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Introduction

| am honored by the invitation of the steering committee to assess the implications for the study of
history in interaction with the recent works by Richard Bauckham, Moody Smith, and Paul Anderson. |
have read their works for the past few decades and have benefited greatly from their stimulating
insights and have deep respect for their scholarship. | will begin my review with Bauckham’s work and

then turn to the works by Moody Smith and Paul Anderson.

Richard Bauckham, The Testimony of the Beloved Disciple

Introduction

Richard Bauckham’s recent publications, not only The Testimony of the Beloved Disciple but also his
Jesus and the Eyewitnesses, advance the thesis that the Gospels are in their very essence reflections of
eyewitness testimony." According to Bauckham, the ideal source in ancient Greco-Roman literature was
not the dispassionate observer, but the eyewitness.” The written Gospels, according to Bauckham,

contain oral history related to the personal transmission of eyewitness testimony, not merely oral

! Richard Bauckham, Jesus and the Eyewitnesses: The Gospels as Eyewitness Testimony (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
2006); idem, Richard Bauckham, The Testimony of the Beloved Disciple: Narrative, History, and Theology in the
Gospel of John (Grand Rapids: Baker, 2007); more briefly, idem, “The Fourth Gospel as the Testimony of the
Beloved Disciple,” in The Gospel of John and Christian Theology (ed. Richard Bauckham and Carl Mosser; Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 2008), 120-39.

2 Bauckham, Jesus and the Eyewitnesses, 8—11. Bauckham follows, and further develops, Samuel Byrskog, Story as
History—History as Story: The Gospel Tradition in the Context of Ancient Oral History (WUNT 123; TUbingen: Mohr-
Siebeck, 2000).



tradition which is the result of the collective and anonymous transmission of material.? In this regard,
Bauckham contends, “the twelve served as ‘an authoritative collegium.””* According to Bauckham, the
transmission process of the Jesus tradition resulting in our written canonical Gospels is best understood

as a formal controlled tradition in which the eyewitnesses played an important, and continuing, part.’

The “Dominant Approach” and Bauckham' s Alternatiyv
In the introduction to The Testimony of the Beloved Disciple, Bauckham sketches the dominant approach
of the past three decades, which owes a great deal to J. Louis Martyn’s seminal influence, as follows: (1)
little if any credit is given to early church tradition regarding the origins and authorship of the Gospel; (2)
John’s Gospel is generally perceived as less historically reliable than the other canonical Gospels, yet
John represents an independent perspective and therefore may preserve genuine historical traditions
about Jesus that are not found in the other canonical Gospels; (3) John’s Gospel is the product of a
complex history of literary composition which can be discerned from the text as it has come down to us
by attention to aporias and other literary features; (4) the Gospel was produced by a “Johannine
community” that was sectarian in nature and stood apart from the mainstream of end-of-first-century
Christianity; (5) various stages in the history of this community can be discerned from reading the text;
(6) this reconstruction of the history of the “Johannine community” is based in part on a two-level
hermeneutic (Martyn’s reading of John 9 being the classic example); and (7) the origin of the community
is traced to its expulsion from a parent synagogue with which the Gospel engages in an ongoing
polemic.®

Under the heading, “Something Completely Different,” Bauckham discusses how he gradually

abandoned one by one all of these elements of the dominant approach and returned essentially to the

®See esp. ibid., 36.

* Ibid., 94 (borrowing a phrase by Gerhardsson).

> Ibid., 264, et passim.

e Bauckham, Testimony of the Beloved Disciple, 9—-12.



traditional view that attributes the theology of the book to the mind of a creative theologian who,
though not one of the Twelve, produced a distinctive account of the story of Jesus, marking the Gospel
as a literary unity from beginning to end.” This is a remarkable turn of events, particularly because
Bauckham supports his return to the traditional view with extensive recourse to historical sources. In so
doing, Bauckham identifies the genre of John’s Gospel as an adaptation of the Greco-Roman bios;
contends that reconstructions of the Johannine community from the Gospel are “largely fantasy”;® and
points to the lack of commonly agreed-upon methodological criteria for the “quest of the historical
Johannine community.” He also notes that Martyn’s appeal to the Birkat ha-Minim has largely been
abandoned even by proponents of the dominant approach.’ Bauckham consequently rejects the two-
level reading approach, noting that while historical evidence for a Johannine community is precarious,
we do have “overwhelming evidence that there was a historical Jesus.”*® What is more, the genre of bios
requires that the Gospel be read as being primarily about Jesus.

In Chapter 4 of The Testimony of the Beloved Disciple, Bauckham compares the Gospel with
other Greco-Roman works and shows that John ought to be placed “squarely within that part of the
spectrum of types of ancient biographies where the genre of biography overlapped with that of
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historiography.””" In this kind of writing, the presence of living eyewitnesses was considered essential.

Bauckham argues that with its topological and chronological precision, and with its selectivity and

7 Ibid., 12-14.

8 Ibid., 13, citing similarly harsh judgments by Ruth Edwards, Discovering John (London: SPCK, 2003), 102; and
Thomas L. Brodie, Th e Quest f or t h e(NewrydrkgOxford Unifersity Rré3sn1993),2150 s p e |
? See also the discussion in Andreas J. Kostenberger, “The Destruction of the Second Temple and the Composition

of the Fourth Gospel,” in Challenging Perspectives on the Gospel of John (ed. John Lierman; WUNT 2/219;

Tibingen: Mohr-Siebeck, 2006), 72-76.

1% Bauckham, Testimony of the Beloved Disciple, 14.

" Ibid., 19.
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narrative asides, the Gospel “would have looked like a biography of strongly historiographical
character,” creating commensurate expectations in the minds of its intended readers.*

Bauckham also, in Chapter 6, challenges the close association of John’s Gospel with the Qumran
community by those who argue for a sectarian Johannine community, maintaining that the exegesis of
the Hebrew Bible is primary. He includes four incisive, detailed case studies confirming the historicity of
various elements of John’s Gospel (Nicodemus, the Bethany family, the footwashing, and messianic
expectations; Chapters 7-10), and observes that the theology of the Gospel itself requires a concern for
history, a fact that is not negated by the “reflective interpretation” engaged in by the author.” Instead,
Bauckham argues that theological reflection should be understood as motivated by a search for the
“profoundest meaning of what Jesus said and did.”** In Bauckham’s own words, “We should not expect
the history to have been lost behind the interpretation but rather to have been highlighted by the
interpretation.”*

Since the early 1990s, there have been increasing indications of cracks in the hegemony of the
Martyn-style consensus. Martin Hengel’s monograph Die johanneische Frage (1993), Richard
Bauckham’s The Gospels for All Christians (1998), and Robert Kysar’s renunciation of the hypothesis at
the 2002 meeting, among other works, all served to erode confidence in various aspects of the reigning

paradigm.'® With this the stage was set for Bauckham'’s Jesus and the Eyewitnesses and the present

work, which provide a massive, and in my view compelling, challenge to the dominant approach. For

12 Ibid., 20. See also Martin Hengel, “Das Johannesevangelium als Quelle fiir die Geschichte des antiken
Judentums,” in Judaica, Hellenistica et Christiana: Kleine Schriften Il (WUNT 109; Tiibingen: Mohr-Siebeck, 1999),
293-334; and Craig L. Blomberg, The HistoricalRe | i abi | i t y (LacésterJUH: mterVassity QaD3).p e |
Y Ibid., 14.

" Ibid. See also the interesting study by C. Stephen Evans, “The Historical Reliability of John’s Gospel: From What
Perspective Should It Be Assessed?” in Gospel of John and Christian Theology, 91-119.

r Bauckham, Testimony of the Beloved Disciple, 14.

1% Martin Hengel, Die johanneische Frage (WUNT 67; Tbingen: Mohr-Siebeck, 1993); Richard Bauckham, ed., The
Gospels for All Christians: Rethinking the Gospel Audiences (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1998); and Robert Kysar,
“Expulsion from the Synagogue: A Tale of a Theory” (paper presented at the annual meeting of the Society of
Biblical Literature, Toronto, ON, November 23-26, 2002); subsequently published as Chapter 15 in Voyages with
John: Charting the Fourth Gospel (Waco, TX: Baylor University Press, 2005).



these reasons | welcome Bauckham’s findings and find myself in substantial agreement with him both
concerning his overall understanding of the nature of John’s Gospel and with regard to many of his
detailed findings."” I dissent from Bauckham’s conclusions in only one major respect, and that is the

matter of the authorship of John’s Gospel.

The Authorship of John’'s Gospel

While Bauckham, in contrast to Paul Anderson, contends that the “disciple Jesus loved” should be
regarded as the author, a thesis with which | agree, he identifies “John the Elder,” not the apostle, as the
author, primarily because of his reading of the patristic evidence (Papias, Polycrates, Irenaeus) and
because of various pieces of internal evidence, such as the reference to the sons of Zebedee in John
21:2, which he finds at odds with the anonymity of the beloved disciple in the Gospel. | have written a
detailed critique of Bauckham’s reading of the patristic evidence in my article ““The Disciple Jesus
Loved’: Witness, Author, Apostle—A Response to Richard Bauckham’s Jesus and the Eyewitnesses,”
which appeared in the most recent issue of the Bulletin of Biblical Research.” For the sake of time, and
because | judge the internal evidence from John’s Gospel to be even more significant, | will therefore not
duplicate my assessment of Bauckham’s handling of the patristic evidence here. Regarding the reference
to the sons of Zebedee in John 21:2, | see no good reason why John the apostle (if he was the author)
could not have put himself inconspicuously at the scene without lifting his anonymity as the author. In
any case, the argument from John 21:2 is hardly conclusive. | register the following points of critique

regarding Bauckham’s assessment of the internal evidence concerning Johannine authorship.

Y For example, applying Gerd Theissen’s theory of “protective anonymity,” he provides a plausible explanation
why the Synoptics may not have included the Lazarus narrative: Lazarus may have been a wanted man, and the
first three evangelists sought to protect him; John lifts the cloak of Lazarus’ anonymity because the threat to
Lazarus’ life no longer existed when John wrote his Gospel, possibly because Lazarus had died. See Bauckham,
Testimony of the Beloved Disciple, 181-83; Jesus and the Eyewitnesses, 195-201.

'® Andreas J. Kostenberger and Stephen O. Stout, ““The Disciple Jesus Loved’: Witness, Author, Apostle—A
Response to Richard Bauckham’s Jesus and the Eyewitnesses,” BBR 18 (2008): 209-32.



(1) Matthew 26:20 and Mark 14:17 as well as Luke 22:14 place the Twelve in the Upper Room
with Jesus at the Last Supper. This is significant in that the number twelve was almost certainly symbolic
of the twelve tribes of Israel, and Jesus’ institution of a new covenant was predicated upon the presence
of the Twelve as the representatives of the new covenant community. Bauckham acknowledges this,
writing, “The Twelve were selected for a special role of leadership in the renewed Israel,”*® but he gives
insufficient weight to this fact. Not commenting on Matthew’s Gospel, Bauckham contends that Mark’s
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reference to the Twelve at the Last Supper should not be taken “overliterally”*” and that Mark mentions

the Twelve only because they were “the only disciples Mark was interested in.”**

With regard to Luke, Bauckham argues that Luke’s reference is to a broader group of disciples,
stating that “Luke’s Gospel in particular makes it clear that Jesus had large numbers of disciples” and
that “there is no reason to suppose that no more than the Twelve were present at the Last Supper.”**
This may be so, but Bauckham’s attempt to broaden the Lukan reference in 22:14 to a group larger than
the Twelve is not supported by the six instances of the word apostolos in Luke’s Gospel. The first and
foundational reference, Luke 6:13, states explicitly that Jesus “called his disciples to him and chose
twelve of them, whom he also designated apostles.” In the second reference, Luke 9:10, in the context
of 9:1, again “the apostles” refers to the Twelve. The third and fourth references, Luke 11:49 and 17:5,
too, most likely equate the apostles and the Twelve. The fifth reference is 22:14, the apostles

celebrating the Last Supper with Jesus, and in Luke 24:10, the sixth and final reference, in the context of

24:9, “the apostles” likewise refers to the Twelve (now the Eleven, the Twelve minus Judas).

® Bauckham, Testimony of the Beloved Disciple, 16.
20 Ibid., 15 (with reference to Westcott).

*! Ibid., 16.

% Ibid., 15-16.



A study of the six Lukan occurrences of apostolos thus shows that Luke uses apostolos as a
technical term for the Twelve,”® and that not only Matthew and Mark, but also Luke, places the Twelve
specifically with Jesus in the Upper Room. Thus a proper reading of the evidence from the other three
canonical Gospels seems to increase the probability that the “disciple Jesus loved” was one of the
Twelve, since the focus in all three of the other canonical Gospel accounts—not just in Mark—is on the
presence of the Twelve with Jesus at the occasion of his institution of a new covenant with the
representatives of the new Israel.

(2) Related to this is the question of whether a disciple who was not a member of the Twelve
would not only have been present at the Last Supper but is likely to have occupied a place on Jesus’ side.
Bauckham, following Whiteley, suggests that the beloved disciple was the host at the Last Supper and
for that reason sat by Jesus’ side.”* He also contends that “[t]he special value of the Gospel of John may
be in part that it embodies a different perspective on Jesus, one from outside the circle of the Twelve.”*
However, as already mentioned, this does not sufficiently consider the importance of the Twelve as the
representatives of the new Israel. Also, the named characters in John’s Gospel present at the Last
Supper all seem to have been members of the Twelve (Peter, Judas, Thomas, Philip, and the other
Judas).”®

Bauckham’s suggestion that John’s Gospel may embody an “outside perspective” on Jesus also
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stands in apparent conflict with Bauckham’s own statement that John’s Gospel “puts the beloved
disciple in a unique position, as a disciple uniquely close to Jesus, present at key events in the story, ...

the ideal witness to Jesus and his history, and therefore as the disciple ideally qualified to write a

> See Darrell L. Bock, Luke 9:51-24:53 (BECNT; Grand Rapids: Baker, 1996), 1719, n. 6: “Luke likes to use this term
for the Twelve” (with reference to 6:13; see Darrell L. Bock, Luke 1:1-9:50 [BECNT; Grand Rapids: Baker, 1994],
541-42).

2 Ibid., 15, citing D. E. H. Whiteley, “Was John Written by a Sadducee?” in Wolfgang Haase, ed., Aufstieg und
Niedergang der Rémischen Welt 2.25.3 (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1985), 2481-2505.

% Ibid., 16.

¢ See 13:6-9, 36—38 (Peter); 13:2, 26—-30 (Judas); 14:5 (Thomas); 14:8 (Philip); and 14:22 (Judas [not Iscariot]).
Judas (not Iscariot) is most likely the Judas son of James mentioned in Luke 6:16 and Acts 1:13. He may be the
same as the Thaddaeus referred to in Matt 10:4 and Mark 3:19 (see Bock, Luke 1:1-9:50, 546).



gospel.”?’

An “outsider” who was “uniquely close” to Jesus, not just as the possible host of the Last
Supper, but at many of the key events of Jesus’ ministry? This seems unlikely, especially in light of the
parallelism established in John’s Gospel between Jesus as uniquely close to God the Father and hence
uniquely qualified to “tell God’s story” (1:18)*® and the “beloved disciple” as closest to Jesus at the Last
Supper and thus uniquely qualified to tell the story of Jesus (13:23; 21:24; cf. 21:20).*° John hardly
presents Jesus as an “outsider” who was “uniquely close” to God; if the author of John’s Gospel was a
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“uniquely close” “outsider,” the parallelism between Jesus and the “beloved disciple”/author in 1:18
and 13:23 breaks down.

(3) Bauckham makes too little of the strong historical link between Peter and John the son of
Zebedee—not “John the Elder”—in all of the available New Testament evidence (all four Gospels, the
book of Acts, and Galatians).*® This is especially significant in light of the fact that Peter and the “disciple
Jesus loved” are indisputably and consistently linked in John’s Gospel.** The most straightforward
conclusion from this consistent pattern of association between Peter and John the son of Zebedee
would seem to be that the “disciple Jesus loved” in John’s Gospel (who Bauckham agrees is the author)
is to be identified with John the son of Zebedee, not another John.

(4) One also wonders why the author of John’s Gospel omits any reference to John the son of

Zebedee if “the disciple Jesus loved” does not refer to this John by way of a device of authorial

modesty.*? Surely it would be surprising if someone as important in the other Gospel witness as John the

% Bauckham, Testimony of the Beloved Disciple, 16.

?® See on this Mark Stibbe, “Telling the Father’s Story: The Gospel of John as Narrative Theology,” in Challenging
Perspecti ves (ed iohnlierhan, WSNT 3% Tilkenken: Mohr-Siebeck, 2006), 170-93.

*® See Andreas J. Kostenberger, John (BECNT; Grand Rapids: Baker, 2004), 414; D. A. Carson, The Gospel according
to John (PNTC; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1991), 473; and Raymond E. Brown, The Gospel according to John XIII-XXI
(AB 29A; New York: Doubleday, 1970), 577.

¥ see, e.g., Mark 1:16-20; Acts 3—4; 8:14-25; Gal 2:9.

* See esp. Kevin Quast, Peter and the Beloved Disciple: Figures for a Community in Crisis (JSNTSup 32; Sheffield:
JSOT, 1989).

*? See Andreas J. Kostenberger, “’I Suppose’ (oimai): The Conclusion of John’s Gospel in Its Literary and Historical
Context,” in The New Testament in Its First Century Setting: Essays on Context and Background in Honour of B. W.
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son of Zebedee were not mentioned in John’s Gospel at all (apart from the oblique reference in John
21:2). It would seem to be considerably more likely that the “disciple Jesus loved” designates John the
son of Zebedee.

On the whole, therefore, the internal evidence adduced by Bauckham that the “disciple Jesus
loved” in John was “John the Elder” and not the son of Zebedee does not prove compelling. It is difficult
to believe that in Jesus’ inner circle there was a John who was present at the Last Supper (13:23), in
close proximity to Jesus (13:25), was regularly associated with the apostle Peter (13:23—-25; 18:15-18;
20:1-10; 21:1-25), was given the special honor of caring for Jesus’ mother (19:26-27), was one of the
first to run to the tomb with Peter (20:2), and yet was not John the apostle, or even one of the Twelve.

Not only does Bauckham’s handling of the internal evidence fail to prove compelling, his
rejection of apostolic authorship is surprising also since it would seem to be the most natural corollary
of his overall thesis. After all, Bauckham’s point is not merely that eyewitness testimony—any
eyewitness testimony—is important for the Gospels, but that we are dealing here with apostolic
eyewitness testimony, that is, eyewitness testimony that is credible because it comes from those who
were closest to Jesus during his earthly ministry and who served as an “authoritative collegium,” in
Bauckham’s own words. In this regard, it is hard to see how the testimony of one largely unknown “John
the Elder”—not mentioned in any of the other canonical Gospels or New Testament writings—would
satisfy Bauckham’s own criterion. Apostolic authorship, on the other hand, coupled with Peter’s
importance as a secondary witness, would fit perfectly with Bauckham’s overall theory, and further

strengthen it.

Winter on His 65" Birthday (ed. P. J. Williams, Andrew D. Clarke, Peter M. Head, and David Instone-Brewer; Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 2004), 72-88.
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Conclusion
Nevertheless, apart from this comparatively minor quibble, as mentioned, | find Bauckham’s historical
assessment of John’s Gospel widely convincing and considerably more likely than that of the “dominant

approach.”

D. Moody Smith, The Fourth Gospel in Four Dimensions

Introduction

| turn next to Moody Smith’s The Fourth Gospel in Four Dimensions. This is an elegantly written book
that contains many useful insights. Again, my focus is on implications for history. Smith’s view of history
with regard to John, if | understand him correctly, can be summed up in the following two points: (1) the
“Johannine community” level of history is primary (as argued in J. Louis Martyn’s History and Theology in
the Fourth Gospel);* and (2) typically, a choice must be made whether John or the other canonical
Gospels are historical, and more often than many surmise, John’s Gospel is preferable to the others. In

these two points, at least, Smith seems to represent what Bauckham calls the “dominant approach.”

The Two-Level Hermeneutic

Part One, “John and Judaism,” is essentially a reiteration of Smith’s endorsement of Martyn’s thesis, in
particular his proposal that John represents a two-level drama. However, reading John’s Gospel
following a two-level hermeneutic is problematic for several reasons. First, as Bauckham notes, “The
most important point to make is that it [the two-level reading] has no basis in the literary genre of the
Fourth Gospel,” namely, Greco-Roman biography.* If the genre of the Gospels (including John) is that of
biography, or at least some variation of it, then it follows that the Gospel is primarily a story about Jesus,

not John’s community.

). Louis Martyn, History and Theology in the Fourth Gospel (3d ed.; Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2003).
3 Bauckham, Testimony of the Beloved Disciple, 117.



11

Second, again in Bauckham’s words, “the Fourth Gospel itself evinces a strong sense of the
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pastness of the story of Jesus,” “not infrequently draw[ing] explicit attention to the difference between
the periods before and after the cross and resurrection of Jesus (e.g., 2:22; 7:39; 12:16; 13:7).”** As D. A.
Carson pointed out in an article on “misunderstandings” in John’s Gospel long ago, John is perfectly
capable of distinguishing, for example, between the original lack of comprehension of Jesus’ followers
and their later understanding.*® The catalog of misunderstandings throughout John’s Gospel shows that
John was keenly conscious of the possibility of anachronism and studiously sought to avoid it.*’

A third difficulty of a two-level hermeneutic applied to John’s Gospel is that it is hard to read the
entire narrative consistently as operating on two levels. Some, if not many, events in John’s Gospel—
take the account of the Baptist’s witness in 1:19-34, for example—rather transparently belong to the
first level recounting the original story of Jesus, with no apparent correspondence on a second level.*®
This means that the two-level hermeneutic can only be applied to certain parts of John’s narrative,
which raises the difficult methodological question as to which narratives ought to be subjected to a two-
level reading and which should not. Again, Bauckham captures the essence of the difficulty: “Moreover,
the strategy cannot be applied to every part of the narrative, nor consistently to the parts of the
narrative to which it is applied. Not every character in the Gospel can plausibly represent some group in
the community’s history and context. ... Every example of the strategy in practice is riddled with
arbitrariness and uncertainty. The more one realizes how complex and selective the practice of this
reading strategy has to be, the less plausible it becomes.”*

None of this is to say, as critics of a two-level hermeneutic applied to John’s Gospel such as

Bauckham or Carson readily point out, that the circumstances prevailing at the time of John’s writing

35 .
Ibid.
**D. A. Carson, “Understanding Misunderstandings in the Fourth Gospel,” TynBul 33 (1982): 59-89.
37 .
Carson, Gospel according to John, 44.
% Consider also the references to the “little while” in the Farewell Discourse, which only work on the original level
of the story.
» Bauckham, Testimony of the Beloved Disciple, 117.
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were completely irrelevant to how John wrote his Gospel.”’ The above-stated concerns do, however,
cast doubt on the degree of specificity with which advocates of a two-level hermeneutic such as Martyn
or Brown claim to be able to infer the history of the Johannine community from the text of John’s
Gospel.

For reasons such as these, to assign historical primacy to the level of the Johannine community
over against Jesus represents an extreme that is unwarranted by the genre of the Gospel, indications of
John's consciousness of the distinction between the time of Jesus and the period subsequent to his
ministry, and various other factors.

What is more, interpreters should avoid elevating the second level of the Gospel over the first
one to the extent that it for all practical purposes overrides it. An example of this may be Smith’s
statement that “[m]ost commentators now agree that the Fourth Gospel reflects conditions after the

Roman War rather than during the time of Jesus.”*

This statement is problematic not only because it, in
dichotomous fashion, pits the time of John’s writing against the time of Jesus but also because it seems
to preclude the possibility that a biblical author may bear faithful witness to Jesus’ life and teaching and

do so in light of his current situation, bringing out the contemporary relevance of Jesus’ ministry without

necessarily falsifying or distorting the original story.

Alleged Historical Contradictions between John and the Other Canonical Gospels
Part Two, “John and the Historical Jesus,” is essentially a comparison between John and the other
canonical Gospels. This section, and in fact the entire book, is pervaded by the assumption that there

are actual conflicts between John and the other Gospels in the canon, which requires the interpreter to

40 .

Ibid.
“p. Moody Smith, The Fourth Gospel in Four Dimensions: Judaism and Jesus, the Gospels and Scripture (Columbia,
SC: University of South Carolina Press, 2008), 15.
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determine whether John or the other canonical Gospels are historically accurate. In what follows | will
cite and briefly comment on several specific instances addressed by Smith.

(1) The first such case is Smith’s remark that John’s account of Jesus’ trial “is more likely
history” than Mark’s.*> According to Smith (who, of course, represents much other critical scholarship at
this point), the Markan trial account “violates a number of stipulations governing a capital trial laid out
in the Mishnaic tractate Sanhedrin.” By contrast, he thinks that the “simpler Johannine account of a
hearing before Annas does not present comparable difficulties.”*

However, as Robert Stein has shown in his recent commentary on Mark’s Gospel, these
perceived difficulties are far from insurmountable.* (1) The rules in m. Sanh. 47 were written down in
ca. AD 200 and represent an idealization of the procedures that should have been followed in AD 30/33.
(2) It is doubtful that the Sadduccee-dominated Sanhedrin at Jesus’ trial would have followed the
idealized rules of the Pharisees encoded in the Mishnah. (3) The rules of the tractate Sanhedrin often
conflict with the information given by Josephus. (4) Even if the rules of the Mishnah were in effect at
Jesus’ trial, this does not mean that they were followed. As Stein notes, “The Gospels portray Jesus’ trial
as being a kind of kangaroo court, seeking not whether Jesus was guilty of a capital offense but rather to

h.”* (5) If a decision must be made between the

find some charge to justify putting him to deat
historicity of the trial account in Mark (or the other Gospels) and the mishnaic rules in effect at Jesus’
trial, “why choose the latter over the former?”*® The passion narratives were written at a time when

many eyewitnesses were still alive who could corroborate or challenge these accounts. (6) If the

argument is made that the Gospels were written from a Christian point of view and with a Christian bias,

a Smith, Fourth Gospel in Four Dimensions, 52. This dichotomy pervades Smith’s discussion of the relationship
between John and Mark on pp. 52-56.
43 .
Ibid.
** Robert H. Stein, Mark (BECNT; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2008), 677. The following discussion summarizes the
essence of Stein’s argument.
45 .
Ibid.
* Ibid.
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it could equally be argued that the Mishnah was written from a Jewish point of view and with a Jewish
bias. For reasons such as these there is no need to deny the historicity of Mark’s account of Jesus’ trial,
nor is the interpreter necessarily required to choose between Mark and John with regard to the
historicity of their respective accounts.

(2) Another instance where Smith may exaggerate the disparity between John and the other
canonical Gospels is his comment that while in Matthew, Mark, and Luke Jesus rejects people’s desire
for signs, “[p]recisely such signs are offered in the Fourth Gospel.”*” In response, however, it is not clear
that “precisely such signs” are offered in John: in John’s Gospel, too, Jesus rejects the Jews’ demand for
signs (2:18-19; 6:30-31). The signs offered by John are not the ones Jesus rejects in the other canonical
Gospels, but some of the same startling acts of Jesus as the Synoptic miracles (e.g. the feeding of the
5,000). The difference is not, it seems, that the Synoptic Jesus rejects people’s demands for signs while
the Johannine Jesus is shown to perform the very signs he rejects in the other canonical Gospels.
Instead, John emphasizes the Christological dimension of the miracles and calls them “signs” to
underscore this vital theological point. This may be one example where John deepens the Synoptic
presentation, as Bauckham suggests, rather than standing in conflict with it.

(3) Elsewhere, Smith says the “astounding aspects of Johannine stories seem to be
exaggerations based upon the already amazing deeds of Jesus narrated in the Synoptics” and says these
are “rightly regarded as historically suspect,” though he does not supply any evidence or compelling
rationale why these astounding aspects necessarily should be regarded as exaggerations.*”® More likely,
these astounding aspects may constitute the primary reason why John selected these events for
inclusion in his Gospel. Rather than reflecting embellishment on John’s part, the turning of water into
wine, the healing of the lame man, or the raising of Lazarus in all probability were selected precisely

because they were so startling and unusual and thus stood out from the rest. Indeed, John had an

v Smith, Fourth Gospel in Four Dimensions, 234, n. 2.
*® Ibid., 135.
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abundance of startling feats of Jesus from which to make his selection, as he intimates in the conclusion
to his Gospel (21:24-25).

(4) Atanother juncture, Smith lists places where “John’s presentation is inconceivable
historically in its representation of,” for example, his use of the “l am” phrase to introduce himself and
his role. Again, the question arises, why is it so inconceivable that Jesus would have said, “l am the good
shepherd” or “l am the bread of life”? Bauckham, in a fine study in Chapter 11 of The Testimony of the
Beloved Disciple, has reasonably suggested that Jesus’ pronouncements are rooted in Deut 32:39 and
the language of Isaiah 40-55 (esp. 41:4; 43:10; 46:4).”° Surely Jesus must have lodged significant and
controversial claims to justify the antagonism that developed among the Jewish authorities. In fact,
John’s claim that it was the charge of blasphemy that led the Jewish leaders to plot Jesus’ demise (e.g.
19:7) makes eminent historical sense.

(5) Finally, in Part Three, “John among the Gospels,” which continues the discussion of the
relationship between John’s Gospel and the other canonical Gospels along the lines of conflicting and
doubtful historicity, Smith proposes that 20:26—29 is “probably” a doublet of 20:19-23 (and thus
unhistorical, if | understand him correctly here).* Again, this seems unnecessary. Why could Jesus not
have appeared to his disciples without Thomas and then again at a later time when Thomas was

present?

Conclusion

While Smith’s book, as mentioned, is well written and contains much information that is worth
pondering, | conclude that with regard to the two major historical tenets identified at the outset of this
review, the two-level hermeneutic and the view that John and the other canonical Gospels often stand

in historical conflict, Smith’s position does not comport very well with the historical data. Measured by

* Bauckham, Testimony of the Beloved Disciple, 243-50.
0 Smith, Fourth Gospel in Four Dimensions, 174.
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its explanatory power of the relevant historical evidence, it should be regarded as having been eclipsed
by Bauckham’s paradigm, which conceives the Gospels as eyewitness testimony and views John’s Gospel
as the product of extended theological reflection but not necessarily as standing in historical conflict

with the other canonical Gospel accounts.

t | dzf |y Fh&RildatR Ghspal and the Quest for Jesus
Introduction
With this | turn, last, to Paul Anderson’s The Fourth Gospel and the Quest for Jesus. In many ways, this is
a tour de force that shows great erudition and ingenuity. While novel and idiosyncratic in certain
respects, Anderson’s study nonetheless fits at least certain aspects of what Bauckham calls the
“dominant approach,” in particular the notion that John’s Gospel is the product of a complex history of
literary composition which can be discerned from the text as it has come down to us. Anderson wrote
this book to address what he calls the “dehistoricization of John” and the “de-Johannification of Jesus.”
After a review of the history of research on the John-Synoptic relationship and a critique of the
traditional view, Anderson presents his own proposal along the following three lines: (1) John developed
independently from the other canonical Gospels; (2) at the same time, John was not isolated from
Matthew, Mark, and Luke but wrote both to correct and to supplement them; (3) John developed in
several stages and appeared in an earlier and a later edition in AD 80—85 and AD 100, respectively. In a
valuable section, Anderson proceeds to account for John’s omission of much of Mark’s material and for
his stylized language and elaborates on his proposal of two Johannine editions, the first starting with
1:15, 19-42 and ending with 20:31, the second adding the prologue, epilogue, and other smaller parts.
This is followed by an exploration of the way in which John offers a unique contribution,
alongside Mark, to the quest of the historical Jesus, arguing for a “bi-optic” approach. Here Anderson

looks first at shared material, then at material found only in the other canonical Gospels, and last at
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material found only in John. While making a case for John’s contribution, however, Anderson argues
repeatedly that the Johannine material stands in conflict with the Synoptic/Markan accounts, often with
little (if any) effort at harmonization. In this Anderson himself becomes a study in contradictions. He is a
critical defender of historicity who seeks to vindicate John’s historicity while finding contradictions
between John and the other canonical Gospels.

In fact, Anderson’s entire work displays signs of a struggle to navigate the tension between
traditional and critical scholarship. It is almost as if one has to read Anderson’s work at two levels. At

I”

one point, Anderson says he values “traditions” and aspires to being “traditional” —even “more

I”

traditional” than “traditional” interpretations—while at the same time rejecting the traditional view of
apostolic authorship. At another point he says he aims to be “critical” without being “critical” (in the
process coining the word “criticalism”).”* As one reviewer notes, “It seems that Anderson is asking the

reader to break out of a critical paradigm that he himself is still upholding.”*?

At one point he is
defending the Gospel, at the next he is proposing theories with little or no historical or other evidence to

support them.>®

John’'s Approach to History: Di alectic or Otherwis
One of the major planks in Anderson’s approach is his thesis that John was dialectical in his thinking.>

By this Anderson means that in his reflection on his tradition, John was engaged in “making meaning out

> paul Anderson, The Fourth Gospel and the Quest for Jesus: Modern Foundations Reconsidered (T & T Clark
Biblical Studies; New York/London: T&T Clark, 2007), 179.

> Michael J. Kruger, JETS 51 (2008): 141-44. The same reviewer observes that “what strikes the reader as odd here
is that Anderson presents these arguments almost as if they were new discoveries when traditional scholars have
known and used these responses to the critical method for generations” (p. 142). Kruger’s entire review is well
worth reading and lodges many additional perceptive criticisms that space limitations prevent me from pursuing
here.

> See Kruger’s comment that Anderson’s proposal of two Johannine editions “lacks any tangible historical
evidence in its favor (ibid., 143).

>* Anderson, Fourth Gospel and the Quest for Jesus, 38 (following Barrett).
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of earlier perceptions, and in the light of new experiences, new openings are suggested.”>> While a full
assessment of this thesis is beyond the scope of this review, one wonders if Anderson’s terminology

n u

here—“cognitive dialectic,” “conjunctive approach,” “cognitive dialogue,” etc.—>® is a nice way of

accounting for what he perceives to be incongruities or contradictions between John’s Gospel and his

|”

source material. In this regard, too, Anderson seems torn between being “critical” and being

III

“traditional.” Yet it is unclear whether declaring John to have been a dialectical theological thinker
captures the essence of his approach. John was reflective; but that does not necessarily mean he was
dialectical. He understood that Jesus was the Christ in light of the resurrection and the sending of the
Spirit. While Spirit-illumined, however, John did not necessarily employ a dialectical theological method.
Simply put (and his is a simple Gospel), John sought to lead his readers to faith in Jesus by telling Jesus’
story as one who claimed to have been an eyewitness of the major events to which the Gospel
testifies.”’

By now it is widely understood that John was not only a theologian; he was also a historian.
What is more, the entire “history-theology” dichotomy with regard to John’s Gospel has largely
collapsed or at least weakened considerably.58 If John, then, was both a historian and theologian, what
kind of historian-theologian was he? Was he a dialectical thinker, as Anderson suggests, or did he write

as an eyewitness, or both? | have already registered my doubt that John’s thought should be properly

construed as dialectic. Let me therefore explore for a moment the implications of the second

> |bid. See also the quote of Rudolf Bultmannn on p. 175 who defines “dialectic” as “a specific way of speaking
which recognizes that there exists no ultimate knowledge which can be encompassed and preserved in a single
statement.”

*® Ibid., 187.

> John, incidentally, was a gospel-centered man; if we read his Gospel (with a capital “G”) and miss the gospel
(small “g”), we miss the core of his message.

*% See already Leon Morris, “History and Theology in the Fourth Gospel,” in Studies in the Fourth Gospel (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1969), 65—138. See also Marianne Meye Thompson, “The Historical Jesus and the Johannine
Christ,” in Exploring the Gospel of John: In Honor of D. Moody Smith (ed. R. Alan Culpepper and C. Clifton Black;
Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 1996), 21-42.
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alternative. What would it have meant for John to write his Gospel about Jesus as an eyewitness?
Compared to the other canonical Gospels, John’s witness would have been more direct and immediate:

e than Mark, who most likely, and according to patristic witness, drew on Petrine testimony;

e than Luke, who by his own admission (1:2) was not himself an eyewitness but drew on other

written (and presumably oral) sources; and

e than Matthew, because John, according to the Gospel witness, was closer to Jesus during his

earthly ministry than Matthew was.

Thus, in John's case, deeper insight into the nature of Jesus’ person and work and their
significance was grounded, not in his dialectical method, but in his closer relationship to Jesus during his
earthly ministry. As a historian-theologian, John drew significantly, not merely on “interfluential
traditions,” but on his own eyewitness recollection as a major historical source. This, incidentally, does
not mean that John needs to be pitted against the writers of the other canonical Gospels. If
historiography entails interpretation (which no one denies), then different accounts may all be
“historical” in the sense that they offer legitimate accounts and interpretations of a given historical

person’s actions or teachings.

Other Concerns
| have three parting concerns pertaining to matters of history as related to Anderson’s work.

(1) As Martin Hengel has reminded us, the church conceived of the Gospels as the “fourfold
gospel” according to Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John, conveying a fourfold perspective on the one

gospel of salvation in Jesus Christ.”® | fear that Anderson’s “bi-optic” proposal may unduly diminish the

> Martin Hengel, The Four Gospels and the One Gospel of Jesus Christ (Philadelphia: Trinity Press International,
2000).
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individual contributions of Matthew, Mark, and Luke by reducing them essentially to one perspective
rather than three.*

(2) Anderson makes too little of the possible significance of a likely occasion of John’s Gospel,
the destruction of the Second Temple. The last decade has seen a substantial number of important
studies on this subject.®* If the “first edition” of John’s Gospel was completed in the AD 80s, as Anderson
suggests, how likely is it that an event as undisputed and momentous as the destruction of the temple
would not have had a part in the way in which John framed his message? This calls for more exploration
on a historical and theological level than Anderson has provided.

(3) At times the limited nature of the available evidence would seem to call for more restraint
than Anderson exhibits. A century ago, the German scholar Adolf Schlatter pointed to the inherent
limitations of historical research: “The boundaries for his [the historian’s] explanatory work lie where his
grounded awareness ends. Historical thinking does not extend beyond that which is revealed by the

762

available sources. Otherwise historical research would turn out novels.””" | fear that some aspects of

Anderson’s work may resemble the kinds of novels against which Schlatter cautions us.®*

% To be part of the solution here, | chose to avoid the term “Synoptic” in this paper wherever possible and instead

to make it a practice to refer to “the other canonical Gospels.” Compare the “concluding reservation” lodged by

Smith, Fourth Gospel in Four Dimensions, 80, which is not the same as the one | register here but bears some

affinity to it.

ot See, e.g., Mary L. Coloe, God Dwells With Us: Temple Symbolism in the Fourth Gospel (Collegeville, MN: Liturgical

Press, 2001); Paul M. Hoskins, Jesus as the Fulfillment of the Temple in the Gospel of John (Paternoster Biblical

Monographs; Milton Keynes, UK: Paternoster, 2006); AlanR.Kerr, The Templ e of Jesus’ Body:
the Gospel of John (JSNTSS 220; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 2002); Késtenberger, “Destruction of the

Second Temple”; and Stephen T.Um, The Theme of Templ e GQUNTSBIg;Newl o0gy i n John
York/London: T&T Clark, 2006).

%2 “Eoreword to Das Wort Jesu (1909),” in Adolf Schlatter, The History of the Christ: The Foundation of New

Testament Theology (trans. Andreas J. KOstenberger; Grand Rapids: Baker, 1997), 19.

® This is the case despite Anderson’s comments on pp. 5—6. For some additional examples, see the next footnote.
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Conclusion

When | first read Anderson’s book, | thought it was bold, with its daring conjectures, novel terms (such
as “de-Johannification”) and intrepid reconstructions (such as of John informing Q).5* After more
extended reflection, however, | concluded that Anderson’s book, to the contrary, is not radical enough,

|ll

because it continues to operate essentially within a historical-critical “quest” mentality. If my choice is
between an approach that excludes John’s Gospel entirely from historical consideration and Anderson’s
“bi-optic” alternative, | will choose the latter, but as Bauckham’s proposal makes clear, these are not the

only two options. And with regard to dialectic thinking, perhaps it is not author of the Fourth Gospel

who engages in dialectical theologizing, but the author of The Fourth Gospel and the Quest for Jesus.

Conclusion

On balance, | conclude that Bauckham’s proposal that John’s Gospel represents eyewitness testimony
explains the available historical evidence more plausibly than Smith’s advocacy of a two-level reading or
Anderson’s dialectical, “bi-optic” “fourth quest” proposal (though | sincerely wish that you, Richard,
would reconsider your assessment of the historical evidence concerning the authorship of John's
Gospel). That said, | am indebted to all three authors for their stimulating insights and prolific writing.
Let the conversation continue, in our joint quest to arrive at a better understanding of the Gospel we all

love. Thank you very much.

® See Anderson, Fourth Gospel and the Quest for Jesus, 117. See also his claim to be able to infer “[a]t least seven
crises” from John’s Gospel (p. 33) and his assertion that “[t]he Johannine tradition ... appears to have gone through
at least three major periods—each having at least two crises within it” (p. 39). Anderson’s proposals here are
reminiscent of the five stages of the Johannine community suggested three decades ago by Raymond E. Brown,
“’Other Sheep Not of This Fold’: The Johannine Perspective on Christian Diversity in the Late First Century,” JBL 97
(1978): 5-22, which has failed to garner major scholarly support owing to its highly speculative nature.



