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1C has only been alluded to (as rule favour- de ’Pexactıtude Cces SOUTCes sont abordees.
ably, though not. uncritically) In earlhıer chapters; De telles acunes nNnNOouUSs donnent ’impression
and chapter 97 the last, after briefly looking at, etude sujet des Evangıles eux-memes reste
SOINE other recent varıetlies of theism, resumnes ınachevee.
the exposıtion of PFrOCeSS thought. The COUFrTeOUSsS
erıtic1ısm of others’ posıtions IC has hiıtherto
marked the book 1S nOot applied to Barbour’s OW. SAMMENFASSUNGThe result 18 lıttle od  Q, Professor Barbour
wrıtes Christian, and crıticızes, for example, Der £ZT0,| Teil des Buches besteht eiınem umfang-

reichen un strukturierten ergleic. der Evangelienaurice 1ıles for eparting from the 1D11cCa mıt verschiedenen griechischen und römischenwıtness; yet Man Yy readers 1l probably feel that zwographien UoOnNn Xenophon Unı sokrates hıs Plutarchhe himself has one Just the Same, though to
lesser extent For example: are told that Un Phılostratus. Der Autor beschreibt un bewertet

klassısche und moderne Ansıchten zuUr GattungChrist dıffers from other relig10us figures only In Evangelium, wober sıch für eınen Ansatz einsetzt,egree The and resurrection ATre only Imen- der sowohl Elemente derKlassızıstik als auch modernetioned wiıth ONe oOu exception) ın reporting
the VIEWS of others. He 1s unhappy wıth the Literaturtheorie miıt einschließt. Er schlußfolgert daß

dıe Evangelien als Form zur. Gattung ‘Biographie’plcture of Kıng, though he ıt, 1S gehören, zumındest ın demselben Maße W1Le anderebibhical And 15 SEEN argely Our elilow- griechische oder römıiısche Texte, dıe ‘biographisch’sufferer, posıtıon 1C surely fits the 1D11ca.
picture only ıf much stronger doctrine of the eingestuft werden. Diese Kese ıst ım Grundsatz
Incarnation 15 held than Barbour himself überzeugend un sorgfältig vorgetragen. Allerdings

werden eınıge wichtige Detailfragen, zB über dıeIt WOU. be unreasonable to eXpect Barbour to Genauigkeit ım (ebrauch UOnNn Quellenmaterial beidefend his theological posıtıon al engt. In book
the relationships tween relıgion and sclence, den klassıschen Bıographen), ıcht beantwortet. Dies

but the effect. produce: 1S ONe of imbalance, and hınterläßt NS mıt einerel UoOnNn offenen Fragestel-
lungen ım Hıinblick auf dıe Evangelıen selbst.book  slightly diminishes the alue of Ve. worthwhile

Rıchard Sturch Outside the confines of scholarly New Testament
slıp, England crıticısm, Burridge’s question must SEeEeM odd

0)e1  D What AT the Gospels? To teenage son
the NSWer 1s obvious: the Gospels Are 00.

FuroJTh 994) 3:1, 8486 about Jesus. Burridge WOU. apgree, ıIn fact, wiıth
this simple aNnswWer. INOTE precisely, he WOU. SaYy,

What Aare the Gospels? Comparıson they ATe l1ographies of Jesus and WOU. ave
een recognised such Dy an Yy contemporarywıth Graeco-Roman Biography

Richard urridge reader In the Graeco-Roman WOTF. The larger
Cambridge: ambrıdge University Press, part of this book, there{fore, 15 taken wıth

wide-ranging schematic comparıson between the1992, 111 299 .35 Gospels an! number of TEee and Roman
biographies, from enophon and utarc and
Philostratus

RESUME the WOTrT. of New Testament scholarship,Cet OUUrTraße comprend surtout UNne comparaıson however, the iıdea of comparıng the Gospels wiıith
etendue et schematique entre les Evangiles et dıverses Graeco-Roman 10graphy has not always met.
biographies faıtes Dar des auteurs et latıns, with approval. Bultmann’s categorical assertion
depuis AÄenophon et Isocrate Jusqu'ä Plutarqgue et that the Gospels ‘cannot be nNncCclude! 1ın the cate-
Philostrate. L’auteur retrace et 6value les discussions gOTYy of bıographies’ has dominated the ceritical
classıques et recentes Sr la nature du qu est tradıtion for OVer half century. Only recentlyl’Evangıle eft ınsıste S5ur la necessıte d’avoir FecCcours ave scholars started to question this assertion
Perudition classique et LNLE theorie de la lıitterature. an! ıts concomıiıtant insıstence that the spe 18

conclut QUE les Evangıles appartıennent N unıque iterary created by the earlyde la ‘biographie’, MOLNS autant GUE tout autre Christians. Accordingly, Burridge takes quite
exte grecC latın Feconnu tel UCette these est tiıme LO describe and evaluate both the classic (ch
utılement defendue. Pourtant quelques questions an the INOTe recent (ch 4) discussion the
ımportantes Com. cCe. de usage de SOUTCes of the Gospels, and highlights the theologı1-d’ınformation Dr les biographes classiques et Ce: cal assumptions 1C ave largely determined
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and content will not OW ıt. actually to be des-the drift of the debate The only WaYy get to
gr1ps ith the problem, he rıghtly 15 LO eribed drama genre (p 53)
enliıst the a1ıd of two external disciplines: classical In the second part of the book, urrldge outlines
scholarshıp and lıterary theory The fiırst ll be the reasons why he believes, In the 1g of all

these factors, that the best. description of thefamiliar enough to readers of thıs uarterly
constant theme of the late Bruce: ote that Gospels ın erms of (1.e ın erms of the
Burridge insısts and Bruce WOU. ave agree! iterary expectatıons of their first readers) 15
with that takıng the classıcs seriously ‘biography (in Tee terms) Bıos. This

1S to be defined not by startıng ıth rigildreading hat classical scholars SaYy about theıir
texts ell reading the EeXTtSs (ch The ormula but (following good practice
second 15 InNnOTre modish but equally welcome, an! hlıterary er1tics) by considering TOA| ‘cluster’ of
the chapter ‘(Genre eritieism and hıterary theory features. Thus Burridge’s checklist includes

formal, external features ıke en scale, an!(ch mMa Yy ell to be ONe of the most useful
in the book for non-afficionados of lıterary theory structure ell internal aspects of content

In this chapter, Burridge provides workman- and style The checklist 1S then sed to set
iıke digest of theory 1C. explaıins the systematic comparıson wiıth ten Tee and Latın

lographies rangıng ın date from the ou CeN-central ımportance of for the study of
Tature (p 34) and introduces the idea of LUrYy tOo the 1r century The ist 18
S A 'system of expectations’, ‘contract’ clearly chosen to eNCOMPDASS wide varıety of Bıol
between author and reader (p 35) ese expecta- from ılieren periods an! language-groups: ıt 15

designed tOo be inclusive rather than diserimına-tıons mMa Yy be confounde: Dy the author and ll
be continually revised and adjuste: ın the 1g LOrYy ıthın the gTOUD, therefore, there 15 1OOIM

of the reader’s ncounter with the text. ın er for diversity: ıt, 1s ımportant for Burridge’s PUurpose
words, they are not simply sget. of rules 1C to Stress that example ll contaın all the
the author must obey But the fact that they aAare generIic features, and it 1S nOot NECESSaATrY that they
adjustable does not InNnecan that they do nOot exıst: should T’hus, for example, the fact that Satyrus
they are real factor ın the composıtıon of the Life of Euripides 15 1n dialogue form does not
work, and readers who do not share them ıll disqualify it. Bıos, despite the fact that most
make Ser10us mistakes ın eCOo! ıt. Conversely, Bıol use narratıve, because ın er respects
discovering the extent of shared expectations ıt, conforms to expectations for the ENTE,
between the author and the original readers Ca  — Philostratus Life of Apollonius ofT'yana, similarly,
assıst LO decode eVvVen old unfamilıar works: 1S unusually long for the SINCEe MOST Bıol
‘when e  ng with documents ıke the gospels are single-volume works.
1C. are not part of OUr contemporary hliterature When judged agaınst this hst, the Gospels turn
an whose conventijons ATre unclear ıt, 15 through out to be much 101 an/Yy of the others: ın
gEeENTES that mMaYy enter iınto the hermeneutical other words, they fulfil Many of the generI1ic
circle and comprehend theır meanıng' (p 38) It expectatıons the TEee and Roman EeXTSsS
ollows that understanding of the WaYy geENTES 1C. AIle universally accepted elonging to
operate ın contemporary literature 1S essential the This 18 deliberately understated
for the erıtic who WOU. understand the Gospels conclusıon: urridge 1s determined not to be IMNOTe

an Yy other ancıent text. “The gospels must be precıse than his method OWS, a  oug he o0es
compared wıth hlterature of theır OW. day (p 53) OW himself SOMeE IMNOTeEe tentatıve prec1ısıon ın
Moreover, Just there 15 such ing his 1na. chapter. Hıs aım 15 f read him rightly)
priıvate Janguage (if ıt. 1S truly prıvate ıt 1S not simply to clear the STOUN! methodologically for
language), ere 15 such thing 1ın erms of future study of the Gospels wıthın the TOA|
iterary eory un1ı1que the author classıfication Bıos. If this understanding of
must at least begin ıth something that the the TOA| aım 15 correct, then the enterprise must
readers 1n. they understand, otherwise be jJjudged successful: SCcEe difficulty iın under-
communıiıcatıon 15 possible (p 49) And finally, standıng the gospels Bıo"l ın thıs overarching

particularly value hiıs insıstence usıngtheory allows urridge LO distinguish
between ılieren levels of lıterary cComparıson. ‘“cluster’ of features LO categorıze SCHTIC, and his
uch of the confusıon ın current studies, repea' StTress formal, external characterıstics
he suggests, “*arıses from aıllure to appreclate like metre and S1Z ın formıing Taryjudgement

book ıthiın the cluster, not all the cate-the proper definition of an the levels at
1C. ıt. operates. Many of the propose: analogles gorlies Are equally convincıng: find ıt hard to
for the ospels are modal rather than generıc detect ın practice, for example, hat 18 the ılier-
descriptions, e whereas ark COU. ell ave ENCE between SOINE of the eadings sed under

‘authorial intention an purpose’ (ppMan Yy dramatıc characteristics modes), ıts form
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185—88) But there Are real advances here, not contaın lot 1C 1S escr1De: sımply Ticetion’
least 1n the demonstratıion of methods of char- by classıical scholars iıke Mary Lefkowitz 1m1-
acter1ızatıon ın ancıent 10gTraphy (pp larly the question ofgul  AC and register

18 touched O:  9 but left deliberately ODEN.: SOINe175-170):1 should lay LO rest. NCe and for all
the old complain that the gospels cannot be lographers belong to and wrıte for) the hterary
lographies because they are not interested 1ın elite, others are INOTe ‘popular’ (p 149, 185)
character portrayal’'. Perhaps urrıdge’s single Biographies COU. Vary widely ıIn PUurpose, tooO

SOINE are written LO praıse their subject, SOINE tomost ılluminating contribution to the debate 1S
hiıs analysıis of the subjects of the Bıol (pp 13  ‚r attack, SomMe to ach (pp 149-52,
38, ‚ppendix. and of the Gospels gaıln, Burridge deliberately STLresseSsS the wıde
(Pp. 5—99, W and ppendix 'Thıs of possibilıties here, and readers who want
analysıs ll be confirmed, believe, by INOoOre ImMore precıse analysıs of the soclal functions of
etaıle:! analysıs of transıtıvıty patterns. In 10gTaphAy wiıthin particular tradition wiıll ave
soclolinguilstic erms, Jesus 15 the ‘subject’ of the look elsewhere (see for example 'albert’s ıcle
Gospels LO extent that 15 hard LO parallel, even ‘Bıography, Ancient’ the Ne  < Anchor
ın the acknowledged l1ographies. Dictionary) There 15 1TOOMM for much fruitful work

these and elated before Ca  — claımIn TOA| terms, then, WOU. CONCUTr wiıith
Burridge’s thesis: there will always be rOOIN for fully apprecılate the Gospel’s ımpact theır
argument about details, but verall the CUMMU- first readers.
latıve effect of his analysıs 18 impressıve. If there But Sa y that InNnore needs to be one 18 not to
1sS of dissatisfaction reaching the end denigrate the achjievement of study urrldge
of the book, it, 18 probably sımply because the has one much to cları rather onfused 1ssue
classıfıcatıon of the Gospels Bıol 1S LOO TOA| In spe studies, and students concerned with
to AaNnsSWer Man Yy of the precıse questions IC 1SSues In INan y other of research
Man y readers want answered. For Burridge, this find thıs helpful introduetion. And ıt,
breadth 15 quıte deliberate LO achleve greater IMay be that he himself has underestimated the
prec1ısıon WOU. be to discuss ‘subgenres’ (D 24 1), hermeneutical gaın LO be made from hıs demon-
and that 15 not part of the COINICeTrN of thıs study stratiıon of the centrality of Jesus to the spe
In fact the breadth 185 NECESSarYy to accommodate form Scholarly approaches to the Gospels In
much of the Gospel evidence: often correlation recent ave suggested surprisıng number
18 expressed ın negatıve erms no dissımılar,’ of different ‘subjects’ for the Gospels: Mark 15
ZU8: ‘there appears to be nothing about thıs ‘about’ discipleship, for example, Jo  z ‘about’
gener1c feature preventing them eing Biot, the community’s Tea. ıth the YyNagOogu'
214) But the problem 18 that bDy usıng . ere 1s lot to be saıd for reminding ourselves
technique urridge risks failıng LO deliver the agaın of the obvious but t00O easıly forgotten) fact
understandıng he offered al the outset. ıf that first and foremost the Gospels are books
1S essential clue to the meanıng of texXt, what about Jesus’.
hermeneutical advances has thıs classıficatıon 1ın
the end nabled to make? urridge makes the Alexander Loveday
poınt himself ıIn hıs concluding paragraphs (pp e  1e  9 England
255—6) Our solution MaYy easıer demonstrate
an rıval thesis put orward bDy Shuler], but
produce less direct results, SInCe Bios 1S widely FuroJTh 994) 3:l 86—8
diverse and relatively flexible wiıthın 1C|
to place the gospels, wıthout this conclusion dic- Kıngdom Concerns: Theology of

Missıon Todaytatıng al that eed LO NOW about their Ken Gnanakaninterpretation’.
'T’hus thıs 185 Ve much book 10 IVP, Leicester, 1993, £6.99

possibilities rather than on 10 solves
problems. It ıll not answer questions about

and the UuUse of SOUTCES the blo- RESUME
graphers, for example. ere 1S wıde s’agıt la d’un traıte academıique sSur la
wiıithiıin the ın this respect: utfarc. MLSSLON, MALS d’un OUUTaßE ecrıt par miıssıiONNALFE
Nepos COU. draw g00d historical SOUTCES, but engage ete Dpudlıe l’intention de lecteurs
the lexander Romance (which urridge o0es not, asıatıques, MALS ıl miöerıte UNne dıffusion plus etendue.
discuss) 185 wildly imagınatıve despite the eX1Ss- Gnanakan presente Uune grande visıon de l’effortence of sober historical AaCCounts of Alexander, miıssıiOoNNALFE SUur le plan l’evangelisation el de
and the lographies of wriıters and philosophers "action socıale. L’ouvrage presente des poınts faıdles,
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