
His method is to see how various of the 
themes that are important in Mark 13 are used 
elsewhere in Mark's gospel, and to reflect on 
what this usage suggests for the interpretation 
of Mark 13. He begins by looking at 'signs' in 
Mark, arguing that the evangelist is quite 
negative towards signs; Mark 13 should thus 
not be seen as providing signs to the disciples. 
Geddert argues that Jesus does offer objective 
proofs of his authority in 2:1-3 :6, but this gives 
way after 3:6 to secrecy on Jesus' part, a secrecy 
that goes on even after the resurrection and that 
the disciple (and the reader of Mark's gospel) is 
invited to penetrate. Geddert goes on to look at 
Mark's use of the verbs blepein, a word used by 
the evangelist to refer to the discernment that 
Jesus looks for, and gregorein, a word used to 
describe the faithful 'watching' of Jesus in his 
passion and the faithful watching of his 
followers in the lastdays (Geddertsees the links 
between Mark 13 and the Markan passion story 
as highly significant, the passion being the 
pattern for Christian discipleship). The author 
moves on to look at Mark's view of the temple: 
Jesus predicts the destruction of the temple 
because of the corruption of the temple 
authorities, who have robbed God, and its 
replacement with himself Gesus) and his 
church. In his chapter on suffering in Mark, 
Geddert's major thesis is that Mark presents a 
'passion paradigm' according to which the 
suffering faithful pass on the baton of faith to 
the next runners: John the Baptist to Jesus, Jesus 
to the disciples, the disciples to their successors 
(so Mk. 13). Geddert has a particularly interest­
ing interpretation of 16:7: going to Galilee is not 
simply a geographical journey, but it is for the 
disciples picking up the baton from Jesus and 
starting the journey that Jesus travelled from 
Galilee to his Jerusalem passion. Geddert goes 
on to explain that 'Mark ... wrote much of his 
Gospel on two levels at once, narrating a 
sequence of historical events and at the same 
time and with the same words, instructing 
readers in discernment and discipleship'. In his 
view Mark 13 can in a real sense be seen as the 
ending of Mark's gospel, because, if the gospel 
is first read as a description of Jesus' life, we are 
then directed back (16:7) to read it again as a 
description of our life as disciples, this being 
directly described in chapter 13. In his last two 
chapters Geddert looks at Mark 13 itself, 
arguing that the destruction of the temple is to 
be seen as part of the secret working-out of 
God's kingdom-purpose in Jesus, and then 
turning to the most controversial question of all 
- the question of what Mark 13 teaches about 
the time ot the end - and contending that Mark 
is deliberatelyambiguou$; Mark does not 
know if the end will be soon or not, and so he 
does not make it clear whether' all these things' 
in 13:30indude the end or not Here as 
elsewhere Geddert makes a virtue of scholarly 
disagreement, and maintains that Mark meant 
to be obscure, following Jesus' own secretive 
teaching method. Conservative scholars have 
often argued that Mark 13:30 is not a mistaken 
prophecy of a near end, but their arguments 
have sometimes seemed special pleading; 
Geddert argues his view in a persuasive and 
scholarly way. 

The book is full of good observations - e.g. 
the observation that suffering for Mark is not a 
depressing thing, but a path to glory - and 
useful arguments - e.g. his refutation of the 
interpretation of 16:7 as a reference to the 
parousia. Geddert's major theses are attractive, 
e.g. his suggestion that Mark is doing two things 
at once: telling us about Jesus and about dis­
cipleship. I wondered on quite a number of 
occasions whether he (like most redaction 
critics) is over-subtle in his interpretations (e.g. 
is the widow of 12:41-44 partly a symbol of 
Jerusalem and its religious leaders, to be con-

trasted with the woman of 14:3-97 Is the faithful 
doorkeeper of 13:34 meant to remind us of 
Jesus at his passion 7 Is 16:8 meant to show that 
disciples can fail7 etc.). I am sure that Mark was a 
theologian, but was he as consciouslyinge­
nious a literary artist as Geddert thinks? It is 
possible that some of the features of the story 
that are supposedly significant reflections of 
Mark's own particular theology may simply be 
the way the evangelist received the story from 
his sources or informants (e.g. Geddert's 
explanation of 13:33-37 is helpful, but it is 
perhaps rather subtle to see a pointer to Jesus in 
the doorkeeper, and it may be that a slightly 
more source-critical and slightly less redaction­
critical explanation is in order here; also the 
point ofthe passage is surely to be awakefor the 
unknown moment of the Lord's return). I also 
wondered if Geddert's welcome stress on the 
meaning of the text in the context of Mark's 
gospel led him to neglect the importance of the 
historical background to a passage like Mark 
13:14: that verse needs to be read in the light of 
the devastating events of 167 Be - the setting-up 
of the 'desolating sacrilege' by Antiochus IV 
and the Maccabean rebellion - which were so 
important for the Jews of first-century Palestine 
living under a pagan emperor. 

In brief, not a beginners' book, but a 
particularly stimulating and helpful work that 
deserves careful· weighing by all serious 
students of Mark's gospel. 

David Wenham, Wycliffe Hall, Oxford. 

Peter and the Beloved Disciple: 
Figures for a Community in 
Crisis (JSNTSS 32) 
KeVin Quast 
Stleffielcj She:fflcld Academ iC 
Press. 1989. 221 pp. [25001 
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Adopting the consensus view that the fourth 
gospel was written against a background of 
mounting crisis owing to conflict between 
church and synagogue toward the end of the 
first century, and that the beloved disciple, 
though a real person, primarily functions in a 
symbolicfashion, Quastsets outto uncover the 
symbolic significance of both Peter and the 
beloved disciple in the Gospel of John. In 
chapter 2, Quast examines Peter's place in John 
1-12. Peter shows up only twice, where he 
appears as one among the disciples of Jesus, yet 
sufficiently prominent that he can serve as their 
spokesman. His own faith is judged to be 
exemplary, in the sense thatit exemplifies what 
the evangelist understands to be required in 
anyone who is to become a true disciple of 
Jesus. The chapter ends by warning that it 
would be premature to conclude that, even if 
this portrait of the evangelist's understanding 
of Pefer is correct, it necessarily follows that it is 
also the communily's view of Peter. It is just as 
likely, Quast thinks, that the evangelist is 
correding a community impression. 

That sets the stage for the ensuing 
chapters. Chapter 3 examines the interaction 
between Peter and the beloved disciple at the 
Lord's supper. Quast concludes that the 
presentation does not dispute 'the leadership! 
spokesman role that Peter assumes in the 
greater Christian tradition' (p. 70), since the 
beloved disciple fol/uws Peter's lead and acts 
under his direction. If the beloved disciple 
represents the Johannine community, and Peter 
represents the 'Apostolic community' (which 
rather begs some questions!), there may be an 

appeal to bring the two communities together 
on the basis of a proper relationship, . 

In chapter 4,Quasf condudes that the 
narratives oEPeter'sdenials (1) are not d epen­
denton the synoptic accounts, ahd (2) do not 
pit Peter and the beloved disciple against each 
other. Rather, each has his own s)rmbolidunc­
tion. Peter (and the disciples he represents) 
lacks faithfulness and understanding. The 
contrast is not between Peter and the beloved 
disciple, but between Peter and Jesus. 'A 
dramatic contrast is created wherein Jesus 
denies nothing and Peter denies everything' (p. 
98). Like all the other disciples, Peter is unable to 
follow Jesus to the end. The beloved disciple is 
shown to be intimately related to Jesus, and, 
with Mary, 'reveals to the gospel readers that 
[Jesus'] crucifixion marks not the end, but the 
beginning of new relationships in the church' 
(p.99). 

Chapter 5 is devoted to a study of Peter 
and John at the empty tomb. That the beloved 
disciple arrives first should not be taken to 
signal precedence in importance or authority. 
Indeed, that he arrives first should not, Quast 
says, be thought surprising: 'After all, he is 
being described to the community that identi­
fies itself with him' (p.I23). He simply exempli­
fies true discipleship: itis necessary to come to a 
point of belief. For his part, Peter shows that 
belief is 'precipitated by an historical witness to 
the evidences of the resurrection' (p. 123). But 
why, someone might ask, must Peter function 
in this way at a1l7 Would it not have sufficed to 
make John the witness7 Quast says that, apart 
from the fact that this narrative 'is obviously 
built upon traditional sources that focus on 
Peter ... the need was arising for the Johannine 
community to hold fasUothe ahchorof their 
faith, and thetramtioa.s surrounding Peter 
embodied that anchor .One could expect that as 
the Johannine community matured, the 
Beloved Disciple'sidentity as a witness paled 
while his exemplary discipleship continued as 
his legacy. For his legacy to continue unabated 
and uncorrupted, the Johannine community 
had to embrace the more secure Apostolic 
traditions' (pp. 123-124). 

In chapter 6, dealing with John 21, Quast 
argues that the need for the Johannine 
Christians to join themselves to the' Apostolic 
stream' becomes increasingly obvious. 
However much John 21 focuses on Peter, if was 
to be rtad by the Johannine community. The 
evangelist was preparing the community for the 
death of the beloved disciple, and part of this 
preparation reminds them of Peter and his role 
- and therefore the role of the broader apostolic 
church. Not least does fhe example of Peter 
show that conditions for high office in the 
church include love for Jesus, and willingness to 
die for him. Peter and John are not to be 
contrasted: they represent complementary 
roles. 

The seventh (and final) chapter sum­
marizes and integrates these findings, but does 
not advance them. 

Many of the exegetical observations in the 
book about Peter and the beloved disciple are 
sensible enough. It is the attempt to tum Peter 
and the beloved disciple into symbols for two 
disparate communities (only the first one 
'apostolic'), and then to discern the dynamics of 
the Johannine community by clever 'mirror­
reading', that prompts a fair bitofsuspicion that 
the thesis is uncontrolled and unprovable. 
Quite apart from the fad that I am unconvinced 
that the portrait of the Johannine community 
painted by Brown, Martyn, Meier and others 
(and which Quast presupposes) is correct, it 
seems to me that the narrowness of this study is 
almost guaranteed to ensure distortion. 
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Granted that the fourth gospel is primarily 
about Jesus, is it not necessary to say more 
about how Peter and the beloved disciple 
function within the demonstrably primary conarns of 
tht fourth gospel, as a control on what symbolic 
values may be projected onto them? Is the 
evangelist concerned to write a book about 
Peter and the beloved disciple? To put the 
matter another way, is it easy to imagine any 
first-century reader seeing so much symbolic 
value in the two figures as they appear in the 
fourth gospel? Well, perhaps, but I doubt it; and 
if they did, it would only be because the situa­
tion in the Johannine community (assuming 
this was written for the community!) was 
exactly as Quast has created it. But the only 
evidence for the kind of alienation from the 
beloved disciple that would cherish the exem­
plary discipleship of the beloved disciple but 
not (unless it were buttressed by the 'Apostolic 
stream') his authority, lies in the mirror-reading 
that depends on the symbolism and exegetical 
judgments of Quast in the first place. Mean­
while, if the putative Johannine community has 
to be persuaded of Peter's (and therefore the 
apostolic church's) place in the scheme of 
things, why should its authority be thought 
more secure or tempting than that associated 
with the beloved disciple? 

For the kind of study it is, the work is well 
done, the writing lucid. But the case it makes, I 
think, is not proven, not plausible, and barely 
possible. 

D.A. Carson, Deerfield, Illinois. 

Paul's Letter to the Romans 
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Do we need yet another commentary on 
Romans? The short answer is yes. Ever since 
Luther, most commentators have seen Paul 
arguing against a Judaism that depended upon 
the law to earn sufficient merit to become 
acceptable to God. According to this view, Paul 
opposed a self-righteous notion of justification 
by works by emphasizing something radically 
different - justification by faith (in Christ). The 
resulting picture of Paul's theology has created 
significant tensions between justification and 
sanctification, and made it difficult to square his 
views with those expressed in James 2 about the 
importance of 'works' . There have been plenty 
of other issues in Romans for commentators to 
differ about, but this basic understanding of 
Paul has largely gone unchallenged. 

In 1977, however, E.P. Sanders' block­
buster study Paul and Palestinian Judaism shook 
this foundation to the core. Sar.ders offered 
convincing evidence that many Jews did not see 
obedience to the law as the way to gain justifi­
cation before God but the way to remain within 
the covenant, and that many Jewish writings 
roughly contemporary with Paul presupposed 
God's grace and the notion of justification by 
faith. On Sanders ' reading of the evidence, 
Paul's problem with his kinsmen was therefore 
not an individualistic legalism (in the sense of 
trying to earn God's acceptance), but their 
failure to acknowledge Christ as Lord. Further­
more, when Paul wrote negatively about the 
law he was opposing Jewish-Christian insis­
tence that Gentiles had to become Jews (observe 
the law) before they could become Christians­
the idea that in order to be a true child of 
Abraham, one had to adopt the ways of 
Abraham's physical offspring. 
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Other scholars such as James Dunn have 
also argued that 'works ' in Paul do not refer 
primarily to good deeds done out of love (as in 
James), but specifically works required by the 
Torah, such as circumcision, keeping the 
dietary laws, observing the Sabbath, dc., i.e. the 
distindive marks of Judaism: The difference, if 
subtle, is real. Thus the boasting Paul rejected 
(e.g. in Rom. 3:27) may now be seen as a boast­
ing not so much in personal accomplishments, butin 
the Jewish heritage and status (over against the 
Gentiles). Paul was not concerned with salva­
tion of the self-righteous individual in Romans, 
but with the relation of Jews and Gentiles in 
God's plan for humanity. 

J.D.G. Dunn has recently given us a full 
exegesis of the letter from this new perspective 
on Paul (in the Word Bible Commentary series), 
but his massive two-volume work can be a 
daunting thicket for newcomers to find their 
way through. By contrast, John Ziesler's contri­
bution to the TPI series offers a more user­
friendly (and affordable) way into a post­
Sanders reading of Romans. The merits of 
Ziesler's work are its clarity in explaining the 
new perspective, in pointing out where that can 
make a difference, and the way Ziesler excels in 
bringing the reader to the heart of an issue with 
minimum verbiage. His commentary may not 
revolutionize our understanding, and it 
certainly will not confirm all our biases, bu t it 
will introduce thinking students to the insights 
of modem scholars. 

Ziesler's clear discussion of why Romans 
was written provides a good example of the 
value of the. book. Scholars have produced a 
mountain of literature over the issue of whether 
the letter is Paul's systematic theology - his 'last 
will and testament' - the theological defence he 
planned to offer in Jerusalem, or material speci­
fically intended!o address real issues for the 
Christians in Rome. In fourteen pages Ziesler 
summarizes the arguments, rightly concluding 
that Romans reflects both Paul's and his 
readers' situations. 

Those looking for a dogmatic or polemical 
commentary that boldly declares the only 
'sound' interpretation will be disappointed ; 
Ziesler often sets out two or three options and 
expresses his preferences very tentatively. He 
writes from a critical standpoint, asking uncom­
fortable questions and forthrightly pointing out 
apparent flaws in Paul's logic glossed over by 
more evangelical commentaries. Unfortunate­
ly, the brevity of the work can sometimes imply 
that there are no answers to the problems 
raised, and in his treatment of the law Ziesler 
hesitates to characterize Paul's thought as 
coherent. Ziesler offers us some more inter­
pretative options, but he does not make it any 
easier to decide what Paul originally meant. 

The follOwing may give something of the 
flavour of the author's perspective: the 
'righteousness of God' in 1:17 and 10:3 refers 
not to a status given by God, but to his saving 
action out of loyalty to his promises, as well as 
referring to a power into which believers are 
drawn and which demonstrates itself in their 
lives. In 1:18-3:20 Paul is not trying to prove the 
sinfulness of each and every person, but only 
that Jews are just as much sinners as Gentiles. 
When writing about the judgment according to 
works in chapter two, Paul is describing the 
human condition apart from Christ and is 
going along with Jewish assumptions simply 
for the sake of argument. In 3:20 'Paul is not ... 
attacking a merit-centred view of the way to 
en ter into relationship with God, let alone a self­
righteous kind of piety' (p . 105). Ziesler finds no 
notion of imputed righteousness in either 3:21 
or 4:3 (nor in Gal. 3 :6), but rather a focus on 
God's saving activity in accepting the 

undeserving. Hilasfirion in 3:25 is expiation 
rather than propitiation, and there is little (if 
any) causal connection between Adam's sin 
and those of mankind in 5:12. Romans 7:14-25 
refers to pre-Christian experience, 7 :25b 
perhaps being a gloss that crept into the text at 
an early stage. The 'just requirement of the law' 
in 8:4 is the commandment not to covet. A 
conjectural emendation resolves the 
Christological crux in 9:5 ; the original probably 
read 'whose is the God blessed for ever' . 
FollOwing R. Badenas, Ziesler thinks Christ is 
the ttlos of the law (10:4) inasmuch as he is the 
one to whom it points and in whom it finds its 
completion. 'All Israel' in 11 :25 speaks of 
physical Jews alive at the end-time who will 
repent and believe in Christ. 

On occasions (notably at 9:31 and 10:5), 
Ziesler seems unsure of his footing and of how 
far he should push the idea that Paul was not 
addressing a Jewish theology of justification by 
meritorious works. He acknowledges that 
clearly Paul would oppose any notion of earning 
salvation, and he effectively presents the 
apostle's theology of grace. Still, the 'new 
perspective' on Paul needs a fuller exposition, 
and debate over Paul's target will continue, as 
evidenced by Stephen Westerholm's fine Israel"s 
Law and the Church 's Faith. Paul and His Reant 
Interpreters (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1988). 

In short, Ziesler's work is useful, but it 
should not be one's only commentary on 
Romans . There is no mention, for example, of 
the current debate over the nature of the homo­
sexuality Paul rejects in Romans 1. The intro­
ductory discussion on Paul and the law is good, 
although one could wish for a similar section 
summarizing Paul's use of'righteousness ' from 
one who has already written extensively on the 
subject. Those wanting to dig deeper into issues 
raised here will want to turn to Dunn's mine of 
information. Ziesler's frequent footnotes to 
Cranfield's ICC volumes for further discussion 
confirm the latter's continuing significance: 
Cranfield remains the best source for a survey 
of interpretative options, although he quickly 
dismisses Sanders' work in one footnote! 
Others may be tempted to do the same, but 
Sanders has made his point that the common 
Christian caricature of Judaism needs to be 
revised . 

Michael B. Thompson, St John's College, 
Nottingham. 
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An appreciation for the apostolic foundation 
(thtmelios) of the church, and in particular the 
Pauline tradition, best characterizes the outlook 
of the author of Ephesians according to Andrew 
Lincoln. In the first major exegetical commen­
tary on Ephesians since Markus Barth's " 
massive two-volume work (1974), Lincoln has .:' 
provided a fresh analysis of the letter that 
stresses a 'second-generation', post-apostolic 
perspective. 

Lincoln parts ways with the evangelical 
tradition of scholarship on the letter which has 
commonly regarded it as stemming from the 
hand of Paul himself - indeed, many have _ I 

described Ephesians as the jewel of Paul's j 
letters. He finds the combined weightofthe dif­
ferences of language, style, points of theology, 
and the apparent later perspective of the letter 
as irreconcilable with Pauline authorship. 
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