Gospel of John 
by F. F. Bruce 

(Basingstoke: Pickering and Inglis, 1983. 425 pp. pb. £6.95) 

Reminiscent of his earlier expositions of Ephesians (1961) and the 
Epistles of John (1975), this book is intended for the Christian reader 
interested in serious Bible study, but not for the professional ~tuQe~t. .lt 
began its life thirty years ago as a series of expository articles which were 
interrupted and delayed in various ways Wltil they were completed in 
the December 1982 issue of Harvester. This piecemeal and protracted 
production Prof. Bruce has well hidden by skilful editing of the final 
draft. The result reads smoothly, as one might expect of anything from 
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his pen. It focuses scant attention on the Johannine community or on 
other modern preoccupations, but settles down to straightforward 
exposition of the text as it stands. The relatively few notes are invariably 
apposite and helpful. 

The exposition is characterized by sane judgment and mature 
reflection. Inevitably.there are places where one rpight opt for a different 
interp~et;;"tion. For illstance, despite Prof. Bruce's sure touch in 
following the line of thought inJohn 6, it is doubtful ifhis interpretation 
of 6:37 is the most natural: H. Thyen has argued, rather convincingly, 
that this verse is a litotes that affirms notjesus' willingness to welcome 
would-be disciples, but his determination to preserve those who are his. 

If this book does not push back the frontiers, it is nevertheless exacdy 
the sort of work one likes to put into the hands of ordinary Christians 
who want to know their Bibles better. 
Trinity Evangelical Divinity School D. A. CARSON 

The Use of Traditional Materials in Colossians 
by George E. Cannon 

(Macon, Georgia: Mercier Universit)' Press, 1983, 253 pp.) 

Professor Cannon's detailed examination of the Letter to the Colossians 
arises out of his doctoral studies at Fuller Theological Seminary under 
the supervision ofR. P. Martin and is concerned with the authenticity of 
this epistle in the Pauline corpus. His conclusion is that 'the author of 
Colossians was Pa!ll the Apostle and that he wrote to the churches ofthe 
Lycus valley to warn them about a teaching which advocated practices 
which would put them in a pre-Christian situation and which 
contradicted the teaching which they had received about Christ in the 
Gospel and in baptismal instruction' (p. 229). 

In approaching the problem of the letter's authorship Dr. Cannon 
recognized that previous scholarship had reached an impasse since 
each case for and against Pauline authorship was based on linguistic, 
stylistic and theological criteria that were inadequate. By examining the 
use of traditional features in Colossians Dr. Cannon sought to gain a 
clearer understanding of the theology of Colossians and thus to make 'a 
more adequate compaIison of its theology with that of the undisputed 
letters of Paul' (p. 9). 

In chapter t""o confessional and hymnic materials in Colossians were 
examined and it was concluded that the central Christological passages 
(1:12-14; 1:15-20; 2:9-15) were, on grounds of style, language, contents 
and their thanksgiving or praise-like character, traditional in nature and 
already known to the author and his readers. Dr. Cannon's handling of 
the issues and the vast amount of secondary literature addressing these 
questions was very clear. The section, like so many others in the book, 
presented as extremely helpful 'state of play'. The real difficulty lies in 
the criteria for determining what is 'traditional'. Expert linguists claim 
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