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The Fourth Gospel and the Jesus of History
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In the ‘quest for the historical Jesus’ it has become axiomatic that the Fourth Gospel,

with a few notable exceptions {e.g. certain elements in the passion narrative), has
little to offer attempts to trace the person and activity of the pre-Easter Jesus, A
study of the Johannine presentation of the beginnings of Jesus’ ministry, his
relationship with the Baptist, the calling of disciples and his presence in the
Jerusalem Temple, suggests otherwise. Given the Markan imposition of a ‘frame.
work’ upon the Synoptic tradition, the Johannine tradition may mote accurately
recall those early events, 3

|

The rumblings of Reimarus, the work of the source critics and the first
search for the historical Jesus, closed by Schweizer, all led to the rejection of the
Gospel of John as a reliable source for words and works of the pre-Easter Jesus. The
emergence of Form Criticism, the post-Second World War redaction critics, and
the new quest for the historical Jesus, all strengthened the grounds for this rejec-
tion. The loss of interest in the historicity of the Fourth Gospel has, of course, been
accompanied by an increasing insistence upon the Gospel as testimony for a
robust early Christian theology, witnessed by the great commentaries of A. Loisy,
M.-I. Lagrange, R. Buitmann, E, C. Hoskyns, C. K. Barrett, R. Schnackenburg and
R. E. Brown." More recent literary studies, from moderate aesthetic readings.
through reader-response theory, into more radical contextually determined post-
modern readings, do not bother to pose the historical question. As scholarship
focuses more fully upon readership, interest in the world behind the text, although
sometimes acknowiedged in passing, is less centrat to the schotarly agenda.

The so-called ‘third quest’ for the historical Jesus, generated by the Jesus
Seminar, and the response determined by the agenda of the Seminar, largely
bypasses the narrative of the Fourth Gospei. The work of |. P Meier is something
of an exception to this tendency. In his general introduction to the use of the
canonical books of the NT as sources for genuine historical data,? and throughout

1 See the brief remarks in ¥ J. Moloney, The Gospe! of John (Sacra Pagina 4; Collegeville:
Liturgical, 1998} 20-3.

2 1. P Meier, A Marginal Jewr Rethinking the Historical Jesus. Volume One: The Rovts of i
Problem and the Person (ABRL: New York: Doubledav. 16611 41—z
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his reconstruction of the Baptist material, the teaching, and the miracles of Jesus,3
veier gives careful consideration to relevant material from the Fourth Gospel. He
often decides in its favour.

The recent work of Derek Tovey and Paul Anderson has returned to the
question.’ Tovey locates the Fourth Gospel within the theoretical model of nat-
rative mediacy developed by E K. Stanzel. Within this model he investigates the
Beioved Disciples role as a ‘reflector-character’, a reliable historical character
who tells @ "tustory inlerpreted under the impress of a particular understanding
of the historical Jesus'® Anderson focuses intensely upon John 6, a narrative
which contains episodes which have parallels in the Synoptic tradition: the mui-
tiplication of the loaves and fishes, the appearance of Jesus upon a stormy sea
(6.1-24), Peters confession and the prediction of Judas’s betrayal (6.67—71). A
thorough investigation of John 6.1-24 and 6771 leads him to conclude that the
Johannine version of the bread miracle and the appearance on the sea is a cor-
rection of the various Synoptic traditions, and that the report of Peter’s confes-
sion is a further correction of the Petrine tradition. This corrective re-reading of
early tradition is an indication of the Evangelist’s ‘reflective dialogue with his
tradition, in which he continues to find meanings in the significance of Jesus’
words and works'®

Using more sophisticated tools, these recent contributions arrive at conchr-
sions similar to thase reached by British scholars some two or three decades ago.”
This paper returns to a more traditional methodology. The case for some form of
dependence of the Fourth Gospel upon one or more of the Synoptic Gospels is still
strongly argued by commentators,® and especially in the parallel - but often con-

3 1. B Meier, A Marginal Jew. Rethinking the Historical Jesus. Volume Two: Mentor, Message and
Mirac es (ABRL; New York: Doubleday, 1994).

L. M. I1. Tovey, Narrative Art and Act in the Fourth Gospel (JSNTSup s1; Sheffield: Sheffield
Academic, 1997); B N. Anderson, The Christology of the Fourth Gospel: Its Unity and Disurnity
i the Light of John 6 (Valley Forge: Trinity Press International, 19g6).

Tovey, Narrative Art, 255.

i Andersun, Christology, 261 (stress in original). For summaries of his conclusions, see pp.
256-7 (on John §.1-24} and pp. 25-50 [on John 6.66-71).

See, lor example, E. C. Hoskyns' classic treatment of the question (The Fourth Gospel [ed. E
N. Davey; London: Faber & Faber, 1947] 107-28); C. H. Dodd, ‘The Portrait of Jesus in John and
in the Synoptice, in Christian History and Interpretation. Studies Presented to John Knox (ed.
W. R. Farmer, C. E D. Moule and R. R. Niebubr; Cambridge: Cambridge University, 1967)
143-98; |. A. T. Robinson, ‘The Use of the Fourth Gospel for Chiristology Today', in Christ and
Spirit in the New Testament. fn Honour of Charies Francis Digby Moule (ed. B. Lindars and $.
salley; Cambridge: Cambridge University, 1967) 185-98.

Fora sampling, see C. K. Barrett, The Gospel According to St john {London: SPCK, %1978) a2-54;
T-L. Brodie, The Quest for the Origin of John's Guspel, A Source-Oriented Approdch (New York:
Oxford University, 1993); U. Schneile, Das Evangelium nach Johannes (THNT 4; Leipzig:
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flicting - analyses of M.-E. Boismard and E Neirynck,® but this paper takes as its
starting point C. H. Dodd’s work on the historical traditions behind the Fourth
Gospel.® Starting from the suggestion of Gardner-Smith that it is easier to explain
the similarities between the Fourth Gospel and the Synoptic tradition without a
theory of dependence, rather than to explain the differences between the two tra-
ditions with one, Dodd's carefully argued case has never been systematically dis-
mantled." The sheer number and complexity of the post-Dodd hypotheses, with
no sign of a consensus, weighs against their being right.” Gardner-Smith's crite-
rion still holds. Behind the Fourth Gospel lay independent traditions, often bear-
ing a close relationship to those of the Synoptic Gospeis. But, following the Dodd
hypothesis, the fourth Evangelist is never directly dependent upon one or several
of the Synoptic Gospels. It is possible, therefore, that some Johannine material
may point back to gepuine historical events from the life of Jesus.™

I wish, however, to make a further suggestion concerning a ‘framework’ for the
life of Jesus.* Is it possible that there are elements in the Fourth Gospel which
might provide the skeleton ‘framework’ for the brief period which marked the
public ministry of Jesus of Nazareth? I am aware of the maverick nature of this
suggestion. [ wish to test it by devoting some detailed analysis to the Bapiist
material (John 1.19-28, 20-34; 3.22-30),% the vocation of the first disciples (1.35-51),
and the so-called purification of the Temple (2.13—22). This initial suggestion con-

g9 The wozk of these two important scholars on the sources for the Johannine Gospel is best
found in M.-E Boismard and A. Lamouille, L'Evangile de Jean. Synopse des Quazre Evangiles en
Francais HI (Paris: Cerf, 1977), and E Neirynck, fean et les Synoptiques: examen critigue de
Pexégese de M. -E. Boismard (BETL 49; Leuven: Leuven University, 1979). On this complex dis-
cussion, see D. Moody Smith, John Among the Gospels. The Relationship in Twentieth-Century
Research (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1992) 139-58.

10 C. H. Dodd, Historieal Tradition in the Fourth Gospel (Cambridge: Cambridge University,
1965).

1 Those who advocate a theory of dependence do not engage Dodd's derailed and carefully
articulated argument. Dodd (Historical Tradition, 8 n, 2} points to the work of F Gardner-
Smith (St John and the Synoptic Gospels [Cambridge: Cambridge University, 1938]) as 'the narn
of the tide' in these discussions.

12 For a good survey, see Moody Smith, fohn Among the Gospels, 139-76.

13 For a concise summary of Dodd'’s hopes in this regard, see Historical Tradirion, 423-32.

14 The expression ‘framework’ is, of course, taken from the title of the work of one ol the
founders of form criticism, K.-L. Schmidt, Der Rahmen der Geschichie Jesu. Literarkritische
Untersuchungen  zur ditesten  Jesusiiberlieferung  {Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche
Buchgesellschaft, 1964 [original 1o19]). Schmidt's work put to rest the earlier hypolhesiS
{established in 1863 by H. J. Holzmann) that the Gospel of Mark provided a historically reli
able ‘framework’ for the ministry of Jesus.

15 [am immediately discounting the Baptist material in the Prologue (1.4-6, 15) and Jesus’ words
on the Baptist in 5.33-6. As Meler, A Marginal Jew, 1.53 1. 22, points out, there is more Iikel-
hood of unearthing genuine historical reminiscence from the narrative part of the Fourth
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cerning the beginnings of the record of Jesus' ministry may pave the way for fur-
ther investigations along these lines.

John the Baptist

There is universal agreement that John the Baptist exercised a preaching
and baptizing activity in the period immediately before the ministry of Jesus of
Nazareth, andthat he baptized Tesus. " The exact nature of his preaching, the signifi-
cance ol his baptism and the places where he baptized are, as is to be expected, the
subject of considerable scholarly reflection.'” C. H. Dodd identifies three elements
which run across all the johannine Baptist material: he was northe Messiah; he bore
unique and privileged witness; and he brought others to Jesus. There is also an inter-
esting link between his geographicai situation in 1.28, 10.40 and possibly 3.23,
depending upon one’slocation of the unknown Aenon near Salim. Dodd claims that
these elements reach back to an original pre-Johannine tradition. Such a tradition,
of course, does not necessarily mean that its reported events can be taken as ‘his-
torical’. The Baptist’s witness to Jesus and the conscious presentation of Jesus to his
discipies as the Lamb of God are surely the results of early Christian theologizing.*®

Meier has shown, in a detailed analysis of the use of £pnpog, that the Baptist’s
activities are to be located within the region of the Judean desert, and should not
be limited to one fixed place. It is reasonable to accept that he was active on both
the eastern and the western sides of the Jordan, and in the northern region of the
desert (Aenon near Salim).” It is possible that this impressive prophet-like figure
may have been subjected to some form of interrogation by representatives of
Jerusalem authorities (1.19b-23), however stylized this interrogation has hecome in
its Johannine dress. Indeed, his activity may have been regularly punctuated by
questions from those who came to him, asking about his relationship to the expec-
tations of Israel. The eschatological nature of his baptism and his associated mess-
age has been submerged by the Johannine focus upon the messianic question.*
But the Fourth Evangelist alone has a tradition that authorities from Jerusalem

LIS Murcus, ‘Tesus’ Baptismal Vision', NTS 41 (1995) 512, remarks: ‘The fact of the bapdsm itself .
-+ 18 a bedrock of historical datum.’

17 For an encyclopedic survey of the discussions and critical conciusions with which | am

«rgely in agreement, see Meier, A Marginal Jew 2.19-233.

f}llilough Dodd, Historical Tradition, 269-71, suggests that the title 'the Lamb of God’, only

found here in the Gospels, could have been used by the historical Baptist, ‘or in a traditional

ﬂcc.oum of his preaching’. Of the two, | suggest that the latter is more fikely,

MU‘lelu A Marginal Jew, 2.43-6. . Ernst, ‘Johannes der Tdufer und Jesus von Nazareth in his-

}unscher Sicht, NTS 43 (1997) 167-72, also suggesis a moving activity. J. Murphy-0’Connor,

Iohn the Baptist and Jesus: History and Hypotheses', NTS 36 (1990} 363-5, insists that there

Was only one place.
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questioned him about his messianic status. If the Johannine portrait of the Baptig
is simply as the witness par excellence, then why did ‘the Jews’ send ‘priests ang
levites from Jerusalem’ to interrogate him? Why bother with this figure if all he dig
was witness to a coming one who would do even more for the establishment qf
God's design in Israel than he himself was doing? It is always possible that thig
report comes from pre-Johannine tradition, and need not necessarily reflect wtiees
eigentlich gewesen war. But the Johannine account of the interrogation of John the
Baptist may rest upon an authentic historical memory. It adds multiple attestation
to the restless eschatological nature of the Baptist’s call to conversion and new Life,
more thoroughly represented in the Synoptic tradition (see Matt 3.7-12//Luke
3.7-9, 15-18; Matt 11.2~9//Luke 7.18-35).

The link made between the practice of baptism and the Messiah and the mes-
sianic era in the question posed to the Baptist in John 1.25, TL ov Bantilels €1 ol
oUK el 6 Xprotde ovde "HAlag 0U8E 6 npodntng, which has no sound first-century
background, may simply serve the theological purpose of the author, who insists
upon ‘the Christ’, ‘Elijah’, and 'the prophet’ (see also John 1.20-1; Mark 6.15; 8.28-3).
This serves the purpose of keeping the messianic question before the reader
despite the Baptist's exaggerated rejection of any association between the Messiah
and his own person and mission (BUOAOYNGEY KUl 0oUK Mpyncoto Kol
dpoAdynoey).® But there are two statements from the Baptist which tell first of his
listeners’ ignorance (v. 26, u€cog LAY EaTnrev Ov UpeLs ouk oldoe) and then, sur-
prisingly, of his own {v. 31, xGy® oUk fi8ev aUtov). This piece of tradition may add to
the historical portrait of John the Baptist. He was a charismatic figure, practising a
baptism of conversion and preaching an eschatolégical message, but he had no
precise knowledge of who the coming figure would be or how he would exercise his
role. In the Synoptic tradition, the Baptist can only speak of 6 Loyvpdtepog isee
Mark 1.7; Matt 3.11; Luke 3.16).7 The many possible identifications of ‘the stronger
one' (Elijah, the Son of Man, the angel Michael, God) may only indicate that ‘per-

21 See Moloney, The Gospel of John, 48-63.

22 Dodd, Historical Tradition, 298—30c0, rightly points to this exaggerated turn of phrase as an
indication of the Sitz im Leben which gave birth to the Johannine Bartist material. Unlike the
Synoptics (see especially Matt 11.12—13; Luke 16.16), the Baptist is the first to confess Jesus.
Historically, he belongs 1o a period befare any recognition of Jesus. See Meier, A Marginal few.
2156-63. Dodd helpfully suggests that the Sitz im Leben was ‘one in which it was desired that
persons who had followed the Baptist should be regarded as adoptive members of the
Church’. He suggests that it may come from 55-57 C&. The questicn of the motivation for the
Jehannization of Baptist material wili be discussed later;in this paper, but Dodd's suggestion
should be noted at this stage.

23 A number of scholars (see G. Theissen and A. Merz, The Historical fesus. A Comprehensite
Guide (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1998} 199~204) suggest that the historical Baptist alse spoke
of 'the coming one' (0 epyxouevog). For the purposes of this paper, I am limiting myself ad
Loy vpotepoC in the light of Meier, A Marginal Jew, 2.79 n. 78.

o~
23

haps . - - John never moved much beyond the general idea that he himself was not
powerful enough to complete the eschatological task God had begun with him’21
we may again be dealing with pre-Johannine tradition, and not history, but the
Johannine Baptist points to Jesus as the Lamb of God, the Son of God (John 1.29,
33-4, 35). while a historical reminiscence is perhaps found in his ignorance con-
cerning the one who was to come after him.=s

The relationship between the tradition of a future pouring out of the life-giving
spirit which would eclipse John's baptisin, found in John 1.33 as well as Mark 1.8,
Malt 3.11/Luke 3.16 (@}, confirms the results of cureful study of the Synoptic tra-
dition. John the Baptist was a disturbing figure whose presence generated much
interest.*> He, however, could only point beyond himself to an unknown coming
figure who would administer the gift of the Holy Spirit, which would bring ‘eternal
lite instead of destruction on the last day’® Dodd’s assessment of the historical
worth of Johannine Baptist tradition is close. He suggests that it ‘may have rep-
resented the Baptist, the last of the prophetic succession, as claiming an experi-
ence analogous to the prophets of the Old Testament’??

24 Meier, A Marginal Jew, 2.35.

o5 Dodd, Historical Tradition, 267-8, takes this as a reference to ‘the hidden Messialt, suggesting
that this notion was widespread in first-century Judaism, and thus probably an aspect of the
preaching of the historical John the Baptist. Despite 5. Mowinckel, He Thar Comerh (Oxford:
Blackwell, 1959) 304-8, the notion of ‘the hidden Messiah', however, is difficult to establish
wilh any certaiaty. For the (second-century |but see John 7.27)) evidence, see R, E. Brown, The
Gospel According te John (AB 29-29A; New York: Doubleday, 1966-70) 1.53. The suggestion that
the expression originally reflected his ignorance, whatever literary and theological function
luhn 1.26, 31 may have in the canonical Gospel, appears the maore likely solution to this odd
claim (o 'not know’ (John 1.31).

Neither Dodd nor the many later considerations of the possible eschatelogical nature of the
histarical Baptist's message ever look at John 3.36: 1} 0pyf 200 807 péver & avtov. [ have
argued elsewhere that John 3.31-6 is an earlier form of the highly Johanninized passage of
3n-21 (see F ]. Moloney, Belief in the Word. Reading John 1—4 [Minneapolis: Fortress, 1993)
127-g}. One of the several signs of the primitive nature of vv. 31-6 is the expression f| 691} w09
Beou. This is the only appearance of | 6pyi in the Fourth Gospel, but it is part of the Q
malerial on the Baptist's message (see Matt 3.7//Luke 3.7). On this, see Meier, A Marginal Jew,
229-12. Itis the regular LXX translation of a number of Hebrew words used to describe God’s
anger. This is not to suggest that John the Baptist ever said anything like John 3.31-6. On the
Inhannine nature of 3.30-6 as a whole, see W, Loader, ‘The Central Structure of Johannine
Theology', NTS 30 (1984) 188-216.

Meier, A Marginal Jew, 2.39. There are many who would claim that the baptism with the Holy
Spiritis secondary, showing the superiority of Christian baptism. The Q version {Matt 3.10, 12)
":vith fire’ would be original. For this case, see Theissen and Merz, The Historical Jesus, 207—4.
Far the position tzken above, arguing for & baptism in the Holy Spirit (see Ezek 36.26-7; Joel
30-50 Jub. 1,23, 1Q8 4.20-2), see Meier, A Marginal few, 2.35-40, 81-4.

Dadd, Historical Tradition, 261. The idea of the Baptist's being ‘the last of the prophetic suc-
Cession’ has its resonances in Matt, 11.12-13; Luke 1816, Aleng these lines. see Meier. A
Marginal jew, 215653,

[
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One detail from 1.19-3¢ remains uninvestigated: the indications in v. 27,
onmico pov £pyduevog, and in v. 30, ORico pov £pyeton Gyvip, that the one tq
whom he was bearing witness was 'coming after him’. Given the presence of drioy
pou in Mark 1.7 and Matt. 3.11, it has often been suggested that, historically, Jesus
was a follower of John the Baptist {see Mark 1.16-20), and that the Baptist pointed
to this follower as 'the more powerful one’. Meier argues against this being the case
in the Markan tradition, taken over by Matthew and altered in Luke 3.16. He thus
also excludes it as a possible meaning for John 1.27. For Meier, Jesus may have
indeed been some sort of ‘follower’, but not in the sense that we might understand
a ‘disciple’ as someone who belonged to the Baptist’s retinue.? Despite his careful
philological and redactional analysis, [ suspect that Meier is influenced by his
more important conclusion — argued across his study of the Baptist traditions -
that the Baptist had no knowledge of the stronger one who would bring about a
new era for Israel. '

The two are not, however, mutually exclusive. It is possible that Jesus’ foilow-
ing of the Baptist, and even the event of his baptisﬁn by John the Baptist, did not
signal him out as someone special. The events which accompany the Synoptic
reports of Jesus’ baptism (Mark 1.9-1t; Matt 3.13-17; Luke 3.21—2), and the Johannine
Baptist's recollection of the descent of the Holy Spirit {1.32-4), are surely the result
of the later Church’s conviction that, on the basis of the historical fact that the
paths of these iwo foundational figures eventually separated, something unique
took place at this privileged moment. It can scarcely be questioned that Jesus
received the baptism of John, but we cannot rediscover what actually happened at
that moment, nor do we need to accept as historical that the superiority of Jesus
over the Baptist was indicated at that event. What Jesus and John the Baptist made
of that hrief encounter in the waters of the jordan lies outside the limits of our
scientific control.* Indeed, the question the Baptist asks of Jesus, whose response
receives no further reaction from the Baptist, most likely indicates that the Baptist
went to his death not certain that his former follower, now esercising a ministry of
his own, was 0 1oyUpOTEPOS (Matt 11.2-11, 16-19; Luke 7.18-23).%' At this stage of owr
argument, ¥ would like to suggest that we remain open to the possibility that the

29 Meier, A Marginal Jew, 2.83 n. 47, 92 n, 149; 116-19.

30 See lhe reflections of Theissen and Merz, The Historical Jesus, 211-i13. Recently, however
Marcus, 'Tesus’ Baptismal Vision', 512-21, has given five reasons why Luke 1018 ('] saw Salan
falling like lightning from heaven'} might be the substance of Jesus’ report of that event, At
authentic saying of Jesus (for a reconstruction, see pp. 518-18), it was shifted from its original
location because the early Church came to regard the death and resurrection as the moment
of Satan’s overthrow. Ernst, Johannes der Thuter, 162-7, insists on the baptismal momen 45
a turning point in Jesus’ messianic self-understanding,
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Baptist tooked to someone from those he had initiated with his baptism, and
whom he could rightly but vaguely describe as 6 oxion wov £pyodusvog (see 1.27),
to make that ‘more powerful’ step which was beyond his understanding of God's
design.

it is beyond the scope of this paper to investigate in detail the so-called ‘rivalry’
or even ‘hostility’ between the early Christians and those who ‘only knew the bap-
tism uf john' {Acts 18.25) and who had been baptized ‘inte John's baptism' (Acts
19.3). Suffice it to note that I suspect that too much has been made of this. On the
basis of Baldensperger’s study of the Prologue, further extended by Builtmann’s
hypothetical source of proto-Mandean Offenbarungsreden, originally focused
upon the Baptist, the theory of the early Church’s need to counter exaggerated
claims being made for the Baptist by his followers has almost become an accepted
element in historical analysis.?® These are flimsy grounds for such an important
element in the analysis of the data, not strongly supported by Acts 18.24-19.6
where little or no hostility can be traced. Dodd’s suggestion,® now thoroughly
investigated by Christoph Niemand's study of John 13,% that the early Christians
had difficulty over what to do with those who had been baptized either by the
Baptist, or in his ‘tradition’, best suits our available evidence.

The First Disciples

It is universally accepted that the Markan (Mark 1.16-20//Matt 4.18-22)
version of the vocation of the first disciples is a highly idealized account, largely
based upon the prophetic vocation, especially that of Elisha by Elijah (see 1
Kings 19-21},% and that the Lukan version of the same event (Luke 5.1-11) is a
more developed presentation of the growing ‘psychologicall maturation of

32 W. Baldensperger, Der Prolog des vierten Evangeliums. Sein polemisch-apologetischer Zweck
{(Tibingen: J. C. B. Mohr [Paul Siebeckl, 1898); R. Bultmanm, The Gospel of John. A
Commentary (Oxford: Blackwell, 1971) 17-18.

4 See, for example, Meier, A Marginal Jew, 2.171-2.

34 see ahove, n. z2.

35 . Niemand, Die Fusswaschungerzdhlung des Johannesevangeliums: Untersuchung zu ihrer
Entstehung und Uberlieferung in Urchristentum {Studia Anselmiana 114; Roma: Pontificio
Ateneo S. Anselmo, 19¢3) 320-402.

¥ Ifindeed it was true that in Asia Minor (Ephesus) there were those who ‘knew only the bap-
tsm of John' (Acts 18.25), others practising baptism in the tradition of the Baptist, recorded of
lesus in john 3.22-3, may have been reasonably widespread. Jesus may not have been the
only disciple of the Baptist who proliferated baptism ‘into the baptism of Johry (Acts 19.3). if
this was the case, there is no need to read John 3.22-4 as marking a dramatic ‘parting of the
Ways' between Jesus and his mentor. Murphy-O'Connor {‘John the Baptist and Jesus', 367-8)
suggests that Apollos and those in Ephesus who knew only the baptism of John were baptized
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Simon Peter, resulting in the same promise and response. They will henceforth
become ‘fishers of men (Mark and Matthew) or be ‘catching men’ (Luke) ag
they leave everything and follow him (Mark 1.17, 20; Luke 5.16-11). The radica|
demands of early Christian discipleship have played a large part in the forma-
tion of these narratives.”® Despite widespread scholarly opinion that the
Johannine account of the cail of the first disciples {John 2.35-51) is used by the
Evangelist to show an immediate acceptance of Jesus' messianic stalus. an
aiternative interpretation is possible. It appears to me that this alternative sug-
gestion may be closer to ‘what actually happened’ than the highly charged nar-
ratives found in the Synoptic tradition.

The sequence of events in the Fourth Gospel, the encounter between the
Baptist and Jesus followed by disciples of the Baptist becoming followers of
Jesus, does not strain the imagination. It was suggested in the section dedicated
to John the Baptist that Jesus was a follower of the Baptist in the serious sense
implied by the use of Onicw pov across two traditions (Mark 1.7//Matt 3.11; John
1.27, 30). There may have been a gradual separation of their ways, and this lies
behind the episode reported in John 3.22-4.% There is nothing particularly
Johannine’ about a report that Jesus and his disciples went gig v Toudaiay
ynv while the Baptist continued his wandering baptismal ministry in the north-
ern reaches of the Judean desert ‘at Aenon near Salim. What lies outside the
data provided by our sources is whether or not Jobn's baptism of Jesus (not
directly reported in the Fourth Gospel) generated this duplication of ministries,
or whether Jesus simply decided to practise his own ministry, much in the tra-
dition of his mentor, John the Baptist, in Judea. I would hypothesize that some-
thing along the lines of the latter was the case.* The very Johannine response
of the Baptist to the question about the respective baptisms in vv. 27-30 should
not cloud the possibility that the concerns voiced in v. 26 did emerge: ‘Pafipi,
0g v petd cob mEpav 100 Jopddvov ... 18 eltog PomTilel kol mOviES
€pyovtal ®=pog auTov. It is not true to claim: ‘He |Jesus! does not baplize

38 Among many, see £ J. Moloney, “The Vocation of the Disciples in the Gospel of Mark,
Salesianum 43 (1961) 487-516, On Luke 5.1-1, its relationship with Mark 1.16-20, and its orig-
inality within the Lukan narrative, see L. T. Johnson, The Gospel of Luke (Sacra Pagina 3
Collegeville: Liturgical, 1991) 87-91.

3¢ Forasimilar reading of the Johannine material, see Meier, 4 Marginal few, 2.19-23.

40 Obviously, [ am unable (o provide any solid reason why the separation took place. I would not
sensationalize it, but suggest that, in due time, Jesus of Nazarath decided to continue the
practice of his mentor, joining other contemporary 'baptists’ (see |. Thomas, Le movpenient
baptiste en Palestine et Syrie |Universitas Catholica Lovaniensis, 2nd Series 28; Gembloux:
Buculot, 1935]) but inspired by his baptizer.

4 Obviously emitting the words @ ot pepaptipnkas, which loak back to both 1.6-8, 15, and the
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[john 3.22 is corrected in 4.2]."# The comment {rom the Johannine narrator,
inserted inte v. 2, shows that the opposite was the case.®? There was a time
when both the Baptist and Jesus exercised a baptismal ministry.+

The Baptist, along with his entourage. continued his ministry in the northern
regions of the Judean desert, unsure of who the toyvpotepog might be, and whether
ornot he had come. Indications are that this uncertainty remained with him till the
end of his life (see Matt 11.2-3//Luke 7.18-19).% In the meantime, Jesus had begun a
parallel ministry, along with an initial group of disciples (John 3.22: 6 inooUs kel ot
pafnzat antod), in Judea. In this reconstruction of a sequence of events, it is likely
that jesus’ disciples had also earlier formed part of the entourage of the Baptist. This
i the evidence of 1.35—-51. In a fully Johannine sense, the Baptist indicates Jesus, as
the Lamb of God, to two of his disciples {vv. 35-6). Andrew and the unnamed other
disciple set out to follow Jesus (v. 37; see v. 40 for Andrew’s name), and from that
original core pair come further 'first disciples’: Simon Peter vv. 41-2), Philip (vwv.
43-4), and Nathanael (vv. 45~9). It is impossible to claim historicity for the narmes of
these men, ex-disciples of the Baptist and their friends, the first to follow Jesus.*
There may be some substance to the tradition of their names, but they may also
have been placed on this first page of the Gospel because of the later roles of these
foundationzal personalities. There is not a great deal of evidence, one way or the
ather, and thus we cannot be certain. Although Simon Peter, Andrew and Philip (see
6.5-8, 67-70; 12.21-2; 14.8-9; 13.6-11; 18.10-11, 15-18, 25-7; 20.2-10; 21.1-2, 7, 11, 15—19)
play cameo roles later in the Gospel, Nathanael disappears from the scene entirely,
with the exception of his appearance among the fishing party in 21.2. This may indi-
cate that he was cne of those ex-disciples of the Baptist who accompanied Jesus
when ke began his separate baptismal ministry in Galilee (3.22). One can only spec-
ulate, but perhaps the presence of Nathanael in 21.2 is a hint of his leadership
rolein the Johannine church.+

Cne further comment on John 1.35-51 is called for. It is a misreading of the
Iohannine point of view in this passage to see the disciples as rapidly moving to

42 Vheissen and Merz, The Historical Jesus, 209 (parenthesis mine).

+i see Meier, A Marginal few, 2.121-3.

44 For a somewhat imaginative reconstruction of that period, see Murphy-O’Connor, ‘John the
Bapiist and Jesus, 362-6, The possibility of both Jesus and John the Baptist exercising a bap-
tismal activity is rejected hy Ernst, ‘johannes der Tduler’ 172-6. He claims that we must only
take the Synoptic data inte account. He polemicaity claims that Murphy-0O’'Connor's study has
neueren Uberlegungen in Komumentaren und Spezialabhandlungen souverin Ignoranz
vorgeworfen',

Itis this reiiable @ tradition which weighs against the event of jesus’ baptism by John as
having been marked by remarkable events.

1% But see Murphy-0'Connor, Jolin the Bapiist, 362

47 On fnhn 21, and its relationship to John 1.1-20.31. see R |. Moloney, Glory not Dishonor.
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expressions of a correct messianic understanding of Jesus.# For the Fourth
Evangelist, as the Prologue {1.1-18} has already instructed the reader, the deter-
mining principle is that Jesus is the Lamb of God' (vv. 29, 34) and the ‘Son of Gog
(v. 34). Never do these first disciples approach such belief. As well as "Rabbi’, and
other messianic rerms (including Nathanael’s ‘son of God,, set between Rabbi’ and
‘King of Israel’ in wv. 49),® they speak of Jesus as Tesus of Nazareth, ‘the son of
Joseph’ (v. 45) and ‘the King of fsrael’ (v. 49). It is for this reason that these first
ancounters hetween lesus and the ex-discinles of the Baptist conclude with a cor-
rection of Nathanael's limited faith (v. 50) and a promise of the sight of ‘greater
things’ {v. 51).%° Behind this Johannine series of ‘days’, leading to the revelation of
the 86&u ‘on the third day’ (2.1, 1), may also lie the authentic (and perhaps ‘embar-
rassing’) memory of the initial difficulties the first disciples had in coming to grips
with their new leader. No doubt Jesus himself was working toward a clearer under-
standing and articulation of his response to God. The limited, culturally, histori-
cally and religiously conditioned response of the Johannine first disciples in
1.35-51 may be an elaborated, but basically historical, reflection of one side of the
confusion. For the Fourth Evangelist, there are no limitations to Jesus’ self-under-
standing (see vv. 42, 48, 50-1), but the disciples struégle to understand him cor-
rectly. Uniike the instantaneous sequela and the massive conversions recorded in
the Synoptic tradition, the Fourth Gospel presents a better indication of what
might have actually happened when disciples of the Baptist, who had gone to
Aenon near Salim, followed Jesus into Judea (3.22—3}.

The Episode in the Temple

The account of the two baptismal ministries, in different parts of the land,
in John 3.22-3, closes with a throw-away remark which has no theological signifi-
cance, and which is left hanging without narrative resolution in the Fourth Gospel.
The natrator rernarks: oUno yip Tiv BePAnuévog elg Thy dvhaxiy O Tadvvng (3.24).
John the Baptist is called as a witness to Jesus in 5.33-5, but there is no repor!l of
his imprisonment, nor of his death, in the Fourth Gospel. The Johannine narrative
has no need for the information given in 3.24. This could be the key to a further
piece of information which can be gleaned from the Fourth Gospel concerning
the story of Jesus of Nazareth. Earlier we stated that it is impossible to decide what
separated the two 'baptists’, Jesus and John, as I suggested that Jesus initially prac-

48 Such an interpretation is widespread. See, for example, E Hahn, ‘Die Jiingerberufung Joh
1.35-51, in Kontinuwitdt und Einheit: Fir Franz Mussner (ed. P.-G. Miller and W. Stenger
Freiburg: Herder, 1961) 172-90, and the majority of the commentators.

49 For discussion of Jewish use of the expression 'son of God, see Moloney, Belief in the Word, 66
n. 49. On the recent further discussion of this issue in Qumran literature, see below, n. 57.

50 For a more detailed presentation of this case, see Moloney, The Gospel of John, 50-63.
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rised a ministry parallel to that ofhis mentor. But at some stage, one cannot ques-
tion, Jesus’ understanding of himself and his ministry changed direction. There is
no longer a focus upon the call to repentance, Lo avoid the terrors of the end time,
put Jesus preaches the imminent coming, indeed the incipient presence, of the
Kingdom of God.? It is possible that the Johannine note in 3.24 is an indication of
when and why this transformation began.’* For the Synoptic tradition, Jesus” bap-
tisin by John encapsulates the moment of messianic commissioning. The Fourth
Evangelist, in his analeptic recalling of the moment of baptism in 1.33, has no need
for any such commissioning. The descent of the Spirit seen by the Baptist (v. 34)
merely confirms what was in place £v opyfi(1.1)

Yet the Fourth Evangelist reports that Jesus and the Baptist carried on bap-
tismal ministries in two different locations before John was put in prison (3.22-4).
s it possible that the Baptist’s imprisonment and death, understood by Jesus and
many of his fellow-Jews as a martyred prophet,® was a turning point in Jesus’ own
career, and for this reason the totally irrelevant detail of John 3.24 has been pre-
served? How was Jesus to relate to God, after his mentor had heen put in prison
and slain (see 3.24)? Is it to ‘psychologize’ too heavily to suggest that the violent
death of John the Baptist led to Jesus' self-reflection and eventuai further devel-
opment of the prophetic categories leamt from his master and mentor?s Is this
the catalyst which began a process which led to his consciousness of a relation-
ship with the traditional God of Israel, expressed his use of the expression XaR (see
Mark 14.36, and especially Gal 4.6 and Rom 8.15),% and, at some stage of his brief
public career, his teaching his disciples to join him in addressing God in this way
(Matt 6.5-13//Luke 11.2-4)?% | am not claiming that between the Baptist’s death
and Jesus’ coming to Jerusalem for his first Passover he had raught his disciples to
pray to God as ¥2R. Such a sequence is impossible to establish, but unlike the

51 Fo:a fult and detailed discussion of contemporary debates, see Meier, A Marginal Jew.
2.131~64, 399-404. These pages are dedicated to the establishment of what the historicai Jesus
said about the historical John. The continuity and the difference emerge strongly. What is not
explained, however, is what generated the ‘difference’.

52 "'his suggestion is rejected by Ernst, Johannes der Tdufer’ 176—7, on the grounds that it Is part
of the lohannine anti-Baptist polemic. But, on this, see above.

53 See Meier, A Marginal Jew, 2.171—7; Ernst, 'Johannes der Tdufer', 176-82.

34 Although clearly Markan in its present composition and temporal location, does Mark 1.14-15
reflect a memory of this turning point? On Mark 115, see Meier, A Marginal few, 2.430-4.

53 Despite the many modifications that have been brought to his argument (see the resumé in
Theissen and Merz, The Historicul Jesus, 526-7), one should still consulr J. Jeremias, The
Prayers of Jesus (SBT 5; London: SCM, 1987) 11-65. See also Meier, A Marginal Jew, 2.356-9 1.
2y,

36 For a reconstruction of the original prayer to the ‘Father' (RaK), taught by the historical Jesus

1 his disciples, see Meier, A Marginal Jeww, 2.291-302. Full documentation of both classical

and contemporary discussion of this issue can be found in the notes on pp. 355-66.



Matthean setting for the ‘Our Father’, strongly determined by the architecture ang
message of the Sermon on the Mount (Matt 5.1-7.28), the Lukan setting for thig
Q material (Luke 1.1} is provided by a request from Jesus’ disciples to be taugh
how to pray kubag kol logvvng £8idafev toug padntog autod. Is it possible that
this Lukan setting is based on a request made of Jesus while the memory of the
Baptist and his disciples was still fresh? The introduction of the Baptist in 1,
certainly comes as a surprise. There can be, of course, no final selution to such
questions.

There is no call for any ‘divine’ or uniquety ‘filial’ sense in this consciousness.
Whatever early Christian tradition, and especially the Fourth Gospel, made of
Jesus’ relationship to God, Jesus’ transcending of prophetic categories would start
with a Jewish tradition, inspired by such biblicai passages as Ps 2.7 and 2 Sam 7.14,
now witnessed to in the Qumran documents (see 4QFor 1.10-13; 40246 2.1).5 The
basis of the relationship would have been Jesus' decision both to continue and
develop the activity of John the Baptist, a prolongation of unconditional adhesion
to his understanding of the design of the God of Israel, whom he began to address
as 2K, and to associate his disciples with him in such an approach to God.

The several question marks in the previous paragraph indicate the speculative
nature of its claimns.? What remains unexplained, betause it is undocumented, is
why the death of the Baptist led to Jesus’ shift in focus. I can only hypothesize that
the viclent elimiration of his mentor led Jesus to turn more single-mindedly to
God. This hypothesis is ar least the equal of suggestions made by others. For
Hollenbach, Jesus’ transformation was generated by the sudden discovery of a
power, given by God, to overthrow demons (see Matt 12.28/ /Luke 11.20).%9 Sanders
suggests that Jesus, equally convinced that the end was near at hand, transformed
the Baptist's traditional call to repentance. He accepted sinners into fellowship
without demanding the traditional signs of repentance: ‘If the sinners had
repented, they would not have been sinners'® Freyne, foliowed by Murphy-
O’Connor, proposes that he was moved by the abysmal social conditions in
Galilee that he began to privilege a message about a gracious God over the obser-

57 See |. A, Fitzmyer, ‘4Q246: The “Son of God” Document in Qumran’. Biblica 74 (1983) 153-74
for a [ull presentation, photograph, recanstruction, commentary, and analysis of the import-
ance of the Aramaic Apocalypse Lext.

58 A feature of the work of Dodd and Robinson (see above, n. 7) has been an insistence that the
Johannine presentation of Jesus’ relationship with God as ‘Father’ is primitive. It can be
found in the Q-logion Mact n.2s—27//Luke 10.21-22, and in a parable about the Father
instructing the Sen, which probably has its origins in the historical Jesus, now found in john
5.19-20. -

59 P W, Hollenbach, 'The Conversion of jesus: From Jesus the Baptizer to Jesus the Healer’
ANERW 2.25.1, 209-11.

6o L. P Sanders, fesus and fudaism (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1985) 200-11. See esp, 206-7 (citation
from 206).

vance of the Law.® The criteria of dissimilarity, coherence and multiple attestation
all support the historical possibility that Jesus developed his understanding
of his relationship with God, and that he shared this with his disciples. The above
suggestion speculates, however, on when and why this development took
place.

If Jesus” awareness of his relationship with God was heightened by the death of
john the Baptist, then the Johannine Jesus’ description of the Temple in John as
v oixov 00 natpdg pou (John 2.16) reflects an earlier moment in the tradition
than Mark 1117 and in Q (Matt 21.13//Tuke 19.46) where Jesus speaks of the Temple
as 0 olkog pov. Responding to the God he now calls 'Father, his very first visit to
Jerusalemn after the death of the Baptist (on the occasion of the Pilgrim Feast of
Passover), he is outraged by cerrain practices taking place in the house of his
Father (John). It is only later in the development of the Jesus-tradition that those
who developed this traditional passage were able to make Jesus Lord of the
Temple, and thus able to speak of ‘my house’ (Mark and Q).% Perhaps the Fourth
Evangelist also has the earliest and correct location for this event: at the beginning
of Jesus” public career. In the debates concerning the correct location for this
event in the life of Jesus, the Synoptic location generally wins the day as it is seen
as the catatyst which generated the final plot against Jesus. But is this perhaps the
very reason why the Johannine chronology should be given preference? It was
Mark who invented the ‘framework’ of a ministry in Galilee, a single journey to
jerusalemn, the events in the city which lead to his trial, death and resurrection. In
such a 'framework’ the episode in the Temple must take place at the end of the
story. Not only was it impossible to fit this tradition in any earlier, but there was no
need to do so. It admirably suited the Markan focus upon the death of Jesus, and
the various events (Mark 11.1-25) and disputes (11.27-12.44) which led to it. Within
this context, the highly symbolic ‘sandwiching’ of the purification (11.15-19)
between the cursing of the figtree and material on faith and prayer (vv. 12-14, 20—5)
adds further doubt to the authenticity of the Markan location.s3

Evidence of a fragment of early tradition (and nothing more can be claimed for
Iohn 2.6 within its present context of 2.13-22), a reasonable motive for the
Synoptic placement of the episode, and the suggestion that Markan theology

B This is Murphy-0'Connar’s reading of Freyne’s suggestion. S. Freyne, Galilee from Alexander
the Crear 1o Hadrian 323 B.C.E. to 135 C.E. A Study of Second Temple Judaism (Wilmington:
Michael Glazier/Indiana: Notre Dame, 1980) 155-207 (social conditions in the Galiiee area)

. fmd 220-8 [lesus); Murphy-Q'Connor, Tohn the Bapiist and Jesus', 372-4.

B2 This is not, of course, to detract from the crucial imperzance that 2.12-22 has in the final
redaction of the Johannine natrative. On this, see F. . Molaney, ‘Reading John 2.13—22: The
Purification of the Temple, RB 97 (1990} ag2—52.

i _-See the balanced assessment of M. D. Hooker, The Gospe! According to St Mark {Black's New
lestament Commentaries; London: A, & C. Black, 1991) 261~6.
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might be a determining influence, are not sufficient grounds to rake this point,
More is needed, and it is availabie. Late in Jesus' ministry in the Synoptic tradition
(Mark 11.28-30, reworked by Matt 21.23//Luke 20.2), the chief priests, the scribes
and the elders ask: ‘By what authority are you doing these things flve tadyy
701fic), or who gave you this authority to do them? (Mark 11.28). What are the
toDta referred to here and across the pericope (see also vv. 29, 33)7 Meier asks
whether it was Jesus’ charismatic teaching or his actions that led, historically, 1
this question. He concludes: ‘The emphasis on “doing these things” (vv. 28-24, 33),
which serves as a leitmotif throughout the pericope, seems to favor the idea tha
some action or practice of Jesus is the occasion of the challenge — be it the temple
cleansing, as in Mark, or some other well-known action of Jesus.'s Whatever the
answer to that question might be in the Markan account, the Johannine reporting
of the Temple episode contains the interrogation concerning Jesus’ authority todo
‘these things’ (see 2.18, d11 talte Molelg). The Synoptic tradition forges no obvi-

“ous link between the episode in the Temple and the guestion concerning Jesus'

authority, although the immediate context suggests that the religious leaders are
referring to Jesus’ Temple activities, among other things. Yet, in that tradition,
Jesus turns to the leaders’ understanding of the authority of John the Baptist in
order to deflect their question (see Mark 11.29-33 and pars.). This question con-
cerning the Baptist, possibly a genuine reminiscence of Jesus’ words,% comes
from nowhere, late in the Synoptic account of Jesus’ life. Indeed, it leads almost
directly into the passion. This appears odd. Would it not be better located, along

with the report of the episode in the Temple, in close association with the death of

the Baptist and the beginning of Jesus’ pubiic life? Indeed, the Synoptic tradition
does raise the issue of Jesus' authority very early in the narrative (see Mark 1.27;
Luke 4.36 [L?]).5¢

The grounds for accepting the Johannine location of the event in the Temple
are not without weight. It is possible that 1ov oixov t0¥ natpdc pou (John 2.16)
reflects an older tradition than the Synoptic 6 oix6¢ pov. As Mark invented
Jesus-story with only one visit to Jerusalem, it had to be placed as a curtain-raiser
to the passion. There are indications that the Johannine and the Synopti
(Markan) traditions independently reflect an interrogation concerning esus

authority to do ‘these things’ (John 2.18; Mark 11.28: &tt/{va ToUta Towfg), bul the .

introduction of John the Baptist into this discussion in the Synoptic account
(Mark 11.29-33 and pars.} is surprising.

There are good reasons to suggest that shortly after the death of John the
Baptist (see John 3.24), Jesus came 1o Jerusalem and created a scene in the

64 Meier, A Marginal Jew, 2.164.
65 See ibid., 2.164-8.
66 Luke's rewarking of Mark 1.27 is so heavy and so elegant that he may be using his own sowce

Temple.” When questioned by the leaders, and perhaps others,®® concerning his
quthority to do such things, he avoided a direct answer to the question by looking
pack to his mentor. If the encounter between Jesus and the Jewish leaders, as we
have it reported in Mark 11.29-33, took place eatly in the public career of Jesus, it
is only logical that he was not yet able to articulate a clear response, and thus he
inoked back to the authority of his master and mentor. The inability of his inter-
rogators to resolve the enigma of John the Baptist created a situation where there
was no immediate need for Jesus, very early in his ministry, to resolve the enigma
of Jesus of Nazareth.

Conclusion

If the reconstruction of a ‘framework’ for the early part of Jesus’ ministry
outlined above is correct, these various pieces fit together:

.. John the Baptist’s preaching and baptismal ministry disturbed the Jerusalem
leadership (John and the Synoptics).

. Jesus was baptized by John (John [implicitly] and the Synoptics).

. He became a follower of John (Jehn and the Synoptics).

4. At a certain stage he began a separate baptismal activity {in Judea}, while John
continued his ministry elsewhere (in the northern regions of the Judean
desert) (only John. See Acts 18.24-19.6 for the possibility that others prolifer-
ated the baptism of John.)

. Departing from their original master, some disciples (John t.35, pefntoi) of
the Baptist followed Jesus (v. 37: ikoiov8noay 16 nood) as he began his sep-
arate activity.

6. Within this new group there were tensions between the expectations of the fol-

lowers and Jesus’ own sense of his mission (only John).%®

7. The popularity of Jesus’ activity created a problem for the Baptist and his dis-

ciples (only John), which he never resolved (only the Synoptics).

L

o

67 It "emains true that the Synoptic {Markan?) location of the Temple episode provides an excel-
!ent motivation for the decision to do away with Jesus, I suspect that Jesus' regular presence

. l.“ the Temple City was always something of a nuisance for established religious leaders.

68 Seldom is it suggested that a saying of Jesus remained alive in the tradition because he said
basically the same thing to different audiences cn a number of occasions. In my opinion,
among many, Matt 19,12 is a case in point. See E J. Moloney, ‘Matthew 19.3-12 and Celibacy. A

. Redactional and Form Critical Study’, JSNT 2 (1979) 42~6o.

b4 When 1 say ‘only John' here, | am aware that this tension, to my mind an understandable his-
tarical oceurrence, becomes a major theme, exploited in different ways, and outstandingly by
Mark, of the misunderstanding and failure of the disciples across the whole of the story of
le?us. But it is 'only John' who locates it in his account of the vocation (2) of the first discipies.
Iris strikingly absent from the Synopzic accounts of the same occasion.




8. The two parallel ministries continued until the Baptist was imprisoned ang
killed {only John).

9. This event, the violent death of a prophet-martyr, led to Jesus’ development of
his own ministry, a continuation of that of his mentor, but enlivened by the
centrality of his concern with the Kingdom of God.™

10. His preaching on the Kingdom of God impressed because he spoke authorita.
tively, indicating an immediacy with God, whom he was known (at least by hig
disciples whom he taught to address God in this way) to call ¥aR (the
Synoptics, Paul and John).

11. Onhisfirstvisit to Jerusalem, onthe occasion of the Pilgrim Feastof the Passover,
Jesus was angered by certain practices in the Temple which he regarded as the
House of God {and thus, ‘my Father'). He objected forcibly and physically to
them (chronology from John; episode in both John and the Synoptics).

12. As these events happened in the immediate aftermath of the death of the
Baptist, when asked by what authority he performed ‘these things, he was able
to respond by lobking back to the figure of the Baptist. He thus avoided the
need to articulate his perhaps incipient understanding of his own authority to
speak and act in response to the God of israel whom he calied ‘my Faiher
(locating a Synoptic pericope within a Iohannine?chronology}.

As with much reconstruction of the words, the events, and especially a
sequence of events, which lie behind the theological proclamations of the Four
Gospels, the above suggestions remain no more than that - suggestions. If we were
to look for the ‘criteria’ which have been established to determine the possibility of
historicity, then the parentheses in the sequence suggested above at least indicate
that some material in the Fourth Gospel could claim the support of multiple attes-
tation and coherence. The figure behind the sequence of events outlined also has
serious claims to disstmilarity. While he was similar to many who looked for some
eschatological resolution, and turned to the Baptist in his search, much to the
embarrassment of the early Church, he is dissimilar to the Jesus who emerges in the
Pauline letters and the Synoptic and Johannine Gosﬁels. Perhaps the nearest a NT
document comes to describing the Jesus sketched above is Hebrews: 'One who in
every respect has been tempted as we are. . . Althoughhe was a Son, he learned obe-
dience through what he suffered’ (Heb 4.15h; 5.8). This investigation and possible
reconstruction of the earliest period in the public life of Jesus at least indicates that
the Fourth Gospel cannot be dismissed out of hand as a possibie source, as it has
been by most who have been involved in the three quests for the historical Jesus.”

70 For an exhaustive -~ and right-headed - treatment ol Jesus’ use of 'the Kingdom of God', se¢
Meier, A Margineal Jew, 2.237-508.

71 {am gratefui to my colleague at The Catholic University of America. Professor Frank |, Matera.
who read an earlier version of this paper and made some important and helpful remarks.

The Jesus-Tradition in Acts
W. A. STRANGE

Trinily College, Carnarthen

‘The infrequent use of the Jesus-tradition in Acts is seldom noted, but it has impli-
cations for the use of the Jesus-tradition in early Christianity. It is widely assumed
that the Jesus-tradition served to justify and to legitimate changing Christian belief
and practice. However, the church in Acts does not normally seek justification for
its practices or beliefs from the teaching or example of Jesus. The assumptions of
gospel criticism about the function of the Jesus-tradition need to be tested against
the observable phenomena of the one writer whose interest spanned the life of
Jesus and the life of the church.,

I

Paul seldom makes appeal to the Jesus-tradition. The amount of literature
dedicated ro interpreting and explaining this fact is large and continues to grow.!
Less frequently noticed, and barely discussed at all, is the parallel feature in the
book of Acts, The author of Acts is as reluctant as Paul to make use of traditions
about Jesus.® In the case of Acts, some of the reasons adduced to explain Paul’s
sparing use of the Jesus-tradition do not apply. It would be possible to surmise in
the case of Paul, for instance, that he was ignorant of the traditions concerning the
historical Jesus, or to suppose that his gospel was exclusively concerned with the
Christ of faith. It could be argued that the Jesus-tradition was so fluid that allusion

i Significant recent studies on this subject include: G. N. Stanton, fesus of Nazareth in New
Testarnent Preaching (Cambridge: Cambridge University, 1974); V. B Furnish, Jesus according
o Poud (Cambridge: Cambridge University, 1993); D. Wenham, Paul: Follower of Jesus or
Funder of Christianity? (Grand Rapids/Cambridge: Eerdmans, 1995 M. and R.
Zinmermann, ‘Zitation, Kontradiktion oder Applikation? Die Jesustogien in 1 Kor 7,10f, und
9.14: Traditionsgeschichtliche Verankerung und paulinische Interpretation, ZNW 87 {1996)
B3-1oo: D Horrell, ‘The Lord Commanded ... but [ Have Not Used. Exegetical and
Hermeneutical Refiections on 1 Cor g.14—15", NTS 43 (1997} 587-603.

One of the lew references to the problem is C. K. Barrett, 'The Third Gospel as a Preface to
Acts? Some Reflections, The Four Gospels 1992: Festchrift Frans Neirynck (ed, F. Van Segbroek
*tatl; BETL 100; Leuven: Leuven University, 1992} 1453-62. Barrett surveys 41 passages in Luke
which seem (0 establish links with Acts, but notes (1481-2) how little specific material is drawn
from the gnspel into Acts.
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