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supplement each other an eed complemen SDalt datierten synoptischen Evangelıen. Berger
the WAaYV LO De complete pıcture of sıcht eine ‘“ökumenıische Komplementarıität

an heology ıefel, 114; 19859, stelle VONn IıterarıscherAbhängıgkeıt Leider ıst
T’he ADNSWEeTr LO these questlions depends das Buch hastıg IN teiılweıse uch pnolemisch

how compelling ONe consıders Okorny’s geschrıeben (wenıger IWAare mehr!) nd verlıert
analysıs and how ON themes of dadurch (Ln UÜberzeugungskraft. Insgesamt
an theology 1C Pokorny Lreats less e1ine ınteressante Ergänzung J: 0OÖ1N-
tensıvely, C pneumatology, the provıdence SO (Johannes Das vangelıum der
and plan of God, approprıatıon of salvatıon. Ursprünge: Aktualıisierte Ausgabe herausgege-
However, perhaps ıth the exceptıon of ben UoON PE AT Schulz, TVG Bıbelwissenschaft-
pneumatology, Pokorny’s valuatıon an liıche Monographien 4) Wuppertal:
phasıs correspond LO that of Luke and hıs 1nN- Brockhaus, 999), bergew1ß heıin Ersatz! Vgl
tentıons. POKornNnYyYSs emphasıs and dıe Besprechung UONn Baum Lın und
interpretation of soter10ology WI1 the ahove (iemeinde 95, 1996, 555
DPrOVISO) Aas the centre ofan heology (SO q|-
ready, arshall, SPEE above) and the amal- RESUME
gamatıon of soter10logy ıther theological berger defend UNe datation haute DOUF "KEyan-
themes EATN undiımınıshed recognıtıon. Kur- gıle de Jean, Aans les AanNnees apportether research an theology and New de nombreuses perspectıwves S les questionsTestament theology CannoOoL afford LO m1sSs thıs d’ıintroduction, parmı lesquelles certaınes SONT
volume for orıentatıon an Iso for stimula- nouvelles, d’autres CUFLELSES (D re est
t1on. consıdere e dıscıple QIUE JEsus (1L-

On the themes ofan theology reated by maıt ») VE etudıe AWLSSL dıivers themes theologı-Pokorny and other themes ONe 111 COMIMDAareE QUES, tOWUJOUFS en defendant l’’ancıennete de Ia
wıth oreat gaın the contrıbutions iIirom tradıtion Johannıque et SOnN ındependance Darevangelical perspective of the recent collec- rapport HX evangıles Synoptkıques, auxquels Al
tıon of CSSaVS ıtness O the (r0spel: The eol- attrıbue generalement ate tardıve. Berger
OS2YV of Acts, ed arshall, Peterson ffirme complementarıte @CcCuUmMENILQUE(Grand p1ds, Cambrıdge, Kerdmans, entre le quatrıeme evangıle el les Synoptıques,for methodologıical consıderations COM- piutöt qu une dependance Iıtterarire. Malhenu-
D maınly Marshall’s introductory reusemen, le livre ete eer1ıt Ia häte, eft
° HOow 0es OIl wrıte the T’heology öt Acts’,

AT partıe de acon polemıque: A en nerd en force de
persuasıon. II vıent un complement
utıle L ouvrage de FA Robinson (John),Rev Dr Chrıstoph tenschke le remplacer.Stralsund, Germany
In hıs Einleitung ıIn das Neue Testament
Kümmel wrıtes the date of .JJohn’s Gospel:EuroJTh 2000} 9: 192-198 ( ‘Dıe Annahme 1st darum eu fast
Allgemeingut, daß das JohannesevangelıiıumIm Anfang Wa JJohannes: eLiwa 1MmM etzten ‚.JJahrzehnt des Jahrhunderts

Datıerung und T’heologie des vierten geschrıeben worden lst ed.; Berlin EVA,
Evangelıums 1989, 2131) Rare for 1SSUes of datıng, thıs
Klaus Berger Altgemeingut 15 shared by conservatıve and

ıberal scholars alıke, AA Robinson ob-Stuttgart: Quell, 1997, 319 45,
cloth, ISBN 3-(918-1434-6 das Neue

served In hıs magıster1a|l study Wann entstand
Testament? (Wuppertal:

ZUSAMMENFASSUNG rockhaus:; aderborn Bonifatius, 19806, 265)
Im vorliegenden Band datiert Berger das R7 PE dalß dıe elehrten hınsıchtlich der
hannesevangeliums ıUn dıe Jahre O7-7C) Chr. Datierung der Jjohanneıischen Liıteratur
Neben vıelen, teıls sSsowochlT nreuen WLLE uch Rıt- eıner bemerkenswerten Uberein-
rLosen Perspektiuven en Einleitungsfragen stiımmung gelangen, dıie fast jede sonst1ige
(Z2:B Andreas als der Lieblingsjünger), LUNntier- Verschiedenheit übersteigt Diejenigen,
sucht Berger verschiedene theologische T’he- die der UÜberzeugun SsInd, daß alle fünf
men des JohEu und vertrıtt durchweg eın Bücher Offenbarung. Kvangelıum un
hohes er der jJohanneıschen Tradıtıiıonen die Tel Briıefe VO einem eınzıgen

Verfasser stammen und dieser Mann istund dıe Unabhängigkeit VOoOnN en ın der ege.
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der Apostel .JJohannes un! dıejenıgen, die apostolısche Herkunft der Evangelıen, ed.,
dıe Behauptung aufstellen, daß keine 1495: Freiburg, asel, Wıen: Herder, 199,
einz1ıge Schrift VO  — ihm stamme, oder cdıe 291-391; cf. 6, 1996, 298f1; Guthrie, Intro-
siıch jede NUur möglıche Verschiıedenheit duction, 1—71, 2-81; cf. the excellent SUTI'-
klammern, finden alle Gründe, VeCYyY In kKobınson, Wann entstand”, 318f,

cie Offenbarung, das KEvangelıum und 218) mong the recent, MOST exhaustive
die Briıefe 1n c1eTe 0-1 setizen an best known of ese challenges 15 SA

What then Are the SOMNS for thıs remarkabhle Robinson’s T’he Prıorıty of John (ed
Coakley; London SCM, 1955 In addıtion LOconsensus? Let agaın turn LO SLANCAFT! such challenges, the ast LWO decades of l’e-New Testament introduction, thiıs t1ime

Schnelle’s Eiınleitung ıIn das Neue Testament search .JJohn’s Gospel aVve demonstrated
(UTB eologie 1830; Göttingen: Vanden- that the sands Are shıfting In Man Y WaY>. It be-
0eC uprec 1994, 5071) Came clear that number of the charges and

SUSDPICIONS evelled agaınst ‚JJohn’s GospelDıe andere Art der Darstellung, dıie ase alse assumptıons and mI1sun-
eigenständige eologıie, die zahlreıchen
Sonderüberlieferungen un:! dıe explizı derstandıngs of the author’s intention,
der nachösterlichen

an heology than uDON arefu|! scrutıiny.erspektiıve In the present volume, Dr Klaus Berger,orj]ıentlerte enkwe lassen darauf Professor al the University of Heıdelberg,schlıeßen, daß nıcht e1n Augenzeuge des el] known A prolıfic New TestamentLebens esSu das Evangelıum verfaßte scholar, addresses number of ese 1SSUeS.
Es War eın eologe der spateren Zeıt, der He that the Fourth Gospel Was wrıtten
auf der Basıs umfangreicher ITradıtiıonen owards the enNn!| of the Sixties of the first. CEN-das en esu In besonderer Weılse LUrYy ‚.JJohn’s Gospel contaıns not only SOTINE
edachte, interpretierte un darstellte older mater1a| IC 15 usually conceded DYy

the advocates of late ate), rather In ıtsIn addıtion, .JJohn’s Gospel 15 en econsıdered
LO be the result of eadıng PFOCEeSS by ıts tırety 1t 1S5 LO be ate: early Berger ackles the
thor of other New Testament o0ks, such As quest1ons of date and theology of the Fourth
the ynoptıc (+0spels and certamıly LO lesser Gospel 1n four Darts
egree of Paul (ef. the SUFrVEVS In chnelle, In the ıntroductory part (1 1:53) Berger DICS-
Einleitung 3—/0; Kümmel, Eınleitung, 166- eNtTts SUFrVEY of research the Varı0ous ArSUu-

ments for ate date Sınce the doubts raısedand Carson; Moo, Morriı1S, An
Introduction O the Neuw Testament;: ran Dy Strauss an Baur, cholar-
p1ds Zondervan, 1992, 160-66) Due LO Its shıp has een accustomed LO ate date (ef.
ate date (requıre by the author’s suppose Kümmel, T’he Neuw Testament: T’he Hıs-
knowledge of the ynoptıc tradıtion, ıf noLt the LOFY Investigatıion of Its roblems,a

London SCM, 1975, and ndex,ospels and 1ts developed theologıcal/
chrıstological perspectıve en assumed LO IGospel of” an Neıill’s well-known T’he
ave een influenced by SsOMMMEeE form of Interpretation of the Newuw) Testament). Other
Gnosticısm: cf. Ladd, T’heology of the STUudentis ocused the Gospel hıgh')
New Lestament;: 1e  - ed.; ran Kapıds: Christology (ef. Hunter, Interpreting the
Kerdmans, 1993, 21713-89), John’s Gospel W as Neuw Testament 0—-1  9 ed.: London

SCM, 1958, 8—-9 YT1e SUFrVeVS Of the FeSDEC-often regarde ıth suspı1cıon and consıdered
hıstorically less ellabDle than the ynoptıc tıve posıtions AL OllLOWEe:! Dy excellent d1iscus-
Gospels, 718 not useless historical record of S10N and occasıonally amusıng refutatıon
the ıfe and eaching of ‚Jesus (ef. the SUPVECYV In (n the background of .JJohn’s Gospel berger

Guthrie, Newuw Testament Introduction, wrıtes: ‘Das relızıonsgeschichtliche ılıeu,
dem entstammt, ist nıcht qlg ‘“Gnosıis” odered.; London yn  , 1970, 323:28)

ITıme and agaln, fforts Aave een made by DSar Mandäismus bestimmen, W1e INa 6S
ıberal and conservatıve scholars alı LO UQUES- VO rr hıs ultmann annahm,
t1ıon thıs scholarly CONSEeINSU and LO rehabiıli- sondern wırd A1PG umranfunde und

John’s Gospel ome sought LO alexandrınısche Phılosophıe Phılo) recht
demonstrate anı defend ıts historicıty (ef. C vollständıg 16) kepeatedlv, Bberger

Ssucceeds In showing that the arguments andDodd, Hıstorical Tradıtiıon ıUn the Fourth
evıdence INn favour of ate date ave either(J70spel, ambrıdge CUR: 1963; cf. the works

mentJ.oned DYy Carson, MOO0o, Morriıs, F3 9’/) een superseded ase convıctl1ons
Others ave argue for early date and/or 1C requıred them 1€e Aaus dialektischer
apostolic orıgın (e H.- ScCHhulz: Diıe Notwendigkei geborene ese Baurs,

EuroJTh O: 193



Book eviews

das habe alle anderen Evangelıen ZUT terı1a for assessing the authenticıty an TUStT-
Vorraussetzung, beherrscht uch eute och worthıiness of the words of ‚Jesus (37—47), of
eıinen guten Teıl der Evangelıenforschung', trends In studyıng Christology an of the S1g-
K For both ONS, ese arguments should nıficance and m1sSuUuse of Christology In assıgn-
be re-examıned. ing aADC LO tradıtions. Berger offers valuable

berger NOLEeS allusıons LO the ynoptıcs assessment of the methodologıcal sect1ons of
and/or the T’heißen and Merz (Der hıstorısche Jesus:

Eın Lehrbuch: Göttingen VandenhoeckIDies olt ann alg Bewels Aaiur. dal das Ruprecht, the latest (GGerman eXxLDOOnıcht 1U Sspä datıert werden
mUuSsse, sondern überdies eın höchst Throughout, thıs 1rs part 1S5 helpful and could
artıfızlıelles, Ja surrealıstisches Kon- introduection LO ohannıne tudıes

WFor thiıs reviewer’s Aaste 1T COU aVve eenglomera VO  ®} ffenen oder verdeckten much onger!Anspielungen sel, dıe der Leser
bewaffnet mıt elektronischer onkordanz T'he second pDpart 21 addresses Varı0us
ers richtig goutieren kann, WeNnNn ETr Zug questions of introduection. Inıtially, Berger Al

QUCS that the author of .JJohn’s Gospel W ASsZug dıe geheimen Vernetzungen Alexandrıan by orıgın who made contact ıthauIiIdecC eın detektivische Christianıty ıIn Palestine, perhaps ın Damas-Spielchen, das dem miıt Bıldung
ausgestatteten Leser immer wıeder u{fs Gn  N ere he mel the early Paul Perhaps he
ecUue se1ine Spürnase estätı 18) Iso had ontact ıth Ephesus 54) The urban

charaecter of the Gospel, ‚Jesus’ self introduc-
‘ Uhiıs sweeping er1ıtic1ısm 15 OllLOWEe by SUC- t10ns ıth the } am formula, the 0g0S COIN-
einet methodologıca discussıion. CeDT, the understandıng of the COSINOS, the

Next, Berger d1scusses the question of the ohannıne dualısm, the relatıonshıp LO the
unıty an of .John’s Gospel 122 an Corpus Hermeticum, the derısıon of Carabas
concludes from the character of the whole an other analogıes LO Philo’s In Flaccum, the
book Zwöl Kapıtel handeln VO ‚Jesu ırken relatıonshıp LO Apollos, ‚Jesus’ faıthfulness LO
VOTL seinem KEnde, eun Kapıtel sSınd hıs divıine mı1ssıon (the notıon of remaınıng
“Abschiedshandlungen”. Das ist, amı in ) anı the Dıaspora sıtuatıon Are en LO
auf einzıgartıge Weise eıner In der Zeıt poınt LO Alexandrıa. Not a ]] f ese old and
VO  — esu Abwesenhe1l geworden. Das annn Ne observatıons and arguments of thıs rather
ur auf e1iINe Zeıt weısen, ın der dieses Problem m1ıxed bag 111 appe: equalliy Noteworthy In
virulent WAar, das el auf eıne elatıv E the 1g f the recent debate 15 the ınk IC
eıt 259 Berger draws LO Paul, connect.ıon argue In

Berger then UrNns LO the meanıng of the detaiıl In part 259-82)
tıon early ate By examınıng the erıterı1a T’he pluralıty of people whom thıs Gospel
plıe for determıinıng the ASC of tradıtions In geeks LO address 1S lıkewıise m1ıxed bag (64-
.JJohn anı the ynoptics, he ralses methodolog1- 76) discıples of .John the Baptist, Christian
ca|l 1SSUeS concern1ıng authenticıty. The VyNODP- Pharısees (Nıcodemus eing the S hıs ad-
t1Ccs Strıve for authenticıty through theır dress of ‚Jesus Rabbı’ S21 1S wrongly
reference LO tradıtlonN. but ‚.JJohn Strıves LO taken LO be Christian confession; cf. cts
reach the Salinle goal through the notıon öl 19:3. : {() DAarr Christian Samariıtans,
‚Jesus ASs a ambassador and of the Jewısh Chrıistians who follow Peter, ‚Jewiıish
Paraclete al DICSCTIVEL. Bberger Christians wh AL close LO those wh Lrans-
deseribes the relatıonshıp between ‚John an mıtted the nfiancy narratıves of Matthew and
the ynoptics ASs ONM of ‘ecumenıcal Luke and who ave strong natıonal-Jewıish

(‘Skumenische Kom-complementatıion' understandıng of the Messjah an finally
plementarıtät’) though both Ale essentially a ]] LOO modern polıtically cCorrect Palestinıian
dıfferent, each a S0 contaıns and POSSCSSCH SPC- STOUD,; 1C took ıts orJ1entatıon from the LEeS-
citic elements of the other The ynoptıcs t1ımonNYy ofaı of the great Christian of

typıcally ‚JJohannıne elements, also the early days Mary an artha, Mary Mag-
‚JJohn exN1DıtLs typıcally ynoptic features. dalene) Berger Aarsu) that the evangelıst trıes
Common mater1al 1s often interprete dıffer- LO ıntegrate Varı0us STOUDPDS through hıs
en In ‚JJohn an the Synoptics. Behind I' - Gospel UOtherwise. ave only rudimentary
entL dıfferences, COM MMON features AT e knowledge of EsSE an only In ‚.John’s
discern1ı SE cf. hıs discussıon In part Gospel do they become discern1ı aAas

T’hıs part closes ıth Ssucceıncet discussion ST1 LO hbe integrated. 'T’he SLALE In 1 the
and er1ıt1que of tradıtıonal and recent Cr1- author oOun an deseribed all EeEsSeEe
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corresponds LO early stage none of them In hıs thirteenth hapter Berger unveıls the
STl xisted by the later date propose by er MYSTtLerV of the entity of the SO-Calle: eloved
scholars) an excludes ate formatıon of the dıscıiple’ (96—106) He starts ıth suggestion
(GGO0spel. (n thıs suggestion of addressees, Dy yen (“ Sıinne des Verfassers dürfte

dieser SC der derBauckham ed.) challenging volume The Lieblingsjünger
((0spels for all Christians: Rethinkıing the (10S- absıichtsvall ANONYIN bleibende Jünger se1n,
nel Audıences ran Rapıds: Eerdmans, der aufgrund des Täuferzeugnisses ZUerst.
1997 should be compared. T’he opponents Al’e ‚Jesus kam Damıt erscheıint er schon 1er
non-Christian Pharısees (76—78) ehbenso VOT und neben Petrus WwW1e€e

Berger es urther erıterı1a sed In dat- Johannesevangelıum), TITRE EL 2113} Berger
Ing .John EsSE nclude the Gospel’s alleged that TeW, the discıple 1rs In
Antı-Judaism (79—-83) He persuasıvely efutes ‚JJohn’s Gospel 1:35—42), 15 called °the iscıple
thıs notıon an sShows ıts Or1g1ns In the uneası- whom ‚Jesus loved’ In the later farewell d1ıs-
ess of ıberal exegesı1s ıth certaın aDsolutfe COUTSeEe chapters 13:23:225) and beyond
statements of Jesus, the authenticıty of10 19:25—-27; 20:2-—8, For this 29
Ca  — hardly hbe denıed °Mıt “Antıyudaısmus” lst. nowledge e proposa. berger adduces
abgestempelt, Was INa  — gelhest los ware ten rather different SOUONS, for examnple: (L
die Konfrontation mıt dem NSspruc esu Andrew a ISO the beloved iscıple ave the
bzw für Jesus, der Heıland se1in’) berger decisıve Christologica nsıght first an before

that the statements, often en 1N- Peter (: 20:41° AI (2) ere 1S COTYTTe-
diıcatıon of such sStancCce ‚.JJTohn 8:31/—41), spondence between the first and ast chapter of
polnNt LO early stage, In 1e the separatıon the Gospel
between church and S  Su€ Was caused DV ach ‚JJohZäßt der Kvangelıst zwelthe latter of ‚.JJohn’s (G(Oospel Ca  —_ hbe under-
sto0d sıngle endeavour LO ıntegrate O0OSe namenlose Jünger Anfang des
who ave ost theır spırıtual Oome ıIn this DIO- Evangeliums stehen, entsprechend sSınd es

ıIn ‚Joh A In der 1STLe Zzwel namenlose
CesSsS Only In the early CaI’s CO the SCDara- Jünger, dıe den Schluß der L.ıste bılden Intıon from Juda1ı1sm ave een paınfully .Joh wırd eıner der beıden zunächstperceıved 1 1s eileciLe In .JJohn’s Gospel Namenlosen dann qals AndreasAnother erıterıon for datıng 15 ‚.JJohn’s refer-

LO ‚Jerusalem 4—9| Are ere anı V
iıdentifiziert. ( L:40).; In ‚.Joh E wiıird eıner

elues LO whether the destruction of Jerusa- der beıden Namenlosen aın alg
Lieblingsjünger TE Z} In .Johlem an the LT’emple has Occurred al the tıme of g1bt Andreas den entscheıdendenwrıting? Are clear references LO the destruc- Hınwels: Es ist der Messı1ı1as, 1n ‚Joh Zrtıon LO be expecte ıf ıt. has occurred? Berger

discusses ‚.John 21 9f; ( 2 and 11:48 and Sa der Lieblingsjünger: Es ist der Herr.
conecludes that pre-destruction date of COIM-

Dıe Erzählungen. folgen 1MmM Aufbau
derselben Struktur ]1eder entsprichtposıtıon 1sS the best explanatıon for the fact. Andreas dem Lieblıngsjünger 971)that the temple and the CIty Are mentioned

tıme an agaın 1n ‚.JJohn’s ((O0ospel wıthout the T’he fourth LeEeASoN 15 °Wıt hın the framework of
slıghtest hınt LO their destruction’ (84); cf. the Jewiıish and early Chrıstian theology As the
sımı1ılar coneclusıon of Robınson Wann first called iscıple TEW 15 the hbest candı-
entstand?, 28'7—-90) who adduces urther Dro0 date for the predicate “whom the Lord oved”
from .John an the 1verging ınterpretatıon* Book Reviews ®  corresponds to an early stage (none of them  In his thirteenth chapter Berger unveils the  still existed by the later date proposed by other  mystery of the identity of the so-called beloved  scholars) and excludes a late formation of the  disciple’ (96-106). He starts with a suggestion  Gospel. On this suggestion of addressees, R.J.  by H. Thyen (‘Im Sinne des Verfassers dürfte  dieser  [sc.  der  der  Bauckham’s (ed.) challenging volume The  Lieblingsjünger]  Gospels for all Christians: Rethinking the Gos-  absichtsvoll anonym bleibende Jünger sein,  pel Audiences (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,  der aufgrund des Täuferzeugnisses zuerst zu  1997) should be compared. TThe opponents are  Jesus kam  .. Damit erscheint er schon hier  non-Christian Pharisees (76—78).  ebenso vor und neben Petrus wie  Z  Berger takes up further criteria used in dat-  ‘Johannesevangelium’, TRE 17, 211). Berger  ing John. These include the Gospel’s alleged  argues that Andrew, the disciple first called in  Anti-Judaism (79-83). He persuasively refutes  John’s Gospel (1:35—42), is called ‘the disciple  this notion and shows its origins in the uneasi-  whom Jesus loved’ in the later farewell dis-  ness of liberal exegesis with certain absolute  course chapters (13:23-25) and beyond  statements of Jesus, the authenticity of which  (18:15f?; 19:25-27; 20:2-8, 21:20). For this-to  can hardly be denied (‘Mit “Antijudaismus” ist  my knowledge - new proposal Berger adduces  abgestempelt, was man selbst gerne los wäre:  ten rather different reasons, for example: (1)  die Konfrontation mit dem Anspruch Jesu  Andrew as also the beloved disciple have the  bzw. für Jesus, der Heiland zu sein’). Berger  decisive Christological insight first and before  argues that the statements, often taken as in-  Peter (1:41; 20:4f; 21:7). (2) There is a corre-  dication of such a stance (e.g. John 8:37—47),  spondence between the first and last chapter of  point to an early stage, in which the separation  the Gospel:  between church and synagogue was caused by  Nach Joh 1:35-39 läßt der Evangelist zwei  the latter. All of John’s Gospel can be under-  stood as a single endeavour to integrate those  namenlose Jünger am Anfang des  who have lost their spiritual home in this pro-  Evangeliums stehen, entsprechend sind es  in Joh 21.2 in der Liste zwei namenlose  cess. Only in the early years could the separa-  Jünger, die den Schluß der Liste bilden. In  tion from Judaism have been so painfully  Joh 1 wird einer der beiden zunächst  perceived as it is reflected in John’s Gospel.  Namenlosen  dann  als  Andreas  Another ecriterion for dating is John’s refer-  ences to Jerusalem (84-90). Are there any  identifiziert (1.40), in Joh 21 wird einer  clues as to whether the destruction of Jerusa-  der beiden Namenlosen dann als  Lieblingsjünger enttarnt (21.7). In Joh 1  lem and the Temple has occurred at the time of  gibt Andreas  den  entscheidenden  writing? Are clear references to the destruc-  Hinweis: Es ist der Messias, in Joh 21.7  tion to be expected if it has occurred? Berger  discusses John 2:19f; 4:20-23 and 11:48 and  sagt der Lieblingsjünger: Es ist der Herr.  concludes that a pre-destruction date of com-  Die Erzählungen. folgen im Aufbau  derselben Struktur. Wieder entspricht  position is the best explanation for the fact  Andreas dem Lieblingsjünger (97f).  that ‘... the temple and the city are mentioned  time and again in John’s Gospel without the  The fourth reason is: ‘Within the framework of  slightest hint to their destruction’ (84); cf. the  Jewish and early Christian theology as the  similar conclusion of Robinson  (Wann  first called disciple Andrew is the best candi-  entstand?, 287-90) who adduces further proof  date for the predicate “whom the Lord loved”.  from John 5:2 and the diverging interpretation  ... As the first called disciple Andrew is the “be-  of this evidence by Carson, Moo, Morris, 150f,  loved disciple”’(99).  166-68.  However, even a brief glance at John 1:35—-  Berger then turns to the death of Peter  42 reminds us that there were two first-called  and the fate of the beloved disciple (John  disciples (vs. 35,37, etc.), a fact which Berger  21:18f,22). John is taken to presuppose the  notes but quickly brushes aside (98). In v. 40  death of both disciples. Since Peter died be-  one of the two disciples is identified as Andrew,  tween 64 and 67 AD, and since John does not  the brother of Simon Peter. The other disciple  presuppose the destruction of Jerusalem,  is not identified. TThis is all the more notewor-  the Gospel of John should be dated between  thy, as Andrew (V. 40), Simon Peter (V. 40f),  67 and 70 AD. Likewise, the lack of reference  Philippus (V. 43) and Nathanael (V. 45) are all  introduced with their names. Thus what  to church structure is better explained by an  early date rather then with a situation of  Berger argues for the relationship of Andrew,  persecution and/or with the lack of contact  the first-called and beloved disciple in relation-  with other early Christians.  ship to Peter (1) and regarding the naturally  EuroJTh 9:2 195As the first called iscıpleTEW 1S the “'be
of thıs evıdence bDy Carson, Moo, Morrıiıs, 150f, OVve dıiscıpl  (99)
6—6 However, EVENN T1e gylance al ‚John 1:35-

berger then urns LO the ean of Peter 40 "remınds that there WeTIT’e LWO tirst-called
nd Fthe fate of the eloved ıscıple John dıscıples (VS ÖIl etc.), fact. A Berger
’.John 1S taken LO reSsuDPDOSEC the NOLEeSsS but quickly brushes asıde (98) In 4()
ea of both discıples Sınce er diıed he: ONe of the LWO discıples 15 iıdentified reW,
ween an 67/ Ä an SINCE .JJohn does not the brother of Sımon Peter T’he other iscıple
TESUPDPOSEC the destruection of Jerusalem, 15 NnOL iıdentitied T’hıs 1S q |] the INOTre NOLeEeWOT-
the Gospel of .JJohn should he between thy, TEW 40), Sımon Peter 40{),
67 an Lıkewise, the ack of reference Phılıppus 43) and Nathanael 45) Ar e

introduce 363 eır T’hus hatLO church sStructLure 1S better explained by
early date rather then ıth A sıtuatıon of Berger argues for the relatıonshıp of TeW,
persecutıon and/or ıth the ack of contact the first-called and beloved 1scıple ın relatıon-
ıth er early Christians. sh1ıp LO eier (3 and regardıng the naturally
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super10r posıtıon of the first-called disciple (4) und Verwandtes, ed Schneemelcher, ed.;
would jJust ell] appIvy LO John, the tradı- übıngen: Mohr/Siebeck, 1989, 93-137) The
tional beloved iscıple an much fırst- CUFr1lo0us reference Andrew In the
called dıscıple Andrew! T’hıs applıes Iso LO Muratorian Canon 101+03) Jearly addresses
Berger’s en argument questions of authorship, nNnOLt of the entity of

Dadurch, daß der Erstberufene un! NUum- the beloved discıple According LO thıs SOUT’'CEe
1t Was revealed LO TEW that John shouldeuge Andreas Täuferschüler War, wırd wrıte the G(ospel In hıs OW amne and that q ]]erklärbar, AL dıe Überlieferungen er apostles should ecCc it! 1 wo urther.Johannes dem 1’'auler 1MmM eıinen

besonderen Stellenwer en In se1lnNer chapters of the second part ATeEe devoted LO the
Person stellt Andreas eınen besonderen role of the inner cırcle of dıscıples (the trıo0

firom Bethsaıda Andrew, eter, Phılıp) anBrückenkopf Z täuferischen Tradıition the signiıficance of the references LO Sımon Pe-dar ter ” nıa * °‘Das JohEv hat eINe el altertümlicher
Why 15 TEW only iıdentified the he- Züge ber Petrus bewahrt, dıe jedenfalls nıicht

OVe iscıple INOTFe than half-way through the durch Küc  ıldung der Anssagen anderer
Gospe! (ef. Kümmel, Einntleitung, gaın Kvangelıen erklären sınd’, 118)
Berger: ‘Er wırd erst. 1MmM Abschiedsteil des Bberger’s thırd part Na Sets Out ıth

genannt, we1ıl Jesus erst 1ı1er examınatıon of varıety of the theological
systermatisch dıe Jünger das weıterg1bt, themes of ‚.John’s Gospel Word of (35066: an
Was er selbhst empfangen hat L1aehe’ 99) One Word of Jesus’, the Spiırıt, pre-exıistence, ‚.JJohn
INAY question Berger’s notı]ıon of the Baptıst contaıns plethora of
'systematısch' and °erst 1er’ an wonder ıf ancıent tradıtionsu ‚.John that cCannot he
thıs should be the explanatıon for the begın- traced back LO the Synoptics), the Son of Man
nıng of the references LO the eloved iscıple’ accordıng LO ‚.JJohn (John’s Gospel offers 1N-

why the 1S iımıted LO ON discıple Would dependent ınterpretatıon of the Son of Man
nOoL thıs explanatıon requıre rather beloved CONCEDL In the framework of the notıon of
discıples? Jesus’ love 15 certaınly not. iımıted LO prophetic eM1SSaTrY accordıng LO zekiel),
OI beloved iscıple; cf. C 13:34 KOO06;7 miracles (indicatiıng prophetic Christology),
NYOAnNOO ULOC 15  O VuaC’”? nyannoca,l12: demonology, concealed and OPDEN speech
Nyann COA UMUAC ?)Y Thus 1ıle Berger rıghtly (explaınıng the absence of parables), eschatol-
poınts LO the role which Andrew plays In OSY, OPDECN proclamatıon and present
.JJohn’s Gospel Andrew brings eier LO Jesus, Judgement

draws ‚Jesus’ attentıon LO the boy 'T’hıs 15 Oollowe by Varı0o0us Johannın
ıth 1Vve loaves and LWO iishes, 6:81; and 5O- christological 1SSUes: In Jesus,
gether ıth Phıilıppus 111NOUNCE LO the INnas- blasphemy an dıtheism the unıty of ‚Jesus
ter the Greeks’ desıire LO SPE Jesus, hıs ıth the Father), the } am Sayıngs ev do
ıdentificatıon of Andrew the beloved disc1- nOoL such indıcate high and ate
ple 15 dubilous T’he iıdentificatiıon of John, the Christology), the vıine (on the SOC10102V of
SOn of Zebedee, the beloved 1scıple (and ‚.JJohn’s Gospel), metaphors In .John 10 arguıng
the author of .JJohn’s GOospel) has LO COIN- for the improbabıilıty of the use of er (:0s-
mend ı4: T’he tradıtıonal 1e W SYUares most. pels wrıtten sources), Lazarus (independent
easıly ıth the evidence an offers least OTLU- of Luke 16), the Last Supper (independence of
OUS explanatıons of difficulties that al of the ‚.John from the Synoptic an Pauline radı-
relevant ypotheses MUST face’ (Carson, MOo0o, 100). the washıng of feet, the passıon tradıtion
Morriıs, 150; cf. theır detaıijled argument, 138— (John’s versıon of the r19: of ‚Jesus 1S histor1-
51 and Kümmel’s disecussion of the ıdentity of cally probable than the Synoptic
the beloved iscıple, 200—-04) In 1L10N LO count), the understanding of the ea the
OUr T1eobservations, ere 185 external n ‚Jesus’ exaltatıon John’s notiıon of exal-
ıdence whatsoever for thıs iıdentificatıon (ef. tatıon 1S earlıer than that of Phıl 29 UTTEeC-
Carson, Mo0o, MorrıI1s, 139—-43) 1le Andrew tıon John presents much less hıghly
features ın number of early apocrypha developed Christology than Matthew an 15
works, nowhere, NnOLT eVEenNn In the CIs of Anı therefore older) and glorıficatıon and the
drew’, 1S he credıited ıth the wrıting of (305- t1ve of descending and ascending John’s 0W
pel (ef. Kerr, ‘'Andrew  ?  9 ISBE 1 1221° J frame of reference for hıs presentatıon of the

Priıeur, Schneemelcher,
Neu te- stamentlıche

ole MINIStry an of ‚Jesus the
'Andreasakten)’, ear For q|] of these 1SSues Berger argues

ıth varyıng egree of persuasıveness thatpokrypher\z I1 Apostolısches, Apokalypsen
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.JTohanniıine theology eflects early tradıtıon Paul, Hebrews an John represent cContemDpOo-
and early In the development ofearly Fary manıfestations, developed al early
Chrıstian theology (whıich 18, however, 1n ıtself stage’ (Introduction, 319) Concerning Mat-

hıghly questionable MO LO employ! ese thew, Berger concludes that ‚.JJohn CAannoOot he
theologıcal themes indıcate that ‚.JJohn 15 not dependent Matthew The simiılarıties be-
dependent uUDOIN the Synoptic Gospels wrıt- ween .John ST the ynoptıc tradıtıon Are due
ten SOUTCEeEes 1me and agaıln, berger’s d1iscus- LO the uUuSe of COMMON, wıdespread tradıtıon (ef.
S10N indıcates how the tradıtıonal questions of chnelle, Einleitung, 3—(0; Guthrie, Intro-
introduetion Ale an ave LO hbe combıned ıth duction, 25 (—-500; Denaux (ed.), John an
examınatıon of the theology. the Synoptics, BE IL J1ü%:; Leuven, 1999 and

In the fourth DAartT, “"T’he posıtıon of ‚JJohn In the tudies mentijioned by Schnelle 9069,
Its theologıcal envıronment) 9—302), Berger 17/4) T’hey do noLt indıcate ıterary dependence
COM Varıous aspeCts of the heology of an therefore ate date for ‚.JJohn’s Gospel
.John ıth that oother wrıters. On the S1g- T’he valıdıty of the ate date assıgned LO the
nıfıcance of the shared features between ‚JJohn ynoptic Gospels DYy the maJorı1ty of scholars 1S
and aul Berger nNnoOotLes that ın ıts formal fea- NnOoL examıned. The observatıon that ‚.JJohn’s
tLures Iso In arge CASUuTe of ıts ontent (x0spel MUS be early and that ıt shares Man Y
John becomes diıscernıble the ınk between COININON features ıth the Synoptics WOU. 1N-
the epıstolary anı gospel Concerning ıte reflection theır date! OTr ıblıogra-
content, thıs that In ‚.JJohn’s Gospel, ä6- phy and index of biblical references round
SsSUuSs 1s presented sayıng hat the postles off the volume 303512)
trıed LO CONVEYVY through eır etters, namely What CONSCYUECNCES 0es Berger draw from
that they nNntende LO g1ve Christianıty hıs thesıs”? .JJohn’s Gospel, whole, 15 LO hbe
plıcatıon for the present of the respectıve reated of equal rank ıth the SynNoptics,
church berger concludes: namely independent projection exi LO

others. What has far een dismıissed‚.John’s Gospel emphasıses the po1ın of de- ohannıne an therefore ate could turn OQutparture from the erucıfix1ion of Jesus, Paul
emphasıses the destination of the Ur -

LO be varıant of early Christian tradıtıon that
rectlon. Between both posıt1ons 1s5 the pIC- hıstorıcally needs LO be taken ser10usly. EsSeEe

Ar e conclusions MOST conservatıve ohannıneLure of the NECESSaAFrYV ea of the oraın of scholars WOU UuL1Ly ıth berger brıeflywheat the precondıtion of salvatıon for addresses the that such reassessmenta ]] Christians Paul and .JJohn complemen
eacher In eır OW WaYS T’he mater1a]l WOU. eed LO nclude the ıdentity of the
{ m they ave In COIMNINOIL, Wäas COIM-

churches ‚.JJohn trıes LO address, Chrıistology,
miracles, 1sdom an! miracles, the ea ofpletely aDSOTDEe Dy each author ınto hıs Jesus, the Gospel STANCE owards Judaısm,heology T’hus IT 1S certaınly impossible LO

call the pıcture In John’s Gospel result of quest1ons of CHTEC; dualiısm and apocalypti-
the reception of Paulıine theology er, C1IsSm. I John, ASs whole, 1s much earher than

15 usually assumed, the current understandıngboth authors uUuSe ve old tradıtıon that of the historıical ‚Jesus should longer be
Ar OSE long hbefore them ASe: almost. exclusıvely the ynoptıc (308%

berger then examınes ‚.John’s close relatıon- pels dıe gesamte Jesusüberlieferung SLEe
sh1ıp ıth Colossians and Hebrews On the for- In Licht’ 292) ' he ohannıne ‚Jesus
IAeT,; he concludes that the siım1ılarıtlıes Ar e only needs LO hbe taken far ser10usly than hıth-
explicable by intensıve exchange of the erLo (ef. the conclusıons of Hengel, ‘Das
OrSs (CompDare the discussion ofVarı0us expla- Johannesevangelı1ıum das Quelle für dıe
natıons är thıs evıdence 1n chnelle, (;eschichte des antıken Judentums’, Judaica,
Eınleitung, 9—7/1; cf. Guthrie, Introduction, Helleniıistica et Chrıistiana: Kleine Schriften I

simılarıties ıth Paul, ıth reference WUN’I 109:; übingen Mohr/Siebeck, 1999,
LO CO The Fourth Grospel: Its Purpose 2093:334)
nd Theology, ed., Berger that berger’s thesis 111 ave LO STLAN! LO
COINIMNON theological materı1al between early ful assessment of ıts proposals ıIn a|| four
Christian wrıtıngs 1S usually LO hbe explaiıned of examınatıon. Kew of Berger’s arguments
nNnOLt through ıterary ependence, but through an esults COIMNeE surprıse LO the reader fa-
Joıned phases of ımıted olleg1al cCo-operatıon mıhar ıth conservatıve and evangelıcal stud-
and communıcatıon between the authors 'T‘'hıs 1es of John’s ((0ospel (ef. the references ın
suggestion beyond Guthrie, who Carson/Moo/Morris, Dl an KRobinson,
spoke of ‘several co-later. stireams, of IC Wann entstand?, 65=322) an principles Of ex-
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egesı1s. Whıle Ne persuasıve arguments contributions, bBerger WOU not only ave
B  - be gleaned from Berger’s treatment and OUnNn OppOoNents but Iso much carefully Al’'-

INalnıYy stiımulatıng suggest10ns Ca  . be OUN: gued mater1a|l LO strengthen hıs OW Case
(*‘Dennoc ist es notwendig, Hypothesen Berger COM MEeNTS hıs OW. agenda 52) °Daß
bılden, weıl Wıssenschaft SONS sterıl wiırd’, 94; für viele Menschen 1Ur dıe Alternative

zwıschen klassıscher lıberaler undBerger offers plenty of them!'), SOMMeE 111 ave
LO be dismı1ıssed. What 1 Ne In thıs volume Are fundamentalıstischer Kxegese 1bt, ıst ebenso
often creatıve, bold arguments that upDON bekannt W1e bedauerlich Der Versuch, das
closer SscCrutıny INaYV nNnOL ‚UuppOrt Berger’s Case ändern, dauert bel mI1r schon lebenslang”. It 1S
'T’he value an strength ö thıs volume hes In unfortunate that thıs PFeSeCHTt attempt uffers
its trenchant. er1ıt1que of IManYy aspects of EAT'- from such SPEVETE lımıtatiıons that m1g Dut
her and recent historical erıitical study of members of both off.
‚Jesus an John’s (GO0spel. However, despite as for advıce which stimulatıng
thıs sharp er1ıt1cı1sm, etaıled, areful and thus 00 LO read the date of the Fourth (GGospel,
persuasıve refutatıon of OPpPOSINZ VIEWS 1S WOU recommend the tudıes of Kobinson, the
fortunately often ackıng KRhetoric, however introduction by Carson, Moo and Morris

1856:51) and the introduectjion of Brown’spowerful, and polemi1cs do NOT replace sound
argument Kvangelıicals WOU ıth ComMmentTary T’he Sspe. Accordıng O John (3
much of thıs eriticısm. However, the alterna- XM S  cB 29; (;arden City Doubleday, 1966;
t1ves propose by Berger Are less compellıng. LXVIL-CXXVUIL, Brown cf. Carson, MO0Oo,
As W  ole, thıs book 0Ug LO upport and Morriıs, 14547) For theology, Lurn
inforce SOINeEe evangelıcal convıctl1ons COI  I1 Smalley, ‚John Evangelıst an Interpreter
ng ‚JJohn Hopefully er readers 111 allow ed.: Ar lıısie Paternoster, 1998, cf. the revIleWw of
themselves LO be challenged Dy berger LO Behrens In EuroJTRh S, 1999, 1081) and Ladd,
consıder questionable CONSENSU that has T’heology, 249344 OSE restriceted LO (jerman
een ul  ing for 150) In thıs should StTart ıth Robinson (ef. the (jerman L’e-

PFrOCESS, Berger’s advantage INaYVy hbe that he 1S vised dıtıon ıth epulogue: Johannes Das
NOLt suspected of havıng cCoNservatıve LO Evangelıum der Ursprünge: Aktualisierte
orind Ausgabe herausgegeben VON HJ Schulz,

Unfortunately, both STOUDS of readers 111 Bıbelwissenschaftliche Monographien 4:
ote ıth regre that thıs book uffers from the Wuppertal: Brockhaus, then 1rn LO
fact that it wrıtten ıth red-hot pen Schulz (  ostolısche erkunft), ote the ate
What berger entrusts the reader ıth ıIn the though thorough discussıion of Zahn
preface 15 a ]] LOO evıdent throughout the Ole (Einleitung ın das Neue Testament, ed.: Le1p-
volume: Viıiele Kapıtel dieses Buches Z1g: Deıichert, 1906:; L, 452-575) and then
entstanden auf den langen Bahnfahrten VO eCcC Berger’s volume. The glue bındıng of thıs
und Vorträgen VO  — eıner breıteren ard-case! volume 1S Ve. DOOF
Offenthlhichkeit’ T’he whole argument could be

Rev Ir Chrıstoph tenschkemuch stren.  ene an made coherent.
Had the mater1a| een Composed and revısed Stralsund, Germany
INOTeEe carefully, ir WOU. ave een q ]] the INOTeE

persuasıve (ef. the COMMEeNLTS Berger’s
T’heologıiegeschichte des Urchristentums Dy EuroJTh 2000)] 08200 0950—2720
Hengel, Schwemer, au Between Da- Wıll Be All ın AIL T’heASsSCHS nd Antioch:;: London SCM, 199 7, Eschatology of Jürgen Moltmann4911) 1ıle Berger interacts ıth SOINE l’e-
cent, maınly German-language studies an Rıchard Bauckham, Editor
mentıons several interesting recent PhD the- Edinburgh: Clark 1999, 205
SCS from (erman unıversıtlies, much older anı pb., ISBN 0-567-086631
recent lıterature of ımportance 15 sımply
m1ssed. WFor example, ere 1S but ONMNe reference RESUME
LO Robinson’’s T’he Priority ofJohn. T’he 1mMDOr- (}0t ensemble PSSALS est Uune reponse escha-
LAant, of Cribbs, A Reassessment of ologıe de Jürgen Moltmann, "occasıon de Ia
the ate of rıgin an the Gospel of parutıon de SON OUUFrage ımportant ıntıtule La
(JBL 89, 1970, 8-55 and the 100-page discus- de Diıieu: l’eschatologie chretienne.
S10N of Schulz (Apostolısche erkunft, Rıchard auc  am, T'revor FHart. Timothy291-—-391) 15 nOoLt EVEeN mentloned. Such OM1S- Gorringe (de E’unıversıte de Andrews
S10NS INar the ole undertakıng. In such Ecosse), et Mıroslau Volf (de [’uniwwversıite de
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