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Abstract.

This dissertation is an analysis of the contribution of C.H. Dodd 

to Johannine scholarship in the English-speaking world from 1900-1975#

It also places Dodd* s Johannine studies in the context of his New Testa-
(41)ment work, without which they are liable to be misunderstood.

The analysis reveals that, despite his meticulous scholarship,

Dodd was not an innovator in Johannine studies. The Interpretation of 
the Fourth Gospel was the classical expression of an approach that had 

long been standard in English-speaking scholarship but it quickly became 

almost a * child out of its time*. Historical Tradition in the Fourth 

Gospel gave definitive expression to a movement long-burgeoning in 
English-speaking scholarship yet Dodd did not * weigh* the tradition that 

he recovered nor adapt his understanding of the Fourth Evangelist to the 
implications of his discoveries. Few scholars have realised that Dodd*s 

two major Johannine studies are in tension with each other. Dodd apparently 

did not understand that the implications of Historical Tradition i n t ^  

Fourth Gospel went against his long-held definitive understanding of the 

Fourth Evangelist as the ‘Master Propagator* of Christianity to the Hell-
(139)enistic world.

t)odd was the most significant English-speaking New Testament scholar 
within this period yet his contribution to Johannine studies has been over

estimated. He enjoys a reputation for changing his mind, but he never 
moved to essentially new positions. Any changes of position are minor 

compared to a central isolated and insulated consistenqy. He was not 
significantly influenced by his colleagues. Much modern Johannine scholar

ship is now discontinuous with that of Dodd. It has fastened onto in

sights that Dodd considered insignificant. Dodd*s dilemma was that he 
was by nature inclined to pursue the quest for the historical Jesus for 

which the evidence of the Fourth Gospel is problematical whereas modern
Johannine scholarship is rightly concerned with the quest for the Johan-

44. (1 2 0 )nine community.
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In his Cambridge Inaugural Lecture, "The present task in New Testa

ment studies", Dodd argued that the Johannine problem was the significant 

problem, that nineteenth century scholarship had left unsolved; "The Johan

nine problem represents their most signal failure. The position at the end
( 1 ̂of the century was little better than a deadlock."^ He averred "I am dis

posed to think that the understanding of this Gospel is not only one of the

outstanding tasks of our time, but the crucial test of our success or failure
(2)in solving the problem of the New Testament as a whole."

Dodd published his first article on the Fourth Gospel in 1911, 

"Eucharistie Symbolism in the Fourth Gospel" it was his first biblical

article. It might appear as though this brief study of Johannine criticism 

should end in that year. This is not so for a number of reasons, not the 

least being, that Dodd considered 1919 the end of an era,^^^ but we may 

not halt at 1919. In fact, we shall conclude this review in 1929; by then 
J.H. Bernard*s commentary had been published in "The International Critical 

Commentar.y" series, and G.H.C. Macgregor had published his commentary in 

"The Moffatt New Testament Commentary" series. Dodd reyiewed Bernard* s 
commentary in "The Congregational Quarterly"; this marked his being acknow

ledged as a Johannine scholar. Dodd concluded his review with these words, 

"The commentary, then, is in many respects a fine piece of work, to which

the English student will constantly turn with gratitude, but we still w ^ t
II ( 5)a good modern (my italics) commentary on the Gospel according to John." 

Macgregor* s commentary was an avowedly modern one.

Within the limitation imposed by the title of this study, the survey 

will primarily review the work of scholars from the English-speaking world, 

and will seek to outline the then dominant, and sometimes conflicting, 
positions. It begins with a brief summary of the position at the end of 

the nineteenth century.

All -too often the Johannine problem, - where one was even recognised 

was not examined for its own sake, or indeed in its own terms, but in the



interests of an understanding of Christianity. For example, J.B. Light- 

foot declared that:
• "The genuineness of St. John*s Gospel is the centre of the position

of those who uphold the historical truth of the record of our Lord 

Jesus Christ given us in the New Testament. Hence thè attacks 
of the opponents of revealed religion are concentrated upon it.
So long, however, as it holds its ground, these assaults must 

inevitably prove ineffective. The assailants are of two kinds:

1) those who deny the miraculous element in Christianity *- 

Rationalists:
2) those who deny the distinctive character of Christian 

doctrine - Unitarians.
(6)The Gospel confronts them both.**

Ironically, one of the most able and ardent defenders of the traditional 

authorship in this period.-the issue of authenticity and value was in

extricably involved with the question of authorship - was to be the 
Unitarian James Drummond, in his **An inquiry into the Character_and 

Authorship of the Fourth Gospel" S

Moreover, much of the writing has the character of committed 

advocacy. W.A. Sanday was well aware of this, and sought to forestall

any criticism:
**What I have been saying amounts to a confession that my purpose
is apologetic. I propose to defend the traditional view^ or -

(as an alternative),, something so near to the traditional view

that it will count as the same thing. And yet I know that there

are many minds,-and those, just the minds to which I should like

to appeal,-to which this will seem a real drawback. There is an

impression abroad,-a very natural impression - that 'apologetic
(8)is 'opposed to * scientific* .**

Sanday*s was to be a vigorous defence of the traditional view, it included 

much intemperate language of which the best known example is his charge of



libel against those who deny that the Fourth Gospel is the work of an
(9)eyewitness.

Yet Sanday is one of several scholars who have altered their 

opinions to a significant extent. His traditional position was estab

lished and defended in three books^^°^ but in "Divine Overruling". 1920, 

he wrote:
"I'm afraid there is one important point on which I was probably

wrong - the Fourth Gospel. The problem is very complex and

difficult, and I have such a love of simplicity that I expect

my tendency was to simplify too much, and to try too much to

reach a solution on the ground of common sense. Perhaps I
should say in passing, that the contribution to this subject

which made the greatest impression on me in recent years, has

been the article by Baron Friedrich von Hugel in the eleventh
n ( 11)edition of the * Encyclopaedia Britannica* .**

A greater contrast with the early Sanday can scarcely be imagined.

As the nineteenth century came to its end, English-speaking 

scholarship was pre-oooupied with the question of the authorship of the 
Fourth Gospel. Typical of such scholarship was the work of I.E. Light- 

foot, W.A. Sanday and E.F. Westcott, who marshalled the external and 

internal evidence with skill. They were impressed by the external 

evidence which led them to argue "That this most divine of all books 
was-.indeed the work of 'the disciple whom Jesus loved' . From an
examination of the internal evidence the famous concentric argument 

emerged; that the author was a Jew, a Palestinian Jew, an eye-witness, 

a disciple, and finally, the Apostle John. This argument was under

pinned by Lightfoot's assertion that "In short, it (the Fourth Gospel) 
is the most Hebraic book in the Hew Testament, except perhaps the Apo

calypse Lightfoct and Westcott, along with F.J.A. Hort, agreed

that all five Johannine writings came from the Apostle. The ortho

dox conservative opinion was repeated by H.R. Reynolds in the last year
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( 15)of the nineteenth century; he used the now familiar arguments «

Different attitudes were prevalent on the Continent. Howard*s 

verdict is sufficient; "At the close of the nineteenth century the debate 

seemed to have been fought in every aspect of the problem, and German 

scholarship had come with comparative unanimity to conclusions which then 

appeared radical to the majority of British divines."^*^The established 

critical position was presented by K.J. Holtzmann, who rejected the trad

ition of the Ephesian ministry of the Apostle John; moreover he "Declined 

to recognise in the Gospel bearing his name, a primary source for the 
historical life of J e s u s , " a n d  argued that the Evangelist, who was 

not responsible for the Johannine Epistles, wrote in the first quarter 
of the second century, having been strongly influenced by Saint Paul and 

Philo. There were exceptions to this dominant approach^^•

This significant difference between British and German scholarship 
was neatly epitomised by Howard in his comparison of the relevant articles 

in Hastings* "Dictionary of the Bible" and "Encyclopaedia Biblica" . Howard 
observed that "His (Reynold*) argument is closely knit and most impressive, 

until the other side is h e a r d T h a t  other side was put by P.W. Schmie- 

del;
"This is a remorseless exposure of every difficulty that the trad
itional theory leaves unexplained. The argument in favour of apost

olic authorship drawn from external evidence, which seems so strong 

in the familiar English apologetic, is now shovni to be very vulner
able. But the extreme scepticism of the writer weakens the argu- 

mentive force of the article. The Gospel is allowed no independ
ent historical value, and its authorship is regarded as evidently 

distinct from that of the epistles.
There were a number of attempts to rescue something of the traditional 

authority of the Gospel) these often took the form of ascribing it to a 

disciple of the EvÊingelisto Sanday welcomed such mediating theories as 

he had the amount of oommon ground between the conservative and critical



scholars, but noted that as the century drew to its close this was re-
(21 )placed by a polarisation of views.' ' It was in this context that 

British writers began to defend the traditional view with skill and vehem

ence. Rarely was new argument advanced.

B.F. Westcott.
A strange feature of Howard*s discussion of Johannine scholarship,

./ "In Britain and America, 1901 - 1913", is the one very slight reference 
to Westcott* s work and this is the only reference in the book, apart from 
one in the bibliography. This is the more surprising in view of its sub
sequent use by commentators such as Bernard, Macgregor, Hoskyns and Barrett, 

and later still by Lindars. The explanation may be sought in the "The 

Gospel according to St. John", 1908, being anticipated by his commentary 
in the "Speaker*s Commentary” series, I88O, and thus strictly outside the 

scope of his chapter. Certainly, as A. Westcott, Westcott*s son, indicates 
in his prefatory note, Westcott was not able to incorporate all of his work 

in the volume in the "Speaker* s Commentary** and some of this, going back 

as far as I87O, found expression in the commentary of 1908# Our view is 
that a short overview of Westcott*s work forms a proper part of our survey. 

It will concentrate on those aspects which are important in the light of 

the ongoing debate in our period*

Westcott, in an exhaustive analysis, did as much as anyone to
( 22)strengthen the case of Apostolic authorship. He argued that John

son of Zebedee wrote the Gospel in Asia ut the end of the apostolic age.
Although an eyewitness, John was thus remote from the Ministry that he
describes. The Gospel thus may in a correct sense be called a work of

transition; "in the last quarter of the first century, the world relatively
to the Christian Church was a new world; and St. John presents in his view

of the work and Person of Christ the answers which he has found to be given
(23)

in Him to^tdie problems which were offered by the changed order". He

noted particularly the problem occasioned by the Fall of Jerusalem, the 

rise of Gentile churches, owing much to Paul* s preaching, and the contact
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C 22i)of Christian theology with philosophical speculation; He commented

on the treatment of the Jewish nation in the Gospel; "Inexorable facts

•; had revealed the rejection of the Jews. It remained to show that this

rejection was not only foreseen, but was also morally inevitable, and
(25)that it involved no fatal loss. This is the work of St. John".

The purpose of the Gospel is to demonstrate the universality of 

Christ; "He makes it his purpose to show that Jesus, who is declared by 

that human name to be truly and historically man, is at once the Christ, 

in whom all types and prophecies were fulfilled, and also the Son of God, 
who is, in virtue of that divine being, equally near to all the Children 

of God."(^^^ There is no special polemic in the Gospel, though by virtue 

of his expression of the truth, the Fourth Evangelist opposes both Docet- 

ism and Ebonism as it also answers Gnosticism.
( 27)There is a discernible plan to the Gospel  ̂ from which it is 

apparent that the main criterion is theological or thematic. He fore

stalled any necessity to rearrange the Gospel by maintaining that "It
V (28)is composed both generally and in detail with singular symmetry" .

HYhile he did not underestimate the influence of the Evangelist, Westcott 
believed that the material in the Fourth Gospel was likely to be histori

cally valuable since this was demanded by the insistence that "The Word 
became flesh". There was, moreover, an element of interpretation in the 

S y n o p t i c s L i k e  many, Westcott saw considerable influence of the 

Evangelist in the discourses; he gave the substance of these discourses 

faithfully to those in the new circumstances.

He argued that it was impossible to understand the Fourth Gospel 
without "The basis of the Old Testament, without the fullest acceptance 

of the unchanging divinity of the Old T e s t a m e n t . " T h e r e  is no dis
cussion of a non-Biblical background, though considerable use is made of 

Patristic commentaries in the exposition. There is symbolism in the Fourth
(31)Gospel;" ...fact is interpreted by thought, and thought by fact."

Westcott noted an indebtedness to the Synoptics, though he stressed that
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they do not provide a full account of the Ministry, and on occasions 
John adds details from his actual experience. There is a special link 

■; with Luke, but there is profundity in John's Gospel which takes us beyond
(32)the Synoptics, though John provides the link with them in the Apocalypse. 

John also wrote the Epistles; "The first epistle pre-supposes the Gospel
(53)either as a writing; or as oral instruction"^ ' though there are import

ant differences; "The burden of the Epistles is * the Christ is Jesus*; 

the writer presses his argument from the divine to the human, from the 
spiritual and ideal to the historical# The burden of the Gospel is 'Jesus 

is the Christ* : the writer presses his argument from the human to the 

divine, from the historical to the spiritual and ideal. The former is 
the natural position of the preacher, and the latter of the historian."

He argued that this made sense of the difference in their respective 
eschatological teaching, but he was unable to find any satisfactory reason 

for the difference in the teaching on atonement or indeed why the language 

of the discourses in chapters 3 end 6 found no place in the epistles

There is a depth and a maturity in Y/estcott*s commentary on the 

Greek text - something which he had intended to write from his under

graduate days, - and it anticipated some of the scholarship that we review. 

While it can be generally described as traditional and conservative, there 
is a willingness to see the influence of a later age and a Gentile culture. 

This flexibility was not to characterise many of the protagonists who 
defended positions resolutely. On the other hand, he was not always aware 

of problems in his own position; a good example is his not seriously 
considering the differences he had noted between the Gospel and the First 

Epistle.



The Re-affirmation of the Traditional View.

This re-affirmation is particularly associated with three scholars, 

Drummond, Sanday and V.H. Stanton. Our review will concentrate primarily 

on the work of Drummond. Writing in November, 1903 of his response to the 

clarion call to defend this traditional view, Sanday remarked, referring 
to the works of Drummond and Stanton, "The urgenqy was no longer so great" ; ̂ 

indeed, he would have been content to have allowed the case to rest, part

icularly as it had been set forth by Drummond. Stanton came to change his 

mind; in part three of "The Gospels as Historical Documents". 1920, he no 
longer held to Apostolic authorship.^"^^^ What is not so generally recognised 

is that he was moving towards this position in I903. At the very end of 

part one he wrote:
"The evidence is, as we have shown, strong both for the work of 
the Apostle John in Asia in the last part of his life, and for his 

authorship of the Gospel. But the idea of actual authorship might 

almost imperceptibly have been substituted for a more indirect part 

in the work, that of a witness and teacher whose utterances have 

been embodied in it and had inspired it 
At this ^tage, he was rightly held to be a champion of the traditional 

view.

Drummond was embarrassed by his own conclusions for they led him
(37)to reject the opinions of his two mentors, J.J. T ay 1er and J * Martineau. 

Drummond's book is 313 pages long and is wide-ranging in scope. Having 
argued for a three-fold division of the G o s p e l , D r u m m o n d  continued 

by comparing the Gospel with the Synoptics. In this section, he covered 
familiar g r o u n d , y e t  he did not accept the current 'orthodoxy* concern

ing their relationship, arguing that "The facts are,* I think, sufficient, 
to establish what in itself is extremely probable, that the writer of our 

Gospel—was-acquainted with the Synoptic cycle of narratives, but cannot 
prove that he made use of our Gospels or of any one of them, though that
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also is by no means destitute of p r o b a b i l i t y , " a n d  that the Synoptic 

"Tradition must have been perfectly familiar many years before the Fourth 

Gôspel was written and why the Apostle John should not occasionally drop 

into the well-known words, I cannot conceive. I see no evidence that the 

writer was obliged to depend upon the Synoptics for his language and mat- 
erials."^^^^ While Drummond was unable to regard the speeches of Jesus 

in the Fourth Gospel as strictly historical, since he gave full weight to 
their distinctive character, he nonetheless noted sixty Synoptic-type 

sayings in the Fourth Gospel, though he was well aware that this discovery 
by itself does not prove very much.^^^ The Fourth Evangelist did not write

to supplement the Synoptics*

Drummond did not detect any polemical intent in the Fourth Gospel. 

Significantly he wrote, "The author writes out of the fullness of his own 

experience This struck a chord that was to become familiar very

quickly; what is important here is that this view has been expressed by 

one who came to traditional conclusions. The Gospel was written to promote 
spiritual, rather than intellectual,faith, though an understanding of con

temporary philosophy is of great service in enabling us to understand the 
work. This posed the question of the historical value of the Fourth Gospel. 

The Evangelist did not intend to provide a biography of Jesus. While he 

agreed that the portrait of Jesus could have been drawn by a friend,
Drummond was concerned with the "Unhistorical character of the book"^^^ 

but these unhistorical elements could not destroy the argument for Apost
olic authorship since "John may therefore, have determined to write a life 

in which, disregarding the bodily things as already sufficiently provided 

fer, he could set forth spiritually, what the Messiah and Son of God had 

become to him."^^^^ Thus he generally set a lower historical value on 
the Fourth Gospel than the Synoptics, "Believing with the earlier tradition,

(4 )̂that it is to be accepted more in the spirit than in the letter*" In
an argument which anticipated some modern understanding of the nature of



Christian tradition,- an argument that Dodd would have welcomed, - Drummond 
argued that a late date for the Fourth Gospel does not alter the essential

nature of the problem since "The very form of the tradition must have been
sacred to the communities which based their life upon it; and most men 

would hesitate long before departing from it, and even if they wished to 
idealize, would bring their fresh narratives clearly within the accepted 

framework^

In his sixty-six page discussion of the "General character of the 
Fourth Gospel", while he generally upheld the orthodox conservative position,

Drummond did not accept all its conclusions. Three of these are significant

for the later debate; the Johannine use of "The Jews",  ̂ the Complete 

spiritualising of eschatology"^^^^ and a self-consciously ecclesiastical 

attitude ^

This was followed by a massive discussion of authorship; it is four 

hundred and forty pages long, aptly illustrating how crucial was the question 

of authorship to Johannine scholars at this time. In this he differed rad

ically from Tayler, who, in 1867, put forward a theory very close to that

of F.C, Baur that
"The entire Gospel is an unfolding of the dogmatic idea of the 
Logos...and that in subservience to this plan, the traditional 
material is treated without any regard to historical accuracy...

It follows that this Gospel is not the work of an apostle...
It presupposes the reconciliation of Jewish Christianity and 

Paulinism in the unity of the Catholic C h u r c h ...Consequently 
it cannot be of earlier date than the second half of the second

century^ ^
This extreme position, which was influential and anticipated some current 

thinking, was the context in which Drummond set to work. Within a long
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review of the external evidence, some two hundred and seventy pages, 
Drummond differed from his other mentor in arguing that the Gospel and

(52)
First Epistle were by the same author, the epistle being the later work.

He was impressed by the cumulative character of the external evidence 

that he reviewed so painstakingly. He drew two conclusions; "First the 

attestation is perfectly unanimous in favour of the early date of the 

Gospel, for in this, even the dubious Alogi, are supporters of the 

Catholic view"(^^^ and, secondly, "That the Apostle John was the author 

can hardly claim the same degree of confidence

Drummond reviewed the internal evidence in much the same was as 

Lightfoct, Sanday and Westcott; a dependence that ^e recognised. There 

is no need to repeat that treatment, and we will only comment on points 

of particular interest. He recognised that law and grace were anti
thetical in Paul as they were in John, and urged us to "Observe that 

the universalism, which is thought to be so anti-Judaic in this book, 
is distinctly Jewish in conception."^Whereas Tayler had_.seen many 

allusions to the great controversies of the second century, Drummond 
was impressed by their absence. He was suspicious of displacement 

theories, believing that the Evangelist "Cared more for association 

of thought than for the order of C h r o n o l o g y I n  an era when 
Hellenism and Judaism were so often thought of as distinct categories, 

he allowed for considerable inter-action between them. Indeed to some 

it must have appeared as though Drummond presented the Evangelist in 

markedly Hellenistic terms whereas in fact he concluded "I think we 
shall see that the book itself points to a Palestinian Jew who in later 

life was brought into some sort of loose contact with the current modes 

of thought among the G r e e k s H e  was not able to comprehend the 

strength of Martineau* s comment that "No Israelite sharing the memory 

of the could, like the evangelist, place himself supercili

ously outside his compatriots, speak of their most sacred anniversaries 

as 'feasts of the Jews', and reckon the Jews among the common of
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the world

Vdiile he admitted that certain difficulties remained, Drummond 

supported the traditional view of authorship. This was a notable defence 

of the traditional view by one who certainly could not have been accused 
of being biased in its favour; indeed his conclusions went against his 

earlier convictions.

Between 12th October and ifth November, 1903, Sanday delivered the 

Morse Lectures at Union Theological Seminary, New York. These lectures 

were not characterised by the same temperance that graced Drummond* s 
work. He was indebted to Drummond and our review will be brief, not 

repeating areas which he shared with Drummond. Sanday rejected part
ition theories since he suspected "That the standard of consecutiveness 

applied is too often western and m o d e r n H e  was more sympathetic 

to Briggs* suggestion that the present order of the Gospel is due to a 
redactor who broke up a chronologically exact scheme to fit one dominated 

by subject matter. He argued that Clement of Alexandria had first put 
forward the correct solution to the Johannine problem; that the Gospel 

was the work of the Apostle John, at the end of his life when, with the 
Synoptic Gospels in front of him, he determined to write a spiritual 

Gospel. ' Thus where John differed from the Synoptics he did so deliber
ately, and this supports the picture of the Evangelist as one conscious 

of his authority, but strangely he argued that such alterations as the 
Evangelist made had no connection with his purpose in writing.^  ̂He 

was convinced that the Evangelist was an eyewitness^  ̂ although there 

are passages, like the Cleansing of the Temple, "Where the writer not 

only throws himself back into the past, but also looks back upon the
( 62)past in the light of his subsequent experience." • He was impressed 

by the Evangelist's knowledge of Palestine in the time of Jesus. Thus 

where John differs from the Synoptics it was because "To the best of 
his belief and knowledge the facts were really as he stated them, and



not otherwise.(^3) Inplioity here is a preference for the Fourth 

Gospel rather than the Synoptics for a reconstruction of the Ministry 

of Jesus. This discussion was bedevilled by an unsatisfactory view 

of* the Synoptics.^ Sanday found no anachronism in the Fourth

Gospel and was especially severe on those who made anything of the 

possibility of expulsion from the Synagogue

Sanday*s discussion of the Logos doctrine was fuller than Drummond's. 

He knew of those who saw links between John and Philo at this point, but 

he preferred to find parallels in the Old Testament and quoted approvingly 

Harnack* s epigrammatic saying that "Even the Logos has little more in 

common with that of Philo than the name, and its mention at the beginning 

of the book is a mystery, not the solution of one.**^^^^ Nonetheless, 

like Drummond, he argued that the Apostle was influenced by Hellenistic 

speculation at Ephesus.

In anticipation of modern scholarship, Sanday asserted that "The 

object of the Gospel would be called in modern technical language to 
exhibit a Ghristology."^^^^ There were links between the Ghristology 

of the Fourth Gospel and that of Paul and the Epistle to the Hebrews#
There were other theological similarities, but he attacked those who 

made John the chief of Paul's a p o s t l e s . I n  an image that was to 
become famous, he argued "As it is, the two great Apostolic cycles 
stand majestically apart. There may be a connection between them, but 

it is a connection in the main underground. There is no direct affilia

tion, but the parentage of both lies b e h i n d ^  I^ this, Sanday was 

surely correct. The whole critical debate was exacerbated by the fact 

that those who valued the Fourth Gospel valued tradition and the 

traditional supernaturalist understanding of Ghristianity, whereas 
those who found the epitome of Ghristianity in Paul tended to value 

tradition less highly, and were more willing to consider alternative 

understandings of the faith.

These three scholars, Drummond, Sanday and Stanton, represented

13
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cautious^ constructive^ conservative British scholarship at its best 
and most confident in the early years of this century. The limitations 

of their work are now obvious, so too are the strengths, and maybe the 
weakest part of their whole discussion was the identification of authen

ticity and value with the traditional view of authorship. It is easy 

now to see how they could not dialogue with the 'modernists' whom they 

thought to be destroying traditional Christianity. More than the status 

of the Fourth Gospel was at stake.
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£ »F. Scott#

Within two years of the delivery of Sanday* s Morse Lectures, 

fe.F. Scott published "The Fourth Gospel, its Purpose and Theology" . It
(71 )was to have an immediate impact. For the first time the typical

continental solutions to the Johannine problem were accepted by a British 

scholar and made available to the British public. It was as though the 

work of the scholars whom we have just discussed had never taken place.
On reading the book, one is immediately impressed by the author* s flexible 

mind and his ability to make a number of penetrating judgements. Our 

discussion will be based mainly on Scott's own summary of his conclusions 

and those chapters in which he specifically considered the ecclesiastical 

and polemical aims of the Evangelist.

The Gospel "is a work of transition, in which primitive Christianity
( 72 )is carried over into a different world of thought", from Jewish to 

Greek culture, in which revelation is now seen not in the world of out

ward fact, but in the world of inward experience, so that the Gospel "Is 

the expression (and if this is forgotten, we miss its ultimate secret) 
of profound personal r e l i g i o n . J o h n  is indebted to various sources, 

among them the primitive Christian tradition, Paulinism and Alexandrian 

speculation. Scott thought that Paulinism was the most significant 

background, thoughkhe was not unaware of differences between John and 
Paul.^^^^ He argued that the theology of John may, in the main, be 

considered a development along Paulinist l i n e s . W h i l e  he urged 

caution lest the influence of Alexandria be overvalued, it is a signifi

cant influence which may be seen in the use of the allegorical method, 

some links with Philo but above all in the Logos d o c t r i n e ^  The 

Fourth Evangelist is concerned to serve the church, now established in 

the Gentile world, a full generation removed from the Apostles; "To 
maintain itself under altered conditions, it (the Church) was required 

to re-interpret its message in such a manner as to impress the larger
( 7”world of Hellenic culture, while still maintaining its essential character• '



Scott maintained that the Evangelist stood at the confluence of two 
great streams of thought, the Hebraic and Hellenic, and that, though 

he had to some extent, been anticipated by Paul and Philo, "John 

represents the stage of thought at which Greek and Jewish beliefs had 
finally run t o g e t h e r . ^  Here the classical Doddian thesis is 

anticipated*

Scott saw the Johannine endeavour made more urgent by controversies 

within and without the church; "There can be little doubt that the 

Gospel is largely controversial in c h a r a c t e r I n  this section he 
anticipated a great deal of modern scholarship, notably, perhaps,
O.K. Barrett. Scott argued that the Evangelist has a double stance to

wards Judaism;
"The same writer, who so pointedly dissociates himself from the 

Jews, marks them as his special antagonists, appears at times to 
regard them with sympathy.. Jiow are we to explain this partiality 

for Judaism which appears side by side with the fierce polemic?
It may be set down, in some measure, to the Evangelist's natural 

sympathy with his own race breaking through the religious antago
nism...But, apart from racial sympathies, he cannot forget that the 

two religions, in spite of their present alienation, are histori
cally related and have much in common. The defence of Christianity 

involved, up to a certain point, the defence of Judaism, with which 

it was still vaguely confused in the mind of the outside world 

Scott continued by suggesting that what was of value in Judaism had 

passed over into the Church.^  ̂ The Synagogue had responded by expelling 
the Christians, and the outside world was more impressed with the Jewish 

* case* so that "John endeavours, therefore, to set the dispute upon a 
different footing, arguing that the church is the true Israel."^^  ̂ There 

is here à greater understanding of the historical situation of the 

Evangelist than had been shown by the conservative scholars*

Scott also saw a double stance towards Gnosticism. Having reviewed
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the familiar evidence for John* s alleged Gnosticism, he concluded that

"He perceives that the new movement, which was afterwards to result 

; in various Gnostic systems, had its ground in a genuine religious
need, and endeavours to arrive at some understanding with it.

The heresy would be most effectively overcome if the truth in 

it could be sifted out from the falsehood and allowed its due 
place in the established faith. Hence the peculiar relation, at 

once polemical and sympathetic, in which John appears to stand 

towards Gnosticism. He sees that it is fraught with danger, and 

reaffirms, with a special emphasis, those vital facts of Christi

anity which it threatened to set aside; but he is willing to
( 83)borrow from it whatever seemed true and valuable in its teaching

These double stances are indications ‘of a fundamental dialectic in

John's thought, "Thus in every part of the Gospel we can discover two

lines of thinking apparently brought together, but in reality parallel
and distinct. The Evangelist is seeking to express ideas essentially

religious under metaphysical categories which were in their nature
(inadequate to his purpose." While the historical situation of the

Evangelist was a major determining factor in the devolpment of his 
theology, it would appear that the change of culture is at least as 

significant and implicitly here is the understanding of Christianity 

transforming Greek categories to some extent.

The Fourth Gospel is also very much an ecclesiastical book, partly
(8 *5)concerned to repel the criticisms of hostile sects, but it is also 

very concerned with internal Qhurch problems. The major problem 
confronting the Church was that the initial enthusiasm had evaporated 

in that there was no reception of the immediate power of the Holy Spirit 

so that "From this time onward the Church becomes authorative instead of 

the Living S p i r i t , " T h i s  is one of the marks of what is now 

frequently called 'Primitive Catholicism* . Scott asserted that "The 

Fourth Gospel, has come to us out of this age in which the Church has
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become a dominant feature in Christian theology• The situation

w^s aggravated by an "Extravagant value set on the sacraments*"^

Scott argued that "It is one of the main purposes of the Gospel to legis

late for this new c o m m u n i t y " T h e  Evangelist provided a theology 

which gave an adequate,and authoritative expression to the common faith, 

seen most clearly in his teaching on the sacraments and in his refer

ences to Church government and order. This accounts for some of the 

tensions in John's position as may be clearly seen in chapter six where, 
in his loyalty to orthodoxy, and attacks upon mechanical observance, he 

reasserted the great facts upon which the significance of the sacraments 

aepena.(5°)
In this complete re-statement of Christian doctrine in Hellenistic(91)

terms, the importance of the Logos doctrine cannot be overestimated, 

and it illustrates the way in which Greek terms were substituted for the 

actual words of Jesus* There are four specific consequences:
Firstly, there is an alliance with Hellenistic culture.

Secondly, it is possible to assert the universal character of 

the work of Christ so that;
Thirdly, Christianity can be described as the absolute religion,

and finally, "John was able to assign to Jesus his central place as not. 
only the founder, but in His ov/n person the object,of Christianity 

There were drawbacks; for example, he suggested that John, while apparently 

enhancing the portrait of Jesus by introducing certain metaphysical attri

butes, not only did violence to historical fact, but he also lost the 
moral attributes of trust, pity, forgiveness and sympathy. Scott felt 

this acutely, "The permanent value of the Gospel does not depend, there
fore, on its adaptation of the Logos doctrine to the facts of Christianity, 

but is to be sought apart from that doctrine, one may say, almost in spite

Of it.’ (93) ■ ------

Scott concluded that "The Gospel, on a last analysis, is the personal
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testimony of a profound religious spirit, expressing, in the language 

of a given time, the truths 7/hich must ever be vital to the Christian 

f a i t h . " H e  contended vigorously that this did not destroy the value 

of the Fourth Gospel; "The Fourth Gospel loses nothing of its abiding 
value when we cease to regard it as an abstract meditation and endeavour 

to relate it to its own particular time. It becomes, on the contrary,
(95)a living book and makes a closer and more intelligible appeal to us."

Thus authenticity and value are now detached from the questions of 

authorship and historicity and the quest for meaning is placed in a 

specific context. Scott accepted the existence of the tensions and 

inconsistenciesin terms of the Evangelist* s loyalty to traditional ortho

doxy and his openness to the needs of a specific ecclesiastical situation. 

While his acute regret about the loss of the Gospel* s contact with hist
orical fact showed a typical British concern, here was presented to 

Britain a *New look* on the Fourth Gospel, though it was commonplace 

on the Continent.



The Continuing Debate.
It was this debate that remind.ed Dodd, of trench warfare. Scott' s 

"The Fourth Gospelt its uuroose and theology"began a movement in which 

it appeared that the traditional conservative opinion would be rendered 

untenable. In 1906 F.C. Burkitt published "Tb^ Gnapel history and its 

transmission" in which he epitomised Scott's position.^^^^ In "Essays 

on some Biblical questions of the day", 1909, W.R. Inge was confident 

that'the question of authorship is now considered secondary to the 
question of the character of the book."^^^) He was simply overstating 

the case for almost all of A.S. Peake's discussion of the Fourth Gospel 
in his "A critical introduction to the^New^T est ament" ̂ 1909. was concerned 

with authorship. Howard thought this a masterly summary of the debate; 
with a few reservations Peake came down on the conservative side. Inge 

argued that "the question of the value of the Gospel as an authority for 

the teaching of Jesus was in fact the theological question of the 

relationship of the glorified Christ or Holy Spirit to the Church.

Inge outlined the same polemical targets as Scott, going appreciably 
beyond him with the assertion that "Nothing remains of Judaism in this 

Gospel; Johannine Christianity strips it absolutely bare."^^  ̂ He 
argued that, while the Gospel is not a philosophical treatise, it rests 

on a philosophy of life in which there are three dominant strands - 

idealism, mysticism and s y m b o l i s m ^ R . H .  Strachan was similarly 

indebted to Scott. This may be seen most clearly in his "The Four^ 

Evangelist; dramatist or historian?" where the title sets forth an 
antithesis. Strachan maintained that there was historical material 

in the Fourth Gospel, even in the discourses, though much depends 
upon a definition of "history". All that Strachan appeared to require 

was "The assurance brought by the Fourth Evangelist's work that the 

Christ of ‘Paul and of the Christian faith is congruous with belief in 
an historic personality This was much less than the conservative



scholars meant, but it illustrates the persistent British desire not

to let go completely of the historical even though for Strachan “The
: . . .  „(102)Fourth Gospel is pre-eminently the Gospel of Christian experience.

The dominance of the’modern' stance may easily be seen in Moffatt* s 

introduction to the literature of the New Testament^, 1911, where he 
outlined the background to Johannine thought in terms of the Old Testament, 

Paulinism, Jewish Alexandrian philosophy and Stoicism. Moffatt argued 

that "The dominant feature of any gospel is its conception of Jesus, and 

the Fourth Gospel is a study of the interpretation of his life, written 

in order to bring out his present significance as the Logos-Christ for 

faith. The evangelist does not find Jesus in the Logos; he finds the 

Logos in the Jesus of the Church, and the starting point of his work 

is a deep religious experience of Jesus as the revelation of the 
Father."(^^^^ He too, felt that there were deficiencies in the Johannine 

picture; his regrets were identical with Scott* s. Moffatt agreed that 

John knew and used the Synoptics.

Some who accepted this ‘modern* stance refused to go all the way
(104)with it. Inge would not allow that John was a complete allegorist 

while Moffatt realised that there was theology in the Synoptics and 

that one must not play them off against the Fourth Gospel, "In a series 

of rigid antitheses^

Moffatt appeared to show some awareness of the work of A.E. Brooke 

in the same Cambridge volume as Inge* s essay. Brooke sought to reopen 

the question of the historical value of the Fourth Gospel. In this 

discriminating essay Brooke rebuked those who loved polarising tend
e n c i e s . F u r t h e r m o r e ,  Brooke was no rabid conservative; he noted 

and conceded most of the d i f f i c u l t i e s , b u t  he went on to suggest 
that we must "Face the fact that we have not two complete and satisfying 

pictures. The Fourth G oi^el would not have been written if men had been 

satisfied that the portrait was fully and completely drawn in



the pages of the S y n o p t i s t s . " ^ H e  criticised the method of crude 
comparison, remarking that "There is something of interpretation even 

in Saint Mark."^^^^^ This was a notable statement, for so many thought 

that a departure from Mark was a departure from fact. He proposed an 

alternative method; "The historical value of the Gospel may fairly be 
tested by the amount of help to be obtained from it in explaining the 

course of events, in general outline, or in detailed incident, which is 
presented to us in the Synoptic account. Does the Fourth Gospel help 

us to a truer conception of the history?"^^^^^ This was the course 
that Dodd followed in 1921 in."The close of the Galilaean Ministry." 

Brooke went on to cite examples where this was possible and, in a 
judicious discussion,examined passages which allegedly told against 

the historicity of the Johannine narrative, he demonstrated that the 

case against the historicity of the Johannine narrative was not proved. 

In the course of this discussion he noted the growing concensus among 

Jewish scholars "That of all the Gospels the Fourth is the one which 

shows most intimate acquaintance with Jewish thought and especially 

with the ideas of Rabbinic Judaism."^^ He referred to a paper by

I. Abrahams to the Cambridge Theological Society in which certain 

features of the Marcan narrative were criticised for their lack of 

historicity. This was a 'body blow* to the 'modern* position, but 
worse was to come, for Abrahams asserted "Most remarkable of all has 

been the cumulative strengths of the arguments adduced by Jewish 
writers favourable to the authenticity of the discourses in the Fourth 

Gospel, especially in relation to the circumstances under which they 

are reported to have been spoken."^

Brooke pleaded for a "Modification of the present tendency to 
ignore the historical value of the Fourth Gospel for the reconstruction 

of the history of the Ministry."^^^^^ He was enthusiastic about the 

possibility of maintaining a satisfactory distinction between the 

Grundschrift and later interpolations,^though he warned against



those who demanded a "Rigid consistency and sequence of thought and 
language which is very far from the method of the Fourth Evangelist^^ 

Brooke'concluded this essay with a paragraph that questioned the value 

of the obsession with Paulinism and asked about the possibility of 

independent sources behind the Fourth Gospel; "The time will come for 

gathering up the fragments of the Fourth Gospel which are of historical 

value for the story of the Ministry of Jesus Christ in Palestine and 

His teaching during His earthly life. And when it comes, our own or 
a later generation may find that the broken pieces which remain are 

neither so few nor so fragmentary as the literature of the last few 
years has led us to suppose In 1919, in his article in "A comm

entary on the Bible" . edited by A.S. Peake, Brooke argued that there 
were indeed independent sources behind the Fourth Gospel; "If there is 

interpretation there is history as well, and the history is not derived 

from the Synoptic accounts. It is often needed to explain them."^

This was a significant essay which did as much as anything in 

these years to promote the search for the historical element in the 
Fourth Gospel. It also halted a headlong rush to the 'modern* position. 

In fact the inclusion of these three essays, by Abrahams, Brooke and 

Inge, in the same volume, showed how fluid the situation in Johannine 

scholarship was. More evidence is provided by those who changed their ' 
mind. Another Cambridge scholar, H.L. Jackson, published "The Fourth 

Gospel and some recent criticism" in I906# When asked for a revision, 

he was unable to comply with the request; "The Problem of the Fourth 

Gospel" . 1918, is a new book. In the preface he warned his readers 

that he turned to his earlier book "With added dissatisfaction and no 

small measure of d i s s e n t . N o  options were totally closed by 1924 

when B.H. Streeter published "The Four Gospels, a study of orieins", 
in which he .maintained that the author was a mystic and that the 

Fourth Gospel properly.belonged to the library of devotion. He prged 
his readers to remember that "The author of the Fourth Gospel stands



between two worlds, the Hebrew and the Greek, at the confluence of the 
two greatest spiritual and intellectual traditions of our race* In

Bim, Plato and Isaiah meet."^^^^^

British scholarship generally agreed that the Fourth Gospel and 

the First Epistle were by the same hand; Peake suggested that It is
(120)hyper—criticism to deny the identity of authorship." For many

the work of A.E. Brooke and R.H. Charles in their respective volumes 

in "The International Critical Commentary" series had demonstrated 
this identity beyond doubt^  ̂ An exception was Moffatt, who accepted 

the tradition of the early martyrdom of John Zebedee; he suggested a 

Johannine school - a concept which Streeter ridiculed as 'nebulous*- 
and argued that "The writer of 'First John* had, in all likelihood, 

some share in the editorial process through which the Fourth Gospel 

reached its final form, but the extent of this share is still un-
o e r t a i n . " ( l 2 2 )

Old Testament scholarship had enjoyed considerable success in 

discovering editorial processes and sources. This success affected 

New Testament scholars^ J . McClymont in "The_Century Bible_ 

wrote of the Fourth Gospel's * unity and symmetry* and went on to 

suggest .that "It is scarcely too much to say that the theory of two
fold authorship would never have been suggested but for an aversion 

to the theological contents of the book, and the desire to deprive it 

of the authority attaching to it as a work of the Apostle John"

Many would have agreed with Strauss that the Fourth Gospel is like a 
seamless coat, though some had reservations about chapter 21 and the 

uericoce de adultéra. The alternative position was epitomised in 

Bacon's famous rejoinder that "The seamless coat had also a warp and 
a woof and a tasselled Contrary to McClymont's suggestion,

much of this analytical criticism was motivated by a desire to save as 

much material for John as possible.^  ̂ Many scholars, who made 
concessions over chapter 21 and the pericope de adult§&aa never faced



the implications of these concessions, Howard outlined a good number of 

"Theories of partition and redaction "in Appendix C where the majority of 

scholars whose work is considered, are c o n t i n e n t a l . ^ M u c h  English- 

speaking scholarship was thoroughly unsympathetic to such approaches.
Howard urged caution in these areas by outlining three fcillacies; - those of 

analogy with Old Testament criticism, anachronism - by which he meant the 

assumption that John must have been governed by our ideas of consistency - 

and s u b j e c t i v i t y . M o f f a t t ,  who was generally sympathetic to this appr- 

roach, concluded "We still lack a sure clue to any process of extensive 

e d i t i n g . M a n y  of the theories were at utter variance with each other 

and the recantation of Strachan is interesting, if not totally signifi-
cantĵ Ô)

We turn now to a brief consideration of theories of textual displace

ment, which were more generously received by British scholars. Many, such
(l3l)as Streeter, accepted such textual displacements as inevitable. The

publication of Moffatt*s "New translation of the New Testament", 1913, was
(132)significant in that it brought the whole question into common view.

The many starting points of such theories, the many explanations, including 
involved mathematical calculations, and indeed the large measure of agree

ment among those who do not think that the present order reflects the intent
ion of the Evangelist may be seen in Howard* s Appendix D and his discussion 

in pages 125-42. While many scholars were not sceptical about this proced

ure, Howard's second and third fallacies, outlined above, remain cautions 

While both significant commentaries in this period, Bernard and Macgregor, 

offered considerable rearrangements, two of Howard*s three questions need 

to be asked: "Do these discontinuities in narrative or discourse point to 

some primitive dislocation of the text, and is this suspicion supported by 
any objective test?" and, "Is there any other probable explanation of the 

manifestly disordered state of the text?"^^^^^ As we have seen, not all 

scholars accepted that the text was "Manifestly disordered". In the event 

more significant questions were awaiting consideration.



Since the beginning of the century the history-of-religions app
roach to the Fourth Gospel had been added to the scriolar' s tools. In 

: Britain, mainly through the work of Kirsopp Lake, these ideas first be

came known in Pauline scholarship. This approach widened the discussion 
of the Hellenistic background to include the consideration of a culture 

that was far removed from that of classical Greece, and indeed open to 
influences from the East. Since Bultmann published two significant essays - 

"Per relicions&eschichtliche Kinterrrund des Prologs zum Johannes-Evan- 
gelium", 1923 and "Die Bedeutung der neuerschlossenen mandaischen und 
manichUischen Quellen fur das VerstAndnis des Johannesevangeliums" . 1925^ 

Johannine studies have had to face the *Mandean p r o b l e m * . I n  the 

period under review English-speaking scholarship reacted with little 

patience and sympathy to this approach. In the secondedition of V/’, Bauer's 

commentary,1925 , many parallels with Mandean literature were drawn, 

Schnackenburg incorrectly argued that Dodd was the first English scholar 

to consider the problems of comparative religion as they affect the Fourth 

G o s p e l . B e r n a r d  enjoyed considerable expertise in this field; he 
knew of many of the alleged parallels and rejected them. Burkitt attempted 

to show that the Mandean documents are dependent on Christian sources.^

There was also an upsurge of interest in possible points of contact 
between the Hermetica and the Fourth Gospel; these will be discussed when 

Dodd* s major works are reviewed. Similarly, there was a discussion about 

the nature of Gnosticism and its influence on the Fourth Gospel. The 

tendency was to think of a 'pre-gnosticism' which had infiltrated Judaism, 

Hellenistic paganism and Christianity and by which John had been influen- 
ced.^^^^^ This approach was supported by Odeberg's work. Howard welcomed 

this study; "The title (*The Fourth Gospel Interpreted in its Relation to_ 
Contemporaneous Religious Currents') indicates the angle of approach...The 

value of this instalment of a very learned work is in the marshalling of 
a mass of evidence to .show that in the comparative study of religious 

ideas the Fourth Gospel will receive light, less in the milieu of the 
Western World of Hellenism than in an oriental environment.



G.H.C. Macgregor.

■ It was against this background that Macgregor published his

avowedly 'modern* commentary in 1928. In 1930,consciously in dialogue 

with Bernard, he published "The Fourth Gospel. The background of Christian 

experience Where Macgregor*s conclusions are identical to those

of Scott no discussion will be offered.^ ^  ̂ He suggested that the 
Evangelist knew the Synoptics, though not necessarily writing with them 
open before him; "All (his sources have) been fused in the crucible of 

his creative i m a g i n a t i o n H e  offered the typical comparison with 

the Synoptics, noting particularly a good deal of drama in the Gospel, 

but he was concerned not to overplay this contrast and spoke of "A sub

stratum of authentic h i s t o r y f o l l o w i n g  many in preferring the 
Johannine dating of the Crucifixion. But to overstate the historical, 

as he believed Bernard had done, was to misunderstand the purpose of 

the Gospel; "The Gospel shows us Jesus as His Church had experienced
He wrote of the Johannine Christ who speaks from the corp

orate experience of the C h u r c h ^5) both the article and the

commentary, Macgregor cited Von HÜgel with approval, maintaining that 
it is impossible to understand the Fourth Gospel without an appreciation 

of the part played by symbolism^^ but Macgregor was not prepared to 

let go of the historical. He was pulled in both directions, citing 
Bacon and Von Hiigel with a p p r o v a l , y e t  claiming that "Generally 

speaking, it is likely that he believed in his facts and recorded 
little that he did not suppose to be historical, even though his belief 

may not always have been j u s t i f i e d V / h a t e v e r  caveats British 
scholars attached to the historical in the Fourth Gospel, Macgregor 
is a good example of one who, to use Dodd* s words, could not understand 

why German scholars "Had ever coined the word *Historismus* as a term 

of r e p r o a c h • '



Arguing that all the New Testament books originated in the needs 

of the early Church, Macgregor saw in the Fourth Gospel both an interpre

tative and polemical aim* In the whole of this he followed a well-worn 

path^^^^^ arguing that it was this interpretation that enabled the Church 

to avoid the peril of "Either evaporating as a philosophy or petrifying 
as mechanical tradition."^"*  ̂ There were differences between Scott and 

Macgregor; for example, whereas Scott had seen something of John* s 
loyalty to tradition, Macgregor roundly declared "Milestones these on 

the way of the Church* s progressive search for truth#" Many pre
suppositions are concealed behind such a statement* Macgregor saw the 

major polemic against contemporary Judaism^ ̂ though there may be a 

secondary polemic against the disciples of John the Baptist# He also 
considered the purpose of the Fourth Gospel in terms of mission ,; like 

Paul, John sometimes uses phrases borrowed from the mystery religions, 

though Macgregor was unhappy here qualifying the idea immediately by 

"If indeed, he does more than use imagery which is the common property 

of all m y s t i c s T h o u g h  he agreed with Scott that the Fourth 

Gospel had a double stance towards Gnosticism, Macgregor concluded
( 155)that "John with studied insistence repudiates its more glaring errors*! 

Within the commentary there is no discussion of the areas opened up by
(156)the history-of-religions approach.

Any discussion of Macgregor*s source analysis is inevitably 

unsatisfactory because of his subsequent change of mind, which cannot 
be considered here. In tha commentary he held "The truth is that the 

Gospel impresses us, as few books do, by its unity"^ and concluded 
that "Detailed analysis of the Gospel into several supposed strata is 
therefore ruled out."^^^^^ In his much later work, "The Structure.of 
the Fourth Gospel". I96I, despite his initial scepticism he collaborated 

with A.Q. Moyton in distinguishing between J1 and J2. This has found 

little support among scholars.
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Macgregor* described himself as a ’Revisionist* , one who explains 

the discrepancies and dislocations in terms of a later redactor*s hand.

That he was a considerable ’revisionist* may easily be seen in Howard’s 

reconstruction of his theory in Appendix Macgregor argued that

most of the discrepancies and dislocations echo the viewpoint of chapter 
21 . He saw three persons involved in the composition of the Fourth Gospel 

in its present form. There is a young Jerusalemite, not one of the Twelve, 

but admitted to their company in the closing days, who is the anonymous 

ey0_Y,*3fness ""like many, Macgregor noted a considerable geographical know

ledge and Jewish influence in John’s Greek - but the Evangelist is John 
the Elder of Ephesus, who is also a Jew. This contemporary and disciple 

of the anonymous Beloved Disciple wrote the Gospel for the mainly Hellen
istic Church. The third hand is that of the redactor who encouraged the 

tendency to identify the Evangelist with the Beloved Disciple and him 

with John, son of Zebedee.

At the end of his sixty-nine page introduction, twenty-nine of 

which were devoted to the question of authorship, Macgregor wondered 

"Have we not been apt to overestimate the question of the Gospel s 
a u t h o r s h i p ? " I t  was a question that demanded an affirmative answer; 

"The mere question of authorship still looms too large...If the value of 

the Gospel (be it historical or religious) be great in itself, then it 

matters little who wrote it; if small, we can make it no greater by postu

lating apostolic origin."(^^^) This was a counter to Bernard’s position 

that there was apostolic eye-witness behind the Gospel. Macgregor compared 

Bernard’s understanding to a photograph; "The whole picture is projected 

as a near-focussed photographic foreground and the background is blurred 
. Yet Macgregor himself could not let go of the conviction that 

behind the Fourth Gospel was the eye-witness testimony of one acquainted 

with the Twelve. British scholarship was still very concerned with the 

question of author ship and generally valued the Gospel highly if it found 

an apostolic origin. In his severe criticism of Bernard, who, as he



understood him, offered a strict alternative "Is the Gcsn%] history 
based on authentic tradition or tlneology built on a spiritual exj't̂ ri- 

bnce?"^^Macgregor offered a solution that has come to be associated 

with Dodd, ’writing of the Gospel's contribution to theology, he described 

it as "An exposition of a mature theology in which history and experience 

have been fused into'a higher and eternal synthesis.

J .1:. Bernard .

Bernard's comimentary, published posthumously in 1928, was eagerly 

awaited. There seems to have been a feeling that much recent Johannine 

scholarship was of an ephemeral nature and that it had failed to discuss 

the essential issues. For example, Hoshyns complained that "During the 

whole period from the publication of V̂’estcott's commientary on St. John's 

Gospel to the present day, only two considerable books on the Fourth 

Gospel have been produced for English r e a d e r s . T h e  other volume 
was J. Estlin Carpenter's "The Johann:*ne writings: a stuav of tr.e Aroca- ■ 

l\n3se and the Fourth Gosrel". 1927# Yet critical opinion was not really 
satisfied with Bernard's massive work. Hoskyns, in a review of Johannine 

scholarship that included Bernard's work, maintained that "Westcott's 
commentary is still the classical English c o m m e n t a r y T h i s  recep

tion owed something to the nature of Bernard* s work and something to the 

defensive nature of traditional British scholarship at this period.
V. Taylor wrote of a * landslide' from the position of Lightfoot, yet he was 

rightly chided by G.H. Tremenheere who suggested that "He might, with 

greater truth, have ascribed such 'landslide* to the position of -Baur ^

The long introduction to the commentary began with the textual 

question; it is generally allowed that Bernard made adequate use of the 
discovery of new manuscripts. Lil:e others he considered the problems of 

the order of the Gospel; he,too, offered a solution in terms of a re
arranged manuscript, non-Johannine glosses and comments from the Evan- 

gelist.^^^^^ Once the correct order has been 'restored*, Bernard proposed 
a three-fold division of the Gospel.
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Bernard agreed that the problem of authorship had been valued too 

h i g h l y , y e t  many turned to his solution which satisfied neither 

;*modernist* nor 'traditionalist*. He argued that John, son of Zebedee 
is the Beloved Disciple. In his discussion he was especially severe on 

those who thought that the Beloved Disciple was an ideal f i g u r e , ^  

there being no convincing support from the Gospel for this suggestion.

He accepted the tradition that John the Apostle died in old age in 
Ephesus; thus he rejected the theory of the early martyrdom of John.^^^^^ 

Bernard was impressed by the strength of the second century tradition, 

but he was not consistent in his use of tradition, for he argued for 
the existence of a second John at Ephesus, and this is supported by Papias 

alone. (^ H e  observed that "No writer for a hundred years after Papias 

seems to have supported the tradition that more than one Joim had to be 
reckoned with."^ *75) is littxe justifmcation for this inconsistent

use of tradition. Bernard concluded that the Gospel and the Johannine 

Epistles were written by John Presbyter, the First Epistle, with its 

polemic against Gnosticism, a little later than the Gospel, with its 

controversies with Judaism. The Apocalypse was in all prooability 

written by the Apostle.(^7^),

The extent of Bernard* s abandonment of the traditional theory of 

authorship was discussed at length. For most of his information the 

Evangelist is dependent upon the testimony of John, son of Zebedee.

Moreover, Bernard was not at all consistent in his description of the 
Presbyter, sometimes suggesting a very second-hand relationship to his 

material, and at others, involvement in the events themselves.^

Further, the theory implies that not only did John, son of Zebedee, 

survive to a great old age, having reached Ephesus, but also that two 

other disciples accompanied him there and outlived him.^^^'^^ ' ‘ ^He

result is'to under-gird the historical value of the Gospel; "Not only 

the witness from whom the Evangelist derived much of his material, but 

the Evangelist himself, had special knowledge of Palestine during the



ministry of J e s u s . T h e  result is that John, son of Zebedee, is 
still so responsible for the Gospel that the strict historicity of the 

Whole is hardly affected by the Evangelist who had himself heard Jesus 

speak and was one of the first disciples, though not of the inner circle.

As we shall see, Dodd, who did not accept Bernard* s solution, was 

convinced of the significance of any move by so cautious a scliolar, 

arguing that it was "A definite victory of criticism over tradition in 

one of its most strongly entrenched positions."^  ̂ Hoskyns probed the 

implications of the distinction between 'witness* and 'evangelist* claiming 

that it was fundamental to the commentary as a whole. Hoskyns was more 

aware of these implications than Bernard; he was, in fact, beginning to 

establish the position he was to present in his own commentary. For 
Hoskyns this distinction meant that "The Gospel is history and inter

pretation, not history interpreted, but history and (italicized) inter
pretation. .. .The weakness of the commentary is, that it introduces into 

a Gospel which is all of one piece a distinction which destroys the unity 

of both the whole and of each section."^"*^ This was all part of Hoskyns's 

claim that a generation of scholars had been so obsessed by the problem of
. (IBShistoricity that they never faced the problem of history and its rneamng.

It was this concern for historicity that forced Bernard to conclude that
■ , , (183)the Gospel had suffered dislocation, a point seized on by Hoskyns s.

He offered an alternative approach; "The truth would seem to be that 

throughout the Gospel the interpretation, which is complete and all em
bracing, has taken charge of the other material, and the question must be 

raised as to whether the purpose of the book is at all to provide a 

clironology of events or to add interpretation at certain points in the 

narrative or whether the word 'gloss* is in any sense adequate to describe 

the procedure of the Evangelist. It looks as though the purpose of the 

Evangelist î as to illustrate and expound, great themes fundamental to 

the understanding of the Christian Religion and the Gospel is wholly 

exposition."(^^^^
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That there are weaknesses in Bernard* s position is clear, but tliese 
would be better expressed in Macgregor* s comment tnan in Hosxyns* a lengthy 

elaboration of his own insight. Macgregor complained of the exposition 

being "Obsessed by the shadow of Apostolic eye-witness...so that the 

strict historicity of the record is hardly affected."^^Hosk}-ns quite 

simply was inaccurate in his assessment of Bernard who insisted that the 

Evangelist is "Not only a historian but an interpreter of history."

Bernard* s position cannot be understood outside the controversy 

of the period occasioned by von Hugel* s description of the Gospel as 

'Allegory* and his assertion that the Gospel's truth depends "on the 
truth of the ideas thus s y m b o l i s e d . " B e r n a r d  demanded a careful 

definition of 'Allegory*^ but ultimately he came to use it in one sense, 
and the majority of scholars an another. Thus, while Dodd could afj-irm 

that "Dr. Bernard will not have it that the Evangelist is an allegorist, 

Bernard in fact asserted that the Evangelist was an allegorist in the 

Jewish Christian tradition, one who saw a deeper meaning within the literal 

or factual.^^^^^ Bernard's discussion is unsatisfactory, for not only does 

he not seem aware of the radical difference in tnese understandings of 

allegory - such a difference that the same word will not do justice to 
the concepts — but he seems, on occasions, to use 'Parable* as a synonym 

for * Allegory* . In the last analysis there is no mistaking the importance 
that Bernard put on the historical trustworthiness of the Gospel; "It was 

written that his readers might accept as facts, and not only as symbols,
,(190)the incidents which he recorda.'

Even here, Bernard* s position is far from consistent. In "The 

idea of 'Witness* is prominent", he wrote of the value of the witness of 
the works of Jesus.^ He had a very odd quasi-rationalising stance to

the miraculous for one who wanted to stress their value as witness. He 
wanted to preserve the historicity of these happenings at all costs in 

an age of scepticism and rationalism. ' For example,' he suggested that 
the'Master of Ceremonies* at Cana of Galilee might have been led by the



magnetism of Jesus to tliink that he was drinking wine*. Quite apart from 
the fact that this explanation has been rightly described by Dodd as

( 192)^Providing first-aid to the incredulous" 'what value would this

'hiiracle* have as 'witness'? Dodd's point remains; "But is it not really 
more consonant with the religious intention of the Gospel to suppose that 

if Jesus did not conjure water into wine neither did he hypnotise people 

into thinking he had done so; but that he dad, and does, offer rich wine 

of a satisfying communion with God."^ ^ Y e t  alongside this went an 
acknowledgement that the Resurrection of Jesus implied the principle of 

the miraculous. Bernard concluded his section on the 'miraculous' with 

the warning "But he is a bold dogmatist who, in the present conditions 

of our knowledge, will venture to set any precise limits to the exercise 

of spiritual force even by ordinary human beings, still less when he who 

sets it in action has all the potentialities of the spiritual world at 
his c o m m a n d . " Y e t  within the body of the commentary a 'minimising 
attitude* is a d o p t e d . ^ I t  is difficult to see precisely where Bernard 

stood; instinctively for the historicity of the narratives described yet 

he did not appear to know hov; to stand in this age of scepticism and 

rationalism.

Bernard argued that most of the discourses could have been given 

by Jesus in his historical Ministry, although parts of them must be 

attributed to the reflections of the Evangelist© In this understanding 

Bernard was almost out on his own. He was roundly criticised by Dodd 

who argued that Bernard* s approach and concession hindered "The full 
appreciation of them as the expression of a consistent and massive theology 

in which history and experience are fused.

Bernard maintained a distinction between the discourses in part one, 

•which were addressed to sincere enquirers, and those in part two which are 

polemical in tone, reflecting the controversies between Jesus and the 
religious authorities,' although he suspected considerable contribution 

from the Evangelist h e r e . 9?) The same hand may be detected in the



Farev.’ell Discourses, yet essentially the teadcing is that of "The Master 
Himself, whose last words had been preserved in the memory of the Beloved 

Disciple, the last of the Apostles ^

Bernard is not always convincing. His position demands a more 

thorough—going criticism of the Gospel. At times it is impossible to detect 

the reflections of the Evangelist, while at others it is comparatively easy. 

For example, it is assumed in the commentary that chapter four contains a 
"Genuine reminiscence of what actually happened" but of the final confession 

of the Samaritans it is stated "This great title reflects the conviction of
„ ( . 1 9 9a later moment in Christian history, and of a more fully instructed faith"

The words u K K L " C a n n o t  be extruded from the text of John, but they are not 
regarded as representing precisely the saying of Jesus. They are due to a 

restatement by John of the original saying of Jesus of v.3, &nd are a gloss, 
added to bring the saying of Jesus into harmony with the belief and practice 

of a later generation." ̂ Bernard was unable to provide an analysis that

would do justice to both the theological and historical elements of the 

Gospel. Throughout his critical discussion, Bernard appears to want to be 

more conservative than the critical climate would allow a conscientious 

scholar to be. It is also probable that his understanding of the purpose 

of the Gospel dominates this discussion. Bernard argued that the Gospel 
was written at the end of the first century when, in Asia Minor, the claims 

of Christianity would come under keen scrutiny. The Evangelist wrote to 
give these scrutineers the evidence by which they might become believers.

This evidence consisted primarily of an historical account of the life and 
teaching of Jesus and it was precisely this that Bernard strove to preserve 

in the Fourth Gospel.

Maybe it was because of this understanding of the purpose of the 
Fourth Gospel that Bernard found so few parallels to Johannine thought in 

the religions of the Hellenistic world. Hoskyns applauded this; "The reader 

of this commentary is never overwhelmed by undisciplined catenas of



irrelevant parallels from the sphere of comparative religion. The refer
ences are primarily Biblical references, with which are combined refer

ences to the Apostolic Fathers and Irenaeus."^ ^  ̂ Dodd severely criti-
(202)cised him at this point. In finding Patristic parallels, Bernard

was reflecting a particular feature of traditional British Johannine 

scholarship. In his"refusal to find parallels in the Hellenistic; relig

ious world Bernard was not perverse; he was no stranger to that world, 

for in 1913 he had published an edition of "The Odes of Solomon" ^
In the commentary he noted the work of Bauer, Lidzbarski and Reitzenstein. 

He rejected the possible parallels.

This brief review of Bernard may end with his understanding of the 
task of the interpreter of the Fourth Gospel. All the difficult, critical 

and historical problems are "Subsidiary to the exposition of the sacred 
text itself. This is at once more important and more difficult....The 

expositor* s task is specially difficult, if he tries to place himself an 
the position of those who read the Gospel when it was first published.

Its appeal to the twentieth century cannot be unfolded until the lesser 

task has been in some measure accomplished, of setting forth its appeal 

to the second century. Before we venture to appraise the permanent value 

of the writer's teaching, we must first discover what he meant to say.

And this discovery is sometimes disconcerting, perhaps because the author 

moves in spiritual regions of thought too high for us, perhaps because his 
convictions are unwelcome to the scientific temper of our time."^^^^^

This view anticipated that of Dodd whose understanding was identical;

"The ideal interpreter would be one who has entered into that strange 

first century world, has felt its strangeness, .and.' sojourned in it 

until he has lived himself into it, thinking and feeling as one of those 
to whom the Gospel first came, and who will then return into our world 

and give tb -the truth that he has discerned a body out of the stuff of 

our own t h o u g h t .

Whatever criticisms major scholars may have had about Bernard's
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commentary, it made a significant impact on the Johannine scene. Hence
forth it would be impossible to write a commentary in English without 

considerable reference to it. It was possible to do so without refering 
to Macgregor*s c o m m e n t a r y T h i s  affords some indication of their 

respective value as works of scholarship, though there is no doubt that 

Macgregor* s work reflected the dominant stance of the period.

Summary.

In his review, Hoskyns drew a contrast between the work of Bernard 

and of J. Estlin Carpenter, whose work to a great extent reflected that of 

E.F. Scott. No attempt to summarise his position will be made here.

Hoskyns noted an approach unlike Bernard* s so that he could make an import

ant point; "The oonplete disagreement between these two scholars brings 

into clear prominence the uncertainty of the treatment of the Johannine 

writings which the older generation has left us a h e r i t a g e I s  there 

an adequate explanation for this state of affairs? Hoskyns is partly correct 

in asserting that "To the majority of continental theologians English Bib

lical work appeared learned, it is true, but nevertheless insular, prov
incial, traditional and a p o l o g e t i c . " I t  is equally true that the work 

of these critical continental scholars was suspect, and this suspicion was 

aggravated-by the picture of the origins of Christianity that was emerging 

from their studies. Yet English scholars were not immune to the effects 

of this work. Hoskyns correctly asserted that "English works of the last 

generation must .remain unintelligible unless it is recognised that the 

majority of educated Englishmen...felt there was something wrong with the 
critical movement. This sense of dissatisfaction was wholly shared by 

leading English theologians. Nevertheless they refused to regard the 
critical method itself as open to suspicion, for they were themselves 

working with its tools, and were themselves engaged in training Englishmen 

to use them."^^^^^ Even if Hoskyns was only partly correct in arguing that

"Lightfoot, Sanday, Stanton, then Alfred Plummer, and finally

Archbishop Bernard followed the path which the liberal and radical
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critics had mapped out, and at each critical point they stood on 
the defensive, having apparently assumed that the Truth, the ult- 

i imate theological Truth, concerning Jesus of Nazareth, was an observ

able analysable thing, which was capable of direct historical per

ception by believers and unbelievers alike, and that the observa

bility of the Truth was indeed the meaning of the Church* s doctrine 

of the Incarnation since it meant that history and theology were in 

the end identical factors," 
there is ho doubt that traditional scholarship at the beginning of the 

century was confident whereas some twenty years later it was on the defen

sive. The position was made difficult for the traditionalists by the change 

of mind of some of their stalwarts. Yet few of the * modernists*, most open 
to the continental approach, were prepared to go all the way with their in

sights. There was a refusal - a significant refusal - to let go of the 

historical.

It was in this situation that Dodd began his Johannine work; it was 

the resolution of the problems inherent in it that Dodd suggested was the 

task that awaited his generation.
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Professor Dodd's Critical Stance on the Fourth Gospel,

The purpose of this chapter is to outline where Dodd stood in 

relation to certain critical questions throughout his career. Had he 

written the commentary on the Fourth Gospel that he intended these
(l)questions would most naturally have been found in the introduction.

Our outline begins with Dodd's position as seen in his review of Bernard's 

commentary, 1928, and ends with his review of Brown's commentary, 1966.

One of the commonplaces of Dodd's thought was his conviction that the nine

teenth century critics were largely unsuccessful in their handling of 
the Johannine problem. Towards the end of his distinguished career Dodd 

looked back over the work of twentieth century criticism. He was prompted 

to do so because he admired Brown's having read nearly everything written 

on the Gospel in this century; "He builds up his case in a way which gives 

assurance that the labour of a century of scholarship, which has sometimes 

appeared to move unproductively in circles, has not been in vain, and 

affirms the essential unity of an enterprise into which each of us puts 
what he has to give."^^^ Dodd's method was different; he did not acknow

ledge much of what other Johannine scholars had written and the indices 
of his works indicate that much of his Johannine work is accomplished 

within a comparatively narrow circle, some of it with the Doddian school 

alone.

Date.
It is difficult to isolate the problem of the date of the Fourth 

Gospel from a host of related questions. While there is some movemment 

in his position, Dodd never changed his fundamental position on the date 

of the Fourth Gospel, although the climate of critical opinion changed 

appreciably in the period under review. On the other hand, as Dodd 

himself observed in 1932, "The questions of authorship and date have 

lost much of their interest",thus showing a tremendous change of 

interest within a generation, yet on the other hand there has been an



(a )emphatic movement towards an early date for the î ourth Gospel.

Dodd's position was neatly sunmiarised in "The Apostolic Dreaahing 

and its Developments*»;"It is in the Fourth Gospel, which in form and 

expression, as probably in date, stands farthest from the original trad

ition of the teaching, that we have the most penetrating exposition of its 

central m e s s a g e , E l s e w h e r e  he was to put dates to the Fourth Gospel: 

**The Bible and its Background" he suggested that we might place the 

letters of Paul and a compilation of the sayings of Jesus in the period 
50 to 65; Mark, Matthew, Luke-Acts, 65 to 95, while John along with the 

Johannine Epistles is to be placed in the period 95 to 120, the First 

Epistle being later than the G o s p e l . T h e  publication of the newly 

discovered Eylands Pap^T'us did not compel him to alter his limits, but 

it did lead him to argue that 120 was the latest d a t e . D o d d  had never 

been convinced by the school of thought which argued that the Fourth 

Gospel was not written until the second half of the second century. At 

the end of his career in response to a letter from John Robinson urging 

an early date for the Fourth Gospel, Dodd wrote "...as you know, I am very 

much in sympathy with a view which makes it possible to derive from John 

not only valuable light on the primitive church, but even authentic inform

ation about the Jesus of history. I cannot help thinking that you will 
find it difficult to persuade people of the very early date which you now 

wish to assign (i.e. no later than 65)....For myself, with every motive 
for assigning an early date, I found this encountered too many difficulties 

for me to o v e r c o m e . Y f h i l s t  Dodd continued by noting that "Much of 
this late dating is quite arbitrary, even wanton" , he concluded "But 

I still feel that the Fourth Gospel has reasons of its own for resisting 

attempts to place it very early in the time scale.

There was movement in Dodd* s thought; in "Historical Tradition in 

the Fourth Gospel" he was prepared to consider a date very close to 100, 

preferably a little before, rather than a f t e r T h i s  position is



( 12)is maintained in "The Founder of Christianity" • This is not a
significant movement in that it did not in any way compel Dodd to re

consider the essential nature of the Fourth Gospel or his character

istic picture of the Fourth Evangelist. If one is to seek significant 
movement it might well be towards a late date. Very early in his career, 

1926, Dodd was fairly imprecise, as perhaps befitted the readership;

"The writer (of the Fourth Gospel) was probably himself not of the first
(13)Christian generation." It is probably wrong to make much of this,

since "The Gospel in the New Testament" was written for Sunday School 

teachers, and in his popular books Dodd had a developed sense of respon

sibility towards those who might have been scandalised by opinions that 

he did not have the opportunity to develop in such works.

It is not clear whether it is the Fourth Gospel that has reasons 
of its own for resisting an early date, or whether these reasons spring 

from Dodd* s own understanding of the purpose and place of origin of the 

Fourth Gospelo Consistently he maintained that it was in the Fourth 

Gospel that we have the most penetrating exposition of the central New 

Testament message. It appears as though Dodd implicitly argued, and 

later accepted, the view that this meant that the Fourth Gospel was 

among the latest of the New Testament books. Certainly Dodd never 
expli-Oitly argues that maturity of thought involves a late date. He 

does not explicitly deny that theological maturity might have much to 
do with the community of individual that produced the book. Nonetheless, 

in the absence of any significant argument it appears as though Dodd 
assumes that the most penetrating exposition of the teaching of Jesus 

involves a late date. This is obviously unsatisfactory. I suggest that 

Dodd* 8 late dating springs, to a great extent, from his understanding of 

the Fourth Evangelist as the * Master Propagator* of the Gospel to the 

Hellenistib .world, one whose work anticipated that of the Apologists.

41
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The Orif:in of the Fourth Gospel.
Early in his career Dodd argued for the Ephesian origin of the

Fourth Gospel; in 1926 he wrote "The writer was probably himself not of 
the first Christian generation, but in the communal life of the Church at 

Ephesus, to which he belonged, he stood in the centre of a living trad 

ition going back to very early days, and very likely preserving much 

authentic reminiscence of the first witnesses of C h r i s t T h e  trad

itional association of the Fourth Evangelist with Ephesus was accepted 

in "The Interpretation of the Fourth G o s p e l In this work Dodd 

noted that Paul* s work at Ephesus had, to some extent, prepared the 
ground for the theological work of the Fourth Evangelist. The two most 

important features were Paul* s willingness to use "Current modes of 
thought to Illuminate the G o s p e l " ^ a n d  the possibility of Johannine 

thought being influenced by Paul*s "Cosmical C h r i s t o l o g y " W h a t  
Dodd did not apparently appreciate was that this called into question 

the fundamental reason for the late date of the Gospel. It was as 

possible for this thought to have developed in the seventies as in the 
late nineties of the first century. Again, the most mature expression 

of the central New Testament message has been identified with a late 

date.

Dodd maintained the Ephesian origin of the Gospel right through 

his career. In "Historical Tradition in the Fourth Gospel" this opinion, 

plus the belief in the late date, has been used to argue for the authen

ticity of the Johannine tradition. One example must suffice at this 

stage; 11.54 mdutions Ephraim. Dodd argued that:
"The town of Ephraim is not otherwise known to the New Testament.
The uncertainty about its exact situation is in no way unfavourable 

to the view that John is here reproducing traditional information.

It'is rather favourable to it, since an author writing at Ephesus 
late in the first century would scarcely be aware of, or interested 

in, an obscure Palestinian town, and any mysterious, or symbolic 
meaning is out of the question."^



Dodd*S position, then, is consistent, but neither the argument 

from profundity of expression, nor that from Ephesian origin demand 

the late date that Dodd consistently offered, and,as we shall argue later, 

involves him in a very unsatisfactory view of the relationship of the 

Fourth Evangelist to the tradition he employed.

As we have seen, in 1928 Bernard abandoned the idea of Apostolic 

authorship of the Fourth Gospel, yet argued that the Evangelist was 

dependent for most of his narrative on the reminiscences of John, son 

of Zebedee. Dodd called this theory one of "Duplicate authorship". He 
was not impressed by it, suggesting that it was "No doubt comforting to 
those who would feel uneasy about rejecting primitive tradition, while 
their critical conscience forbids them to believe that such a work as

( 19)this was actually produced by one of the T w e l v e D o d d  rejected 
the t h e o r y . T h e r e  is indeed ancient non-Synoptic material in the 

Fourth Gospel, but it "Is not for the most part of a kind which suggests
(21)derivation from the Galilaean group;.*! ̂ In this review Dodd did not

discuss the derivation of this material. His second and major reason 

for rejecting Bernard*s theory was that he offered only an apparent 

dual authorship for, "When we turn from the introduction to the commentary 

itself, we find that the concession to criticism is almost illusory, for 

John, son of Zebedee, is still made responsible for the narrative and the 

substance of the discourses to so large an extent that the strict histor

icity of the narrative is hardly affected by the intervention of the 
evangelist In fact^ on Bérnard* s terms it is doubtful if, the strict
historicity could have been so affected since the Evangelist too had 

heard Jesus speak, and was one of His First Disciples, though not of
(23)the * inner circle*.

However, if he was not convinced by the theory offered, Dodd was 

convinced of the significance of Bernard*s concession; "Actually, the 

adoption of such a theory by so cautious a scholar, may well be taken
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as marking the definite victory of criticism over tradition in one of

its most strongly entrenched positions, and it is not likely that a

permanent halt will be made at the point where Bernard takes his 
( 2L.)stand," At this stage in his career Dodd welcomed this victory of 

criticism over tradition. Indeed in this early stage of his career 

Dodd had some positive leaning towards the ‘modern* stance as far as
( 2 5)the Fourth Gospel was concerned. In this respect at least, Dodd* s

positive leaning towards the ‘modern* view coincided with his under

standing of the Fourth Evangelist.

As his thought developed, Dodd*s rejection of apostolic author

ship was a little less trenchant, although his rejection was consistent.
In "The Interpretation of the Fourth Gosnel" he did not totally exclude 

the possibility of apostolic authorship. He wrote:
"I am not in this book discussing the question of the author

ship of the Fourth Gospel. I should not care to say that the 

hypothesis is impossible, that the Johannine narrative rests 

upon personal reminiscences, transformed through the changing 

experiences of a long life, after the manner imagined by Browning 

in * A Death in the Desert* • We do not know what effect many years 

of active intercourse with Hellenistic circles may have had upon 

a Palestinian Jew - even upon a Galilaean fisherman - with an 

agile, and adventurous intelligence, but some of the evidence 

which had been adduced in favour of authorship by an eye-witness, 

is subject to a heavy discount
There is no mistaking Dodd* s view that such an hypothesis is 

extremely unlikely. In fact the implicit picture of the Evangelist 

in this book is incompatible with apostolic authorship.

There is some slight movement in "Historical Tradition in the 

Fourth Gospel"• In the introduction there is a brief review of the 

evidence and one gets the impression that, whereas in his review of



Bernard's commentary, Dodd could assume that the majority of his readers 

were convinced that the Apostle John was not the author, here he is moving 

carefully, well aware that the possibility of apostolic authorship was more 
favourably received. Again, while demonstrating that the arguments in 

favour of apostolic author ship are not very, strong, it is the picture of 

the Evangelist that ia crucial. Allowing for the influence of a long 

stay in Ephesus, Dodd argued that "It is the combination of rabbinic and 
Hellenistic motives, their combination at a deep level, that should give

( 27)us pause," He noted:

"If the balance of probability should appear to be on the side 

of authorship by John, son of Zebedee, much of what is written 

in the following pages would require some modification, but I do 
not think it would fall to the ground. The material ascribed here 

to tradition would turn out to be the apostle* s own reminiscences; 
but even so, it would be obvious that they had been cast at one 

stage into the mould of the corporate tradition of the Church, as 
why they should not be, if the apostle was actively immersed in 

just that ministiy of preaching, teaching and liturgy which ex
hypo the si gave form to the substance of the Church* s memories 

of its Founder? However, for reasons given, I cannot think this 

is a probable solution of the problem of authorship, . .though no 

one can say it is impossible. In what follows, I have used the 

name John, for the author, without prejudice, and I have not 
thought it necessary to place it in inverted commas.

This has been cited at length partly because it does show some 

movementr maybe the last sentence is significant/-and certainly shows 

Dodd handling the problem with more patience and caution than in his 
review of Bernard* s commentary* Moreover, it shows a satisfactory under

standing of the relationship of the Apostle to the tradition; ,An under

standing far more satisfactory than that which Dodd proposed most frequently 

for the relationship between the Evangelist and the tradition which he



employed. Finally, it affords the basis of a comparison with R.E. Brown* s
(29)well known five-stage model for the composition of the Fourth Gospel.

■ Dodd considered Brown*s model a "Somewhat complicated t h e o r y " \

but what he does not make at all clear is that for Brown the out
standing personality behind the group responsible for the Gospel is the

(31)Apostle John, whose influence is to be seen in stages one to four.

Thus, while Dodd might write "But however, many contributors there may 
be, they are all under the influence of one outstanding personality, who 

is the authority behind the book and may fairly be called its * author*, 
in a sense better understood in antiquity than in our own day, although 

he wrote not a word of it", Dodd has not, in fact, attenpted to 

grapple with Brown* s work in the area of apostolic authorship. There is 

no mention . at all in the review that Brown offers a defence of the 
apostolic authorship of the Gospel, One can only guess why this was so, 
for on the whole Dodd seems to open to Brown* s theory; "Perhaps Professor 

Brown scarcely expects his readers to accept literally the exact success
ion of various stages of composition, except as a * model*, but the scheme 

unquestionably helps to clarify the movement of thought, with its some
times surprising t r a n s i t i o n s I n  all probability, like Brown, Dodd 

saw one dominant mind behind the Gospel; whereas Brown could reconcile 

this with apostolic authorship in the sense that the Apostle John was 

the dominant figure within the group of his Disciples, Dodd did not 

think in terms of a group within which the Gospel developed, but one 

single mind, well imbued with Hellenistic and Jewish ideas, from which 
the Gospel sprang. The picture of the Evangelist is again crucial in 
Dodd* s apparent inability to reconsider the possibility of apostolic 

authorship right at the end of his career,

Dodd, then, consistently rejected apostolic authorship; his grounds 

for doing so changed, and it might well be that his work in "Historical 
Tradition in the Fourth Gosnel" should have enabled him to move in the



direction towards a reconsideration of apostolic authorship, a move which 

Dodd could not finally take. As we shall argue, this failure has led him 

to an unsatisfactory understanding of the relationship of the Evangelist 

to the tradition he employed.

The Relationship of the Fourth Gosnel to the Svnouticso

In the early part of his career Dodd argued that the Fourth Evangel

ist knew and used Mark and probably all the Synoptic Gospels, This may 

most clearly be seen in "The Close of the Galilaean Ministry",

This was an early and significant article in which, having noted the 
possibility of an independent tradition behind the Fourth Gospel, he 

concluded "Nothing which has come out in the course of this discussion 

is contrary to the natural and generally recognised assumption that
(35)the author of the Fourth Gospel made use of Mark," We note in

passing, that Dodd described this as a "natural assumption". He argued 

that in Mark 6, 30-7*37 and 8,1-26 we "Have more or less alternative 

versions of the same series of e v e n t s T h e  Fourth Evangelist is, 

on the whole, much closer to the first account, but there are a few 

indications that he knows the second as well, Dodd accounted for this 
in terms of the Fourth Evangelist* s knowledge of Mark; "It seems at 

least highly probable that John is here writing with Mark before him, 

or in his memory, although he is by no means merely copying

It may well be that Dodd under-estimated the significance of 

this article, B,H, Streeter was impressed by "The large proportion of
/ 38)sayings derived by John from Mark* and went on to write of the 

significance of Dodd*s article; "The argument cannot be done justice 
to if presented briefly, but if, as I am inclined to think, it is sound,

(39)it affords a strong confirmation of John* s use of Mark," Perhaps,
even more significantly, R.H. Strachan, writing after P, Geirdner-Smith* s 

"Saint John"and the Synoptic Gospels". 1938, and noting that Gardner- 

Smith had dealt a * body blow* to the assumption of John*s dependence on 

Mark and Luke, observed that "A stronger case for John* s knowledge of
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Mark is based by Dodd on the result of a comparison of John 6.1-7*10 
with Mark 6 . 3 1 - 1 0 . Thus, in 1921,Dodd not only agreed that John

Had used Mark, but his article had gone some long way towards establishing 

this conclusion in the eyes of two significant New Testament scholars.

Even at this stage in the discussion it is necessary to note 

briefly that Dodd withdrew from his conclusion that John knew and used 

Mark. In "Historical Tradition in the Fourth Gospel" he argued and 

demonstrated that John was dependent upon an independent tradition for 

this part of the Gospel. In that later discussion Dodd does not refer 

to his earlier article, although in it he had raised the possibility 

thgt some of John’s variations might well be due to the use of a source 

in addition to Mark and urged his readers not to overlook the possibility 
that these might well be "Under whatever disguise, a genuinely historical 

tradition not wholly dependent upon the Synoptic r e c o r d . I n t e r e s t 
ingly, in "Historical Tradition in the Fourth Gosnel" one of the supporting 

arguments frequently offered for John* s use of an independent tradition 
is that Dodd cannot conceive of the Fourth Evangelist creating a pastiche 

out of elements from the various Synoptic Gospels. At the beginning of 
his career he was prepared to conceive of his conflation of two Marcan 

narratives.

Dodd did not move to his classical position quickly. In his review 
of Bernard he held to John’s use of the Synoptics. The same position was 

maintained in 1932, in "Present Tendencies in the Criticism of the Gospeli^^ 

an article in which he was taking stock of the current scene. Here Dodd 

argued that the second major advance in Johannine studies was the
"Re-entry of the Johannine problem into the orbit of the Synoptic 

problem. It is one of the merits of Streeter* s book, "The Four 

Gospels, a Study of Origins", that it shows that the case of the 
Fourth Gospel is. after all not wholly different from that of 

the Synoptics. Like Matthew and Luke it uses Mark as a source, 

together with one or more unknown sources.
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A shift of opinion may he detected in the late nineteen thirties.

In his contribution to K.E. Kirk's "The Study of Theology"., 1939^^^

Dodd ' observed that "Johannine criticism is still in a state of flux"^^^^ 

and that the present, state of Johannine criticism could best be repres

ented by a series of questions. Among these questions was that concerning 

the Fourth Evangelist's use of the Synoptic G o s p e l s . W e  can detect 

too , that Dodd* s understanding at this point was in a state of flux. In 
"The Gospels as History, a Reconsideration". 1938^^^^ and "The Life and 

Teaching of Jesus Christ", his first contribution to T.W. Manson*s 
"A Companion to the Bible", 1939*^^^^ Dodd argued that John had used Mark, 

but in "History and the Gospel", 1938, Dodd asserted of the Fourth Gospel's 

Passion narrative that "John, while he may be in some measure indebted to 

Mark, has in substance followed an independent t r a d i t i o n . " I t  was in 

this book that Dodd first referred to the work of Gardner-Smith, a fellow 

member of the Senior Common Room at Jesus College, Cambridge; "I hope to 

review the evidence in favour of this view (i.e. that John is independent 

of Mark) in a forthcoming book. Reference may be made to Gardner-^mith 

*St. John and the Synoptic Gospels* . " ^ T h a t  forthcoming book was to 
be "Historical Tradition in the Fourth Gospel" , 19&3, based on the Sarum 

Lectures at Oxford, 1954-55* Without being * cavalier* it is worth 
mentioning that rarely did Dodd feel the need to refer to such a work 

in this way, so much of his own work being accomplished within the frame

work of Dodd’s own studies.

In his early consideration of Gardner-Smith* s work, Dodd does not 

appear to have accepted the thesis without reservations. In his review 
of R.H. Strachan* s "The Fourth Gospel: its Significance and Environment"

(51)and W.F. Howard's "Christianity According to St. John". 1943, be 
noted that an assumption had once been held that the Synoptic Gospels, 

or at least"Mark, served as a princip.al source of John, but now both 

authors stressed what is common to John and the Synoptic Gospels in
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spite of all the differences and that:
"Both are in fact are disposed to accept, though with reserva-

‘ tions, the thesis set forth recently by Ivîr* Gardner-Smith that the

Fourth Evangelist wrote directly out of an independent tradition 

which in some points overlapped or coincided with the synoptic 

tradition, and was in any case a variant of the common central
tradition of Apostolic Christianity; and that there is no suffic-

n( 52)ient internal evidence that he knew any of our Synoptic Gospels"
Dodd noted that the widespread acceptance accorded Gardner-Smith* s thesis 

showed that the time was ripe for such re-evaluation of a long held 
assumption. Dodd seemed unwilling to accept the results of this re- 

evaluation as presented by Gardner-Smith; "He, (Gardner-Smith) has shown 
at least that the case for John* s dependence on the Synoptics is far 

less securely founded than was supposed. The reservations, however,
( 53)made by both our authors are worthy of note." I have not been able

to find any such reservations in Strachan*s book. As noted above,

Strachan observed that Dodd* s argument in "The close of the Galilaean 

Ministry" was stronger than the case built on verbal parallels, but his 

conclusions stand without qualification; "The general position taken up 

by the present writer is. that a very convincing case has been made out

for the hypothesis that the Fourth Evangelist had access to a collection

of written sources, parallel, to, and cognate with, those employed by 

Mark and Luke."^^^ The one proviso noted by Howard is that before 

the publication of the Fourth Gospel there was some verbal assimilation 

to a few of the Marcan and Lucan narratives. These were the work of an 
e d i t o x . . ( 5 5 )

The reservations seem to be Dodd’s. It is strange that he could 

not at this stage face the logical consequences of his own argument 
that the Fourth Evangelist stood in the centre of an ancient living 

tradition at Ephesus, but there is no doubt that he came to realise 

the full significance of Gardner-Smith* s work; "The turn of the tide
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might he marked, for this country, by the publication of Gardner-^mith* s 

"St. John and the Synoptic Gospels", 1938, a book which crystallised the 

doubts of many, and has exerted an influence out of proportion to its 

size."(^^^ Yfhile this conclusion was indeed consonant with the impli

cations of some of Dodd* s own work, he was some time in accepting the 
full implications of the thesis. In 1949 he had not finally dismissed 

the possibility th|t John knew the other Gospels; noting that John had

steeped himself in the tradition, Dodd continued "Possibly he read the 

other Gospels, although I see no compelling reason why he should have 

done so."^^^^ As late as 1953, the most Dodd would go to was "The 

prima facie impression is that John is,in large measure, working inde— 

pently of the other written Gospels."^

In the last part of his career Dodd is rightly remembered as the 

one who, more than any other, demonstrated so massively the independence 
of the Johannine tradition. This review will conclude, in this section, 

by noting his movement towards that position. Even before the publica

tion of "The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel" it is possible to see
(59;

the Doddian thesis in embryo. In "According to the Scriptures" Dodd 

argued that the Fourth Evangelist had access to a tradition with a use 

of testimonies that was independent of the Synoptic usage. Thus, the 

Fourth Gospel was not dependent upon the Synoptics and its testimonies 
were drawn from the pre-canonical tradition and merit serious attention 

as an entrance to that tradition. Yet two years later, 1954, in ”The 
Dialogue Form in the Gospels" h e  noted that there remained the 

possibility that John knew, and used the Synoptic Gospels. At this 

stage in his understanding of the Fourth Gospel, Dodd did not dismiss 

this possibility as very unlikely, and indeed it seems that he con
sidered it the explanation that his audience would offer, and so the 
next move has something of the character of advocacy about it; "But 
we have to be prepared for the possibility that he (the Fourth Evangelist)
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had at his disposal a still fluid tradition, not yet crystallised into 
fixed forms, which he could deal with as he chose. There are some 

indications that this may have been so."^  ̂ In this period the most
significant article was "Some Johannine 'Herrenworte' with parallels in 

the Synoptic Gospels". 1 9 5 5 , In this article Dodd examined four 

Dominical sayings from the Fourth Gospel which have parallels in the 

Synoptic Gospels. To this article we shall return in another context, 

but the well documented conclusion is that "John is to be regarded as 
transmitting independently a special form of the common oral tradition, 

and not as dependent upon the Synoptic G o s p e l s . T h i s  was the most 

significant of a series of articles, all published before "Historical 

Tradition in the Fourth Gospel", which showed Dodd moving in one direction, 

the discovery and description of an ancient tradition behind the Fourth 
G o s p e l . T h i s  work demonstrated the Fourth Gospel*s independence of 

the Synoptics. In this conclusion Dodd had departed radically from his 
earlier stem ce, although in that stance he had always been prepared to 

see some independent Johannine tradition. It took him some time to reach 

his classical position but he asserted it to the end of his career, 

although he noted, "It would still be rejected by some of our most influ

ential scholars, but it does seem to be making its way."^^^^

It remains to ask why it took Dodd so long to search for this 

independent Johannine tradition. It was in 1921 that he first signalled 

the possibility of this, yet it was only after some forty years that he 

demonstrated its real extent and elaborated upon the consequences of this 
for New Testament criticism. Moreover, even then, he was not asking the 

pertinent question about the historical reliability of that tradition.

He did not attempt this in any major work but only in the rather unsatis

factory "The Founder of Christianity" 1970# Even if we take seriously 

the fact that both "Historical Tradition in the Fourth Gospel" and "The 

Founder of Christianity" have their origin in lectures given in 1954-59, 

there is still a very considerable lapse of time involved. It seems



again that Dodd was rather slov/ in accepting the consequences of his 
OTci critical work and was loath to reject a position that he had accepted

and argued for©

The Historical Value of the Fourth Gospel•
Dodd* s understanding of the historical value of the Fourth Gospel 

totally changed in the course of his career• Although some of the 
important issues are discussed in a following chapter, "The Authority 

of History", it is necessary in this chapter to demonstrate the extent 

of Dodd*s change of mind. Despite the early assertions that there is 

some valuable tradition behind the Fourth Gospel, Dodd baldly asserted 
in his review of Barnard*s commentary that "As usually happens, insist

ence upon the historical value of the Fourth Gospel tends to a deprecia

tion of the Synoptics (which can only end in a far reaching distrust of 
all our s o u r c e s ) " ^  The conclusion that Dodd so baldly asserted in 

1929 was put forward more gently as suited the readership some three 
years earlier^ "The Fourth Gospel, as we have seen, cannot be placed 

on precisely the same level (as the Synoptics) for the purpose of 
historical e n q u i r y H i s  considered position in this early period 

may be seen in "The Authority of the Bible". There he argued,
"We may now say with confidence that for strictly historical 
material with the minimum of subjective interpretation, we must 

not go to the Fourth Gospel. Its religious value stands beyond 

challenge, and it is more fully appreciated when its contribution 

to our knowledge of the bare facts of the life of Jesus becomes 

a secondary interest. That is not to say that it makes no such 

contribution,but it is to the Synoptic Gospels that we must go 
if we wish to recover the oldest. and purest tradition of the

It was this* position that received Howard* s commendation as "a far more 

discriminating judgement" than that of those who, in this period, totally
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wrote off the historical value of the Fourth Gospel.

It was this refusal to write off totally the historical value of 

the Fourth Gospel that marked Dodd off from the liberal critics, but as 

is seen most clearly in his review of Bernard* s commentary where he is 
reacting against a conservative scholar, he did not rate the historical 

value of the Fourth Gospel very highly. Moreover, to fail to realise, 

as Dodd thought the earlier critical movement did, that the Fourth Gospel 

is; in some important ways unlike the Synoptics, was to be left with,

"The impression that John was inferior to the Synoptics in every 
quality that a Gospel should possess^-in the historicity of its 

narrative, the accuracy of its reported discourse, and the truth 

of its picture of *the Jesus of History.* Where they could 

interpret John from the standpoint of the Synoptics they found 
it wanting, and where it could not be understood from that 

standpoint they were at a loss."^^^^
That is true but from our standpoint it is necessary to note that at 

this stage in his career historical accuraqy was not for Dodd an 

important criterion in assessing the value of the Fourth Gospel. The 
Fourth Gospel was much more concerned with the interpretation of the 

story of Jesus than with the story itself. Dodd continued to hold this 
as late as 1949. Commenting on the obvious differences between the 

Synoptics and John, he wrote, "The chief reason for this is that John 
has aimed at giving an interpreation of the life of Jesus rather than 

one more record, and an interpreation for a new public."^^^^ The 
identical position is asserted in the appendix to "The Interpretation of 

the Fourth Gospel", though there. Dodd is concerned to state that the 

Fourth Evangelist does full justice to Christianity* s being an historical 

religion.^

Dodd’is remembered now as one who made an extensive use of the 

Fourth Gospel in his "Quest of the Historical Jesus". This will be
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discussed in a later chapter, but it remains to note that this use was 

utterly discontinuous with his earliest stance on the problème The 

Change in Dodd* s position may fairly, be claimed to arise from his work 

of recovering and describing a Johannine strain of the tradition. The 

greater the extent of this tradition became apparent the more impressed 

by it Dodd became. This was allied to his understanding of the Fourth 

Gospel as the most mature expression of the central New Testament 

message. By this time Dodd had become fully aware of the implications 

of Christianity* s being a historical religion. Implicitly he moved to 
the position that the most mature expression of the central New Testament 
message contained! the most historically reliable tradition. The extent 

of this change may be illustrated from Dodd*s use of the discourses in 

his quest when he had once written,
"Similarly, the attempt to fit as much as possible of the dis

courses by hook or by crook into the historical conditions of 
the ministry of Jesus, while admitting the necessity of attributing 

portions of them to the reflexions of the Evangelist, tends to 

hinder the full appreciation of them as the expression of a 

consistent and massive theology in which history and experience 
are fusea."^?^)

It was in this review that Dodd also warned that to insist upon the 
historical value of the Fourth Gospel leads one to undervalue the 

Synoptics in this respect. Ironically, as we shall see, this is a fair 

judgement on his "The Founder of Christianity".

Dodd and the Miraculous.
The major part of this discussion belongs to the chapter "The 

Authority of History". There it will be argued that Dodd* s handling 

has been neither consistent nor totally satisfactory. Both early, and 
late Dodd was not sure of the factual basis of the miracle narratives 

and at times tried to evade the question. Dodd correctly criticised 

Bernard’s very unsatisfactory understanding that the ’Master of Ceremonies*
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at Cana may have been led by the magnetism of Jesus to think that he was 

drinking wine instead of water. Dodd at this stage believed that the 

Evangelist employed allegory and he suggested that Jesus "Did, and does, 

offer the rich wine of a satisfying communion with God in place of thin
(73)and tasteless substitutes." this stage in his career Dodd appeared

to have some real difficulty with the miraculous. In his criticism of 
Bernard, he continued "But is it really more consonant with the religious 

intention of the Gospel to suppose that if Jesus did not conjure water 
into wine neither did he hypnotize people into thinking that He had done 

80?".^^^^ * Conjure* is a very interesting choice of word, carrying with

it a definite value judgment. - -, It is a word that for some is offen
sive, and certainly accords ill with Dodd* s insistence on the factual 

nature of the * Christ Event*. In 1933, Dodd addressed himself to the
(7 5)problem of miracles. In "Miracles of the Gospels" he argued that 

the miracles cannot either "Be treated as objective evidence for the 
supernatural status and powers of C h r i s t " o r  with many liberal 

commentators rationalised away As so often he found that the

Fourth Evangelist has
"shown us a better way. In reading this story, he says in effect, 

you should not think of loaves or fishes, or of any material 
food.....You should see in it a * sign*, a symbol that is, of the 

fact that when Christ came the * true bread* from heaven was 
given to men, by which they have eternal life. There is still 
a question to be answered, and a question of fact, b>ut it is no 
longer^ Did Jesus on a day make five loaves satisfy five 

thousand people . or if not, what modifications of the proportions 

will make the tale credible? But, Did Jesus really bring a new 

kind of spiritual life into the world, and can we still live by 

it7 - That is a serious question; the other is trivial in compari— 
s o n . " ( 7 8 )

Dodd knew that he was vulnerable to criticism on this point; that he
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might be accused of allegorical interpretation, but he was prepared to

I *
argue that correct allegorical interpretation was a legitimate tool.

in this article Dodd did ask the question "Did Jesus work the miracles

attributed to him?"^^^^ There is no unequivocal answer in this article,

although he realised full well that "Any knowledge we have of the life

and teaching of Jesus rests upon sources which record miracles."^ ^

Dodd was careful not to exclude the possibility of the miraculous but

there is no doubt that questions in terms of strict historicity were
considered relatively unimportant compared to recognising "The value

of the story as a symbolic statement of the fundamental conviction of
those who told it, that the true supernatural, the Divine power to

recreate the life of men, had entered into their e x p e r i e n c e ^  It
is fair to say that Dodd did not grapple satisfactorily with this problem

at any stage in his career* This was a notable deficiency in a scholar
whose classical stance emphasised the factual nature of the Christ-event

and the tradition through which we have knowledge of it. Bernard could

have spoken not only for himself but also for the classical Dodd when
he wrote "It is one thing to spiritualise history; it is quite another( 82 )to put forth as history a narrative which is not based on fact."

Dodd may been enabled to avoid facing the question of the miracu

lous directly, because he believed that the Fourth Gospel was primarily a 

gospel of experience. This belief was something of a commonplace in 
certain quarters and in Great Britain owed much to the work of E.F. Scott. 

In so far as Dodd embraced this idea, it was to emphasise the corporate 
experience of the church; "He (the Fourth Evangelist) has gone back to 

the beginning of Christianity with the insight derived from long Christian 

experience; not individual experience alone, ihough his own experience 

was exceptionally deep and real."^®^^ An indication of the importance 

of this corporate experience may be seen in part two of "The Authority
( 84)of the Bible" being entitled "The Authority of Corporate Experience".
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As Dodd understood it,

"The historical facts of the life of Jesus had created a community,

i and within it they had become something more than remembered facts,

for their eternal meaning had entered into the experience, of His 

friends. The Master who had broken bread for them, became to them 

the real Bread of the soul....History, which had once happened in 
space and time, was repeated perpetually as the drama of the 

redemption of the soul. Out of the life of this community of the 
friends of Jesus the Fourth Gospel comes, interpreting the facts 

through their value in experience

The Influence of Paul on the Fourth Gospel.
It had once been axiomatic to consider Pauline theology the pre

supposition of Johannine theology. The Fourth Evangelist was considered 

the greatest of the followers of Paul. As we have already seen in his 

discussion of the Ephesian origin of the Fourth Gospel, Dodd suggested 
that Paul had, in some small way, prepared the way for John. At no 

stage in his career did Dodd deny that Paul had some influence. But 
as early as 1932 he maintained that 5It now looks as if the dependence 

of John on Paul has been greatly exaggerated.” He urged "We have 
to allow for a strain of thought in early Christianity persisting along

side the Pauline strain - a Jewish-Hellenistic strain beginning far back 

and developing in the direction indicated by the Fourth Gospel, the Odes 
and Ignatius."(^^) Nonetheless, Dodd thought that the approach to John 

through Paul, had at least been partly successful;
"It cannot be denied that this approach to the Fourth Gospel was 

fruitful. The teaching of Paul does indeed provide a partial 

key to its thought which was lacking when it was placed among 

the historical, rather than among the theological writings of 
the New Testament. That the evangelist has not escaped the 

influence of the first great Christian theologian, an influence

exercised in the region with which the Fourth Gospel is geographically 
associated, is clear
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Yet in this article he also argued that "The actual range of Pauline 
influence upon Jphannine thought has been exaggerated."^

In this area of Fourth Gospel criticism, as in many others, Dodd 

reflected the current consensus but, as in many of the others, his 

arguments were moderate, neither claiming too little nor too much, A 

characteristic feature of his scholarship was his ability to weigh the 

evidence and arguments of others carefully and present a balanced 

conclusion without in any way suggesting, at this stage, that his own 

Fourth Gospel criticism could be innovative.

Theories of Partition, Redaction and Textual Displacement,
As we have seen in the first chapter, the early years of this 

century were characterised by many attempts to produce acceptable theories 

of partition, redaction and textual displacement. Knowing that the 
classical Dodd argued that the Fourth Gospel was in its correct order 

and the work of a singularly penetrative mind, it comes as something of 
a shock to realise that Dodd initially welcomed these endeavours. The 

first significant advance as Dodd then saw it was "The abandonment of 
both sides (conservatives and liberals) of the dogma of the unity of 
the G o s p e l . T h e n ,  as now, * dogma* was a loaded term. To use Dodd* s

(91 )own illustration, this abandonment was the first step out of the trenches.

He noted the work of the liberals Wellhausen and Strachan, and the conserv

atives Spitta and Garvie, and observed "Today there is hardly a scholar
(92)of note who would maintain the strict homgeneity of the work," Three 

years before, in his review of Bernard* s commentary, he was already 
moving towards this position. Here he obviously thought that the attack 

upon the axiom "Dodd* s term in this review-of the * seamless robe* was 
of great importance He noted that "Serious in-roads have been made

upon this theory from all s i d e s . W i t h i n  the review Dodd considered 

first the order of the text, and observed that "It has come to be widely 

held that many of the difficulties of the Gospel may be due to accidental 

displacements since the work was c o m p l e t e d . H e  was partially
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impressed by Bernard’s restored order; "Such ’restorations’ of order do 
certainly cause the work to read more smoothly in some respects. The 

only question is. whether a more thorough-going criticism might not be 

forced to admit that the confusion of order goes deeper than a mere 

displacement of the sheets of a completed work, and belongs partly at 

least to the process of composition from s o u r c e s D o d d  argued 

that implicitly Bernard did allow for such a process in his distinc
tion between the memories of John, son of Zebedee, from which John the 

Presbyter wrote the Gospel in which he included as a prologue, a hymn 

to the Logos, in which he inserted comments of his own,^^^^ Three years 

later, in 1932, Dodd was convinced of the significance of Bernard’s 

concession;
"Even so ultra-conservative a commentator as the late Archbishop 

Bernard no longer attributes the Gospel as a whole to the Beloved 
Disciple but distinguishes the tradition handed down by John, the 

son of Zebedee from the Gospel composed on the basis of that 
tradition by a follower of his. This single admission has opened 

the way to fresh solutions of hitherto insoluble p r o b l e m s . ^
In his Cambridge Inaugural Lecture, 1936, Dodd again surveyed the 

scene, repeating the hopes and affirmations made above* He described the 

whole endeavour as "The belated attempt to analyse the Fourth Gospel, •
( 99)like the Synoptics, into strata and sources." He also noted that

despite many attempts "So far no particular theory shows signs of 
general a c c e p t a n c e . M o r e  interestingly in this lecture he seems 

to have entertained doubts about the whole approach* He observed that; 
"At best it may be possible to mark a sentence here and there 

as suggesting by its terms, or by the grammatical construction 

of the passage, the work of an editor; but for any far-reaching 

analysis we do not seem at present to have sufficient evidence 

in the concrete, external facts of language and form, though it 

seems possible that the Aramaists may have somethihg to say about
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this. In any case, the attempts to distinguish various strata 
depends far more on a consideration of the ideas and intentions 

? of the writer, and before it can have any cogency we must be sure

that we understand what he is about.
Thus the first task is that of interpretation; "In short, the problem of 

criticism resolves itself into the problem of interpretation."^This 

is a most significant change in direction and clearly shows Dodd moving 

towards the position for which he is well known. Shortly we shall argue 
that this was all of a piece with Dodd* s agenda for New Testament criti

cism generally. In this change of direction Dodd’s work was innovative.

By this time he came to review Hbskyns’s commentary, Dodd had not 

entirely given up the quest for separate elements in the Fourth Gospel, 

although he commended Hoskyns. for treating it as a unity;
"It is an outstanding feature of this commentary that it strenuously 

maintains the unity and coherence of the Fourth Gospel in all its 

parts. If separable elements have entered into it (and I think 

that criticism can distinguish such elements up to a point) all 
have been stamped with the character that belongs to the Gospel 

as a whole. The reader who is familiar with some recent theories 

about sources, redactions, displacements and the like will be 

led to feel that such theories have sometimes been used to avoid, 

rather than to solve crucial difficulties of interpretation."

Such criticism was deserved and it appears here that Dodd was arguing 

that this approach was a ’ cul de sac’. Yet there was circularity in the 

course that Dodd proposed when he argued that "The problem of criticism 

resolves itself into the problem of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . " H o w  are we to 
know the essential stamp of the author* s mind other than through his work, 

and how are we to decide what is his work other than through an inter

pretation of the essential stamp of his mind? Moreover, if Dodd’s work 
set the course for much subsequent British Johannine criticism/"no major 

British commentary since the beginning of the Second World Ylar has
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•concerned itself with the theories that Dodd was criticising - nonethe

less much recent American Johannine scholarship has returned to these 

'issues with increased vigour and criticises any scholarship that does not 

concern itself with these questions. D,.M. Smith has recently argued that 

these questions must have a place on the agenda of Johannine criticism.

In commending Hoskyns precisely because he did not evade diffi

culties by recourse to such theories, Dodd gave approval to the pattern 
he was to follow in "The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel" • By way 

of coincidence Dodd was given the opportunity to come full circle with 
Strachan. Noting that in the early years of the century, "Many of us 

had hoped that along such lines (i.e. those put forward by Strachan in 
the first edition of "The Fourth Gospel; its Significance and Environment", 

1917, and "The Fourth Evangelist; Dramatist or Historian?*?’. 1925), the
(105)deadlock in Johannine studies might be broken," Dodd observed that

the wheel of Johannine criticism had come full circle;

"The fact is that all these attempts at improving the order of 
the Fourth Gospel depend upon the preconceptions on the critic’s 

part regarding the intention of the writer or writers responsible 

for the work as we have it; and these preconceptions often will 

not survive a closer examination of the actual text. In short... 

the conviction is emerging that the work as we have it is the 

product of one mind (mth the possible exception of chapter 21 
and a brief editorial note here and there) and that its order is 

the result of careful planning by the same mind (again with the 
possible exception of a few minor transpositions such as any 

ancient work is liable to suffer).

Thus the stage was set for the way in which Dodd dealt with the 
Fourth Gospel in his major work of Johannine interpretation. In that 

work and in the review cited above Dodd asserted "That the way to an 
understanding of his (the Evangelist’s) profound and subtle mind often



lies through superficial or ostensible i n c o n g r u i t i e s . B y  way 
of a warning ’shot across the bows*, Dodd warned that we have no right 

to expect any mind to be entirely self-consistent. Dodd, then, followed 

Strachan in turning back from the * cul de sac*; his change of mind does 
not appear as radical as Strachan* s, simply because he did not commit 

himself in print to any such theory. However, it is as radical a change 
of mind; he, who once welcomed such approaches, came to reject them. Two 

further points remain to be made. It would appear that he came to realise 

the circularity inherent in his suggestion in his Cambridge Inaugural 
L e c t u r e , T h e  second point is to note that Dodd was also still 

aware of the problems of chapter 21, editorial notes and minor trans
positions. Did he take then seriously enough? These are, naturally 

enough, the starting point for many current investigations into the 
history of the Fourth Gospel in a Johannine community. It would appear 

that Dodd did not give sufficient weight to these problems that still 
remained. This may well be readily understood if we place his Johannine 

studies in their context in Dodd*s wider New Testament studies to which 

we briefly turn*

The Centripetal Approach to the New Testament.

This approach may clearly be seen developing in the period of 

his Cambridge Inaugural Lecture. Here, as he surveyed the scene, Dodd 

suggested ,
"That interpretation is the goal of our studies would no doubt 

have been recognised in all periods, and it has never been entirely 

neglected. But there have been times when students have felt 

obliged to deijy themselves the satisfaction of handling it until 

the prior problems should have been elucidated. We are no longer 

in this position. Thanks to the labours of our predecessors we 
have"enough accurate knowledge available, in the fields of textual 
criticism, higher criticism, background and language, to provide

a starting point.

6:
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He knew that there was still much work to ôo in these specialist fields,

"But the point, I believe, has been reached at whi ah our further progress, 

even in special fields, depends upon our treating them in direct relation 
to the overruling problem of interpretation,"^^ Dodd knew that this

would involve a change in direction in New Testament studies;
"The kind of interpretation that I have in mind will in one sense 

reverse the main direction in which New Testament studies moved 

for a century. Our principal aim has hitherto been to discriminate 

as clearly as possible between various books and strata, so as to 

isolate for intensive study the special problems connected with

each part .This process of analysis should now be balanced by

a movement in the opposite direction.

He was careful not to call this new movement ’Synthesis* "For that term 

might imply the imposition of unity upon originally disparate material.

But the unity of the New Testament is original, underlying the diversity 

of the individual w r i t i n g s . T h u s  Dodd argued that New Testament 
studies had reached the position where "The centrifugal movement needs 

to be balanced by a centripetal movement which will bring these ideas, 

now better understood in their individual character, into the unity of 

the life that had originally informed them#"^^^^^

Within the context of Dodd*s wider New Testament studies we can 
see a slightly earlier indication of this approach in "The Apostolic 

Preaching and its Development^",published in 1936 but based on lectures 

given in the Michaelmas term, 1935. To take one relevant example, Dodd 

argued that "The close affinity of the Fourth Gospel with the Apostolic 

Preaching will become plain if we attempt the analysis of it somewhat 

along the lines of our analysis of Mark."^^^^^ The result was the 

recognition that "With all the diversity of the New Testament writings, 

they form a-unity in their proclamation of the one G o s p e l ^ ^  He 

asserted here, too, the belief that "In the New Testament the unity is 

o r i g i n a l " , a n d  he offered exactly the same essential agenda for
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While this approach was offered to the New Testament as a whole, 

and indeed specifically in the context of the importance of the Christ- 

event, it applies exactly to Dodd's understanding of the task confronting 
Johannine scholarship. That scholarship must also recognise an under

lying and essential unity. The underlying unity is to be found in the 

Evangelist* s profound and subtle understanding of the one Christian 

Gospel amd precedes any sources or ideas that he might have employed. 

Johannine criticism is deficient if it cannot recognise and interpret 

that profound unity. Furthermore the Fourth Gospel can be understood 

only from within the New Testament, though this last point needs careful 
qualification. As he understood the task, Hoskyns had provided just such 

an example as Dodd was awaiting; Dodd described Hoskyns's commentary as 

"A brilliant example of the new tendency in New Testament interpretation 

which may be described as * centripetal* over against the * centrifugal* 

tendency which led to the study of its component parts.....In the intro

duction Hoskyns protests against this tendency, and in the commentary he 
has brought the whole New Testament into play for the elucidation of the 
Johannine text, with illuminating r e s u l t s . "The Interpretation of 

the Fourth Gospel" was another brilliant example of this tendenqy and 
for many reflects at its best this particular * new look* in New Testament 
studies. A comparison of the indices of these two works makes one fact very 

clear; there is no doubt at all that Hoskyns makes far more references 

to the rest of the New Testament than does Dodd. This difference is so 
vast that in truth it is doubtful whether they can really be compared 

as examples of the same tendency. Indeed, Hoskyns^ commentary is a far 
better example of the centripetal interpretation that Dodd wanted than 

what he was able to offer himself. Again this would appear to result 

from Dodd*s-understanding of the Evangelist as the 'Master Propagator* 

of Christianity to the-Hellenistic World. Another comparison of the
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indices of these works will indicate that Dodd, despite his enthusiasm 
for the centripetal approach, was not prepared to understand and interpret 

ihe Fourth Gospel from within the Christian/Biblical tradition* Hoskyns 
was. To put it differently, for Dodd the centripetal approach had to 

embrace, (my italics) also Greek philosophy and the higher religions 

of paganism. Hoskyns was more consistent than Dodd at this point. Dodd 

wanted to view the Fourth Gospel both as a part of the Biblical/Christian 

tradition yet he also wanted to see it in an organic relationship to 

Greek philosophy and the higher religions of paganism. Interestingly 

Dodd seems to have kept aloof from the Biblical Theology approach which 

was the logical outcome of the centripetal tendency.

The Background of the Fourth Gospel.
Dodd* s understanding of the background of the Fourth Gospel

reached its classical expression in "The Interpretation of the F ourth

Gospel". In this classical expression, this understanding was subjected

to the scrutiny of fellow scholars. These will be considered in the

chapter on "The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel". However, Dodd's

essential understanding of the background of the Fourth Gospel never

changed. Thus his understanding will be outlined in this chapter.

The consistent sweep of Dodd* s thought may may be seen from three 

reviews; those of Bernard* s commentary, Howard* s "Christianity According 

to St. John" with Strachan* s "The Fourth Gospel its Significance and 

Environment" and Brown* s commentary. This affords the opportunity to 

see his position in the early years, 1929, the middle years, 194-0, and 
at the end of his career in 1972. To see this 'sweep* quickly we note 

the most severe criticism of Bernard;
"The most serious limitation of the commentary, however, is its 

almost total neglect of the Hellenistic background....It is not 
enough to dismiss contemptuously (of p35ô) the suggestion that 

the Evangelist drew upon such material as a source. The contempt 

may be justified. But his public stood in the full stream of
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syncretistic thought, and the resemblances, even if they be
thought superficial, could not be missed by the contemporary

' reaaer."(l19)

There is, however, nothing on page 356 to justify this comment; there 
Bernard discussed the allegory of the Good Shepherd and referred to Philo* s 

drawing a similar contrast between the Good Shepherd and one who allows 
his flock to wander, and concluded "The similarity does not go beyond what 

may naturally be observed between the words of two writers who are expound

ing the same image; there is no literary connexion to be traced between 

John 10 and P hilo^ Maybe one should not make too much of this, but

this judgement again indicates Dodd*s impatience with Bernard, who was, 

after all, not ill-equipped for the task as Dodd set it forth; "The task 

of an interpreter of the Gospel is not achieved until he has defined in 
some way its relation to a widespread religious movement in which Jewish 

and pagan elements were already interfused, and which very quickly became 

aware of C h r i s t i a n i t y ^  Bernard had already published a study on 

"The Odes of Solomon" in 1912. Dodd made an identical criticism of
(122)Hoskyns, though in this review he observed that the Hellenistic

background had been over-emphasised "By recent writers whose aquaintance 

with the vital Biblical and Christian background is superficial; but it 

remains true that converts from 'higher paganism* recognised . 
that the Fourth Gospel spoke largely the language with which they were 

f a m i l i a r T o  some extent a very elementary distinction between 

the background of the author and that of the first readers would have 
helped clarify the situation,for in the earlier years there was nothing 

in Dodd*s understanding of the Fourth Gospel that demanded a Hellenistic 
background for the Fourth Evangelist. He did come to argue specifically 

for this. Noting that’both Howard and Strachan did justice to the Jewish 

background' of the Gospel and that Howard did full justice to the Hellen

istic element, Dodd argued, "The fact is that the fusion of Hebraic and 

Hellenistic thought is extraordinarily complete in the Fourth Gospel....
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Each sentence is apt to have more than one shade of meaning, according 

as it is approached from the Hebrew or Greek point of view; it has, so 

to speak, a stereoscopic depth of meaning*"^ That is the classical

Doddian position. It is also to be found in his review of Brown's commen

tary. Here he argued that 'Jewish* and 'Hellenistic* are not mutually 

exclusive categories, and that elements from both cultures may be found 

in the Fourth Gospel. However, Dodd thought that Brown had significantly 

over-emphasised the 'Jewish* at the expense of the 'Hellenistic*

Whilst he agreed that Brown* s "Demonstration, all the way through the 

commentary, of the deep Biblical roots of Johannine thought is impress- 
ive"^^^^\ he wondered whether Brown had recognised the full significance 

of his own demonstration of the indebtedness of Johannine thought to the 

sapiential tradition. He commented "It must be said, however, that it 
is just this Yfisdom strain in the Old Testament which is least distinct

ively Hebraic; it is, as Brown shows, the most'cosmopolitan* or 'ecumen
ical* Equally it might well be argued that it was precisely

because this literature was so 'cosmopolitan* that the Fourth Evangelist 

(and maybe his first readers) would not have had to have that background 

knowledge of Greek philosophy, and the higher religions of paganism that 

Dodd suggests. He went on to argue that "If we set the Fourth Gospel in 

its place in the canon as a whole, the features vdiich plainly set it 

apart from the rest are surely not those based on the Old Testament, 

which is a part of the common heritage, but those which can be shown 

to have Hellenistic a f f i n i t i e s . A g a i n  he argued that it was the 
Hellenistic reader who would be attracted to the Fourth Gospel and that 

"The mainstream course of early Christian theology was (for good or ill) 
strongly Hellenized, and the Fourth Gospel was its inspiration more than 
any other canonical writing^  ̂ Even at this point it remains to be
asked why'Dodd failed to make the distinction between the background of 

the author and that of the readers.

Dodd knew it was wrong to start with the pre-supposition that
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Jewish and Hellenistic influence should he opposed to each: other.

This was clearly established by his own research in "The Bible and the 

G r e e k s " ^ . ( A g a i n  it appears that Dodd's understanding of the 

Evangelist is the crucial factor in any discussion of the background of

the Fourth Gospel. This was classically expressed in an analogy which

he used on at least four occasions. It is to be found in his review of

Brown, but more fully expressed in "The Fourth Gospel and Christian
W o r s h i p Writing of the Logos, Dodd suggested "This means that 

we are concerned with something going far beyond a mere fusion of 

Hellenic and Hebraic ideas. Like Abt Vogler, who in his music made 'of 

three sounds not a fourth sound but a star*, John has made out of the 
two hemispheres of thought and experience, joined in a single term, a

( 132)new category to comprehend a new and unique fact." The unique

fact was the Incarnation.

Such is the consistent broad sweep of Dodd's thought and its 

classical expression. As we review its development it needs to be 
asked whether Dodd could (my italics) in fact do justice to the 

Hebraic element in this perfect fusion. This question must be asked 
because "The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel" climaxes a period in 

which Dodd argued for the necessity (my italics) of Greek thought 
for the expression of the Gospel. Moreover, as his review of Brown's 

commentary indicates, right at the end of his career Dodd still argued 

that the distinctive elements of the Fourth Gospel are Hellenistic 

rather than Hebraic.

We shall see this development in Dodd* s thought by beginning with 
an examination of his position in the years 1935-36, and then briefly 

move tp the early period, and in more detail to his later writings.

In his Cambridge Inaugural Lecture Dodd observed that by the end of 

the nineteenth century "Our, science moved from anatomy to beoology, the 
study of the organism in its h a b i t a t . A l t h o u g h ,  as demonstrated 

earlier, Dodd did not see the continuation of this study as part of the
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agenda for New Testament criticism, he v/as content with the results. As 

far as Dodd is concerned these results in this period are set out in 

"The Background of the Fourth Gospel."^ These results may be set out

in a series of propositions:
Firstly, the acknow^-edgement that the Fourth Gospel is unique so 

that any search for parallels may be dangerous^^but nonetheless 

he asserted "Its thought is related to a context, and must be inter

preted with reference to ideas which were familiar to the author 

and his first readers."^
Secondly, it is clear that the Gospel has a setting within primitive 

Christianity; "...the common Christianity of the first century does 
lie behind this Gospel, and...readers who were f^iliar-with it..© 

would find here much that was familiar, from which they could 

advance to its new and unfamiliar t e a c h i n g . D o d d  was not 

sure whether the Gospel was written to confirm, and nourish the 
faith of the Christian or to convert the religionsly-questing 

citizen of the Greek world to the Christian faith. Although this 

ambiguity remains, there is no real doubt that Dodd instinctively 

thought that the Fourth Evangelist was writing for 'outsiders';

"It seems that he has composed his work in such a way that it 
could be read with understanding by those who had no more than 

a superficial acquaintance with Christianity."^^As Dodd saw 
it, the Evangelist had to be aware not only of the needs of the 

Greek world, but also of the answers given by various philos
ophies and religions of that world. On the other hand, there is 

so much in the Fourth Gospel that can only be understood by one 
within the Christian tradition that one doubts whether conversion 

of the 'higher pagan* is the major aim of the Gospel. In passing, 

it IS worth noting that Dodd thought of primitive Christianity as 
a much more homogeneous movement than, for example, did Bultmann. 

Here,^too, in Dodd's thought there seems to be another indication
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of that centripetal understanding that was a feature of his 

thought at this stage.
Thirdly, a setting is proposed within Rabbinic Judaism. It is 

significant that he placed this first in his consideration of 
the non-Christian background and argued that the Gospel "Could

(139))iardly be read without some knowledge of Judaism." As is

well known, the opening of "The Interpretation of the Fourth 

Gospel" owes much to this article. It is significant that this 

setting in Rabbinic Judaism is not placed in such a prominent 
position in the later book. By the time of the publication of 

"The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel" Dodd seems to have 

been convinced that the swing towards the importance of the 
Jewish background of the Fourth Gospel had gone too far. In 
1935, however, he seems to have implicitly accepted the growing 

tendency to see a much more significant Jewish background than 
had been thought at all likely in the early years of this century, 

Fourthly, a setting within Greek philosophy and higher paganism 

is discussed. Dodd argued that
"It is obvious that it (the Fourth Gospel) has an affinity with 

Platonic thought. It is not necessary to suppose that the 
Evangelist was acquainted with Plato's writings. The theory of 

a world of eternal forms, of which the phenomena are the shadows, 
reflections or symbols, had found wide acceptance, and in one 

form or another it reappears in almost all types of religious 
philosophy in the Hellenistic world. It seems clear that a 

theory of this kind underlines the Evangelist's use of symbolism, 

and assists his doctrine of the Incarnation and Sacraments.

There is no doubt that Dodd valued Platonism both for its own 

salce-and as part of the background of ike Fourth Gospel. The 
Fourth Gospel also has points of contact with Higher Paganism;

"In any case the affinities of thought and language between the
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Fourth Gospel and some of the Hermetica are undeniable, and they are 

unlikely to be due (in most cases at any rate) to Christian 

f influence upon pagan w r i t e r s . T h e  Fourth Gospel and the

Hermetica are addressed to a similar public. It is likely that 

Dodd did not give enough significance to the differences between 

the writings Again Dodd seems to have become more impressed

by the significance of this background; in "The Interpretation of 

the Fourth Gospel" this setting is discussed first after the 
setting in primitive Christianity.

Fifthly, a setting within Hellenistic Judaism is proposed but 

this is not valued as highly as that setting within Greek philos
ophy and higher paganism.

Finally, some setting within Gnosticism is found, but here the 

differences are thought to be more significant than the similar

ities.

Vfithin this article Dodd argued that if the Fourth Gospel were 

approached by way of the Synoptics, then "We are struck by those elements 
in it which seems to have little to do with the original Christian trad

itions, these elements which in fact turn out to belong to the Hellen
istic environment; and we are disposed to think that Christianity is 

being obscured by alien s p e c u l a t i o n . " Y e t  if we approach it as 

the first readers, for whom these Greek ideas were pre-suppositions^ might 

well have done, then what is unique about Christianity stands out. This 

id the Incarnation: "It was quite new to Hellenistic thought, and destined 

to transform i t ^  ̂

In his Cambridge Inaugural Lecture, the same emphases as those 
noted above sre to be found but also some timely j^arnings;

"Our commentaries have indeed been enriched with an astonishing 

assortment of 'parallels' diligently collected from every part of 
the Hellenistic underworld.... .They are often adduced as evidence 

for the 'derivation' of this or that element in early Christianity
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from Hellenistic sources of one kind or another...,My impression, 

however, is that marry such attempts so far have something hasty 

( and premature about them. Their implied estimate of early Christ

ianity as one more amalgam of half-digested ideas drawn from 

Hellenistic sources, with a larger contribution from popular 

Judaism than is usual in such an amalgam, is made possible only 

bv an insufficiently critical treatment of the textual material, 

and by an inadequate comprehension of the character of the New 

Testament itself.
Here he also warned against neglecting the Semitic factor in the New 

Testament generally

That in brief is the classical Doddian position. This position

was outlined as early as 1926 in "The Gospel in the New Testament «

Two years later in an argument which impressed Howard because is avoided 

the pitfalls of over-polarisation, Dodd wrote:
"The Gospel is in fact one of the most remarkable examples in
all the literature of the period, of the profound inter-penetration 

of Greek and Semitic thought.....Nowhere more evidently than here 

does early Christianity take its place as the natural leader in 
new ways of thought, uniting in itself the main tendencies of the 

time, yet exercising its authority over them by virtue of the 

creative impulse proceeding from its Founder

In an era that had been content to describe the Fourth Gospel as the
Gospel of Hellenism, Howard described Dodd*s understanding as "That 

admirable characterization of the Gospel",^  ̂ although he warned 

against letting the recently respectable interest in the Jewish back

ground prove too much.^^^^^ Yet is seems as early as 1928 that Dodd was 

stressing the importance of the Hellenistic contribution;
"Consciously the heir of the most powerful religious tradition 

in the ancient world, that of the Jews, it (the Christian Church)
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found itself able also to interpret and even to incorporate 
the deepest elements in Hellenistic philosophy and religion.••• 

f The historian of Greek thought can trace a true continuity running

through all its stages, in which the New Testament forms a vital 

link. It is in fact even more than the Septuagint a department 

of Hellenistic* literature 

It was in this period that he severely criticised Bernard for ignoring 
the Greek background of the Fourth Gospel and two years later explicitly 

emphasised that the Fourth Evangelist was the 'Master Propagator* of 

Christianity to the Greek world.^ ^ ^

Another fairly full discussion of the background of the Fourth 

Gospel may be found in "Present Tendencies in the Criticism of the Gospels" 

1932. The distinctive feature of this discussion was that Dodd was prep

ared to take seriously the possibility of an Aramaic original behind the 

Fourth Gospel. In his review of Bernard's commentary he wrote, "Once 

again we have a competent Semitist refusing to accept Burney s alluring 

theory of an Aramaic original",^ ^  ̂but three years later he was more 
complimentary. Even if he did not accept the thesis, he observed "But 

he (Burney) has compelled us all to admit that behind the Gospel in 
Greek, or behind portions of it, lies a mind that thought iR. Aramaic rr.-,the 

mind therefore of a Jew and not of a Greek."^ ^  ̂ Five years later as 
part of the evidence that the Fourth Gospel and the First Epistle were 

written by different authors, Dodd argued that the Fourth Evangelist, 

unlike the author of the First Epistle, was bilingual  ̂ Also in 
"Present Tendencies in the Criticism of the Gospels" Dodd again emphasised 

points of contact with Rabbinic Judaism and found a setting in Gnosticism 
here seen, with the Hermetic corpus being cited as evidence, as a pre- 

QEristian movement While he did not accept the Mandaean theory as

put forward -by Bultmann, Dodd agreed that we must allow for the possibility 

that "There was in Christianity from its earliest times a strain of 

thought more closely akin to the gnostic movement than we have supposed



and that, though the Fourth Gospel itself may be a relatively late 

composition, it works with ideas which were not alien to early Christ

ianity

Faced with a trend in the late thirties that was emphasising more 

the importance of the Jewish background of the Fourth Gospel, Dodd 

emphasised much more the Hellenistic part of the perfect fusion that is 

to be found in the Fourth Gospel. Much of this may be seen in his essay 
in the Harvard tercentenary volume, "Independence. Convergence and 

Borrowing in Institutions, Thought and Art". 1937» Dodd's essay was 

entitled, "Hellenism and Christianity" . T h e  expected emphases are 

here but there are some advances towards the new Doddian emphasis© 

Certainly he continued to stress the perfect f u s i o n ^ b u t  he continued 

"When Christianity prevailed (over Neoplatonism), it did not mean the 

defeat of the Greek spirit. It meant that the Greek heritage was taken 

up into a larger, more inclusive c o n t e x t M o r e o v e r  it is in this 

essay that we discover why, in Dodd* s view, the perfect fusion was 

successful; "The attempt succeeds because it is made, not,as in the case 
of Philo (for example), directly in the interest of religious syncretism, 

but under the impulse of a powerful new experience which demands the 
resources of both Greek and Jewish thought to express it".( my italics). 
(l60) The Fourth Evangelist's indebtedness to Higher Paganism is

spelt out; "If we read such Hermetic tractates as Poimandres, The Bowl, 
the Key of Hermes, and the De Regeneratione, we have before us the scheme 

upon which the Johannine conception of salvation is moulded ( my italics)".
This whole discourse is enriched because it is now possible to see 

it within the wider context of the Incarnation; "The age-long adventure 

of Greek thought proceeds, with richer data and in .a larger universe of 

d i s c o u r s e E v e n  if we take into account the title of the volume 

and the sire'ss on the supreme importance of the Incarnation, there is 

little doubt that Dodd'"s thought has moved significantly. Here explicitly 

is the assertion that the full significance of the Christian Gospel cannot
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be expressed without Greek thought, and that once it is so expressed,
"The age-long adventure of Greek (sic) thought proceeds." What now of 

the Hebraic part of this perfect fusion? Inadequate or temporary would 

seem to be the descriptions required. In this volume v/e can see Dodd's 

own reconciliation of Greek and Hebraic thought, and the dominance of 

Greek thought inherent in Dodd's o?m position.

This was in 1937, but in 1938 there is more than a hint that Dodd 

did not totally accept this position himself. In short that there is a 

contradiction in Dodd's thinking. In "History and the Gospel" Dodd argued 

in a way that anticipated his later work, "According to the Scriptures" .

He wrote, "The study of testimony books has led to the conclusion that 
the application of^prophecy was probably the earliest form of Christian 

theological t h o u g h t . I n  a footnote to that statement Dodd suggested 

"I would observe in passing that this fact determined once for all that 

Christian theology should preserve at bottom its Hebraic character, how

ever widely Hellenistic categories might be used."^ It is impossible

to reconcile this position with that outlined immediately above, where 

much more than the mere expression of the Gospel is implied. There is

some contradiction here; it is not trite to observe that Dodd was a

Classicist before he became a Hebraist. Even in this period Dodd did 
not ignore the uniqueness of Christianity and the offence it caused the 

Greek world;
"It is possible, by sympathetically studying, say, the Hermetic 

writings, to put oneself temporarily into the position of those
Greeks, and to feel just how foolish this 'word of the cross'

must have sounded. It might be stated in Hellenistic terms, but 

it shattered the pre-suppositions of Hellenistic religion....A

deeper appreciation of the background compels one to recognise
t (165)the unity and uniqueness of the New Testament."

Thus in an era in which the Jewish dimension of the Fourth Gospel 
was stressed, Dodd came to hold the view that Greek thought was necessary
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for the full expression of the Gospel and that this full expression 
may he seen in the Fourth Gospel, Illustrating his own pre-dilection,

Dodd overstressed this Hellenistic dimension. This became the definitive 

Doddian stance, held until the end of his career. Dodd knew that he was 
already out of step with the majority of Johannine scholars in this period.

Dodd’s rather odd position within Johannine scholarship at this 

time may be illustrated from his review of Strachan’s "The Fourth Gospel; 

its Significance and Environment" and Howard's "fhristianity According 

to St. John" . He acknowledged that both books stressed the importance 

of the Jewish b a c k g r o u n d F o r  example, whereas Dodd argued that 

the Logos had to be understood in both its Hebrew and Hellenistic back

ground, both Howard and Strachan argued that it was primarily to be 

understood in terms of the Old Testament and the Sophia-Torah figure of 
Judaism. Dodd warned specifically against ignoring the Hellenistic aspect 

of Johannine thought,^^ but he also noted that neither Howard nor 
Strachan needed this warning; "Neither of these books leaves the Hellen

istic element aside; Dr.. Howard certainly does full justice to it."^

This may^of course,be true for it is a value judgement, but it must not 

be allowed to conceal the fact that Howard's thought was moving in the 

opposite . direction to Dodd's. Referring the reader to his earlier "The 
Fourth Gospel in recent Criticism and Interpretation" for matters of 

introduction, Howard noted "On one subject he feels that insufficient 
attention was then given to an important result of recognizing that the 

Johannine writings are essentially Jewish in their background and texture 

of thought."^^^^^ Howard agreed that Hellenistic Judaism was "Becoming 

increasingly acclimatized in the world of Hellenism. But the more closely 

the Johannine writings are studied the more clearly does the Jewish 

character of both language and thought stand out."^ ^  ̂ In additional 

Note "A" he cited H. Pribnow* s "Die Johanneische Anschauung vom *Leben'_", 

1934, which demonstrated "That a whole group of terms are missing in the

Johannine writings which are exceedingly common in the contemporary
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literature of the Hellenistic world, and which might seem to come 
inevitably into the vocabulary of a writer whose cardinal conception is 

' l i f e * ^  Especially one might add in one whose work is to express 

the Gospel in a way that the Hellenistic world might respond to.it»

Dodd's review failed to comment on this argument which was damaging to 

his thesis; he merely repeats the thesis.^ ^  ̂ The review is not, as 

such, a 'review'; it is a survey of Johannine studies as Dodd saw it 
and a re-affirmation of his position, \7hen Dodd directed attention to 

Howard's statement about the essential Jewish character of the Johanmne 
writings it was specifically in the context of the debate between them 

about the authorship of the First Epistle. Dodd argued that Howard's 

thesis could not be applied "To the Epistle, which is perhaps the least 

Jewish of all the New Testament writings, and one of the most deeply 

affected by Hellenistic i n f l u e n c e s . T h u s  implicitly Howard's 
case in respect of identical authorship fell. One reason why Dodd's 

work on the Johannine epistles is so dated is that apparently he has 
no knowledge of sectarian Judaism. Dodd's review of Howard is hardly 

satisfactory•

Dodd argued that Strachan had not done as full justice to the 

Hellenistic element as Howard. If this is a fair verdict, it was 

certainly not Strachan's intention, for he asserted "An attempt will 

be made in this chapter (chapter V, The Environment of the Gospel) to 

analyse the atmosphere of religious thou^t that prevailed in the Graeco- 

Roman world, particularly in Asia Minor when the Fourth Gospel was 
p u b l i s h e d S t r a c h a n  placed the Fourth Gospel in the same period 
as Dodd; 90-110 A.D. Thus Strachan set himself the same task as Dodd. 

Their conclusions were radically different. Whereas Dodd argued that 

the religious quest of the ancient world was not in vain and that there 

were many points of contact between the Fourth Gospel and the religious 

and philosophical traditions of the Hellenistic world, Strachan affirmea 

"There was little in their doctrinal position which could afford common



ground with the Christian f a i t h . p^e difference is fundamental;
"The Jesus of the Fourth Gospel is presented as drawing to Himself all 

the best thought in the contemporary world, and also as largely antago
nistic to We have seen that Dodd had argued that Christianity

was destined to challenge many of the pre—suppositions of Greek thought 

and indeed to transform them. Yet Strachan, emphasising the note of 

hostility to be found in the Fourth Gospel, argued that there was a 

fundamental incompatibility. He continued by emphasising the Jewish 

character of the Gospel; "Yet our study will show how essentially Jewish 

is the basis of all (my italics) , the Evangelist* s interpretation 
of the Christian f a i t h , " a n d  ."The writer is clèarly a Jew of Pales

tine, and both his language and thought are cast in a Jewish m o u l d . ^  ^

Strachan*s discussion of the background of the Fourth Gospel 

follows as naturally his understanding of the purpose of the Gospel as 

Dodd's understanding follows his. Strachan argued that the Gospel was 
va-itten for Christians, and within the Gospel we may discern the polemic 

of the Christian mission against Dispersion Judaism, although "Side by 
side, however, with this polemical strain, there appears a strong sense 

that Judaism and Christianity are closely r e l a t e d H e r e  is a view 
of the purpose of the Fourth Gospel utterly unlike Dodd* s in this period. 

That it is closer to the current prevailing opinion is beside the point. 

Dodd, however, did not appear to consider it necessary to draw the reader* s 

attention to an opinion so at variance with his own understanding of the 

purpose of the Gospel. This is similar to the weakness of this review 

already noted, and again shows Dodd not willing to comment on such a 

different opinion.

Strachan did not ignore the wider b a c k g r o u n d . ^ W h e n  he turned 

to this wider environment it was to Stoicism..and not to Platonism that he 

turned. It*was to a 'popular* Stoicism;
"It ought to be’ distinctly understood at the outset, that when we
speak of Stoicism as part of the environment of the Fourth Gospel,
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we are not speaking of a merely academic system. Academic systems 
of thought, at least those that are as tenacious of life as Stoicism,

'• gradually permeate into the regions of popular thought, and ordin

ary men begin to talk and think more or less unconsciously in terms 

of them. It is in this sense that the Gospel may be said to have

any relation to Stoic thought.
» •

Thus 'popular* Stoicism is substituted in place of Dodd's popular Platonism. 

Significantly the Fourth Gospel is opposed to such Stoicism; "These aspects, 

then, of human freedom and deliverance from fear, so strongly emphasized 
in this Gospel, can only be regarded as developed in oppostion to some

such environment as we have attempted here."^^^^^ Yet again Dodd did

not find it necessary to draw the reader* s attention to a view so unlike 

his own; he simply re-stated his v i e w L i k e  Dodd, Strachan held 

that Christianity could not be indebted to the mystery religions because 

of the historical reality of the Incarnation.^ Here, too, he held

common ground with Dodd but, unlike Dodd, Strachan argued that the Hermetic 

writings came from a mystery religions sect and warned against seeing any 

significant indebtedness to them.^^^^^

Here, then, in brief compass we may see similarities and essential 

differences between Dodd and Strachan. The differences are more signifi

cant that the similarities even if Strachan*s picture of the Fourth 
Evangelist is wider than he admitted for he is one who has sufficient 

knowledge to attack Gnosticism, the mystery religions and 'popular*
S t o i c i s m . T h e  work of Howard and Strachan indicate a tendency in 

Johannine studies that was other than Dodd* s. In his review, Dodd did 
not attempt to argue with these works; in fact he seems to have ignored 
their case, and this underscores the impression that so much of Dodd's 

Johannine study was carried out within a school of one, his own. At 
this time h'fe was emphasising the importance of the Hellenistic background 

of the Fourth Gospel and did not attempt to do justice to the stress that 

these two scholars placed on the Jewish background. At times he interpreted
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that stress, as though it were identical to his own*

Exactly the same Doddian position was held until the end of his 

career. This might easily be seen in his commentary on the Johannine 

Epistles where he argued that his "Interpretation....has in large measure 

emerged from studies primarily directed towards the understanding of the 

Fourth Gospel in its contemporary setting."^ This interpretation
flowered in "The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel" By this time Dodd 

again acknowledged that he was out of step. This may be seen in Accordir^

to the Scriptures" . 1952;
"It is certainly true that the development of Christian theology was 

profoundly influenced by the religious thought of Hellenism, and it 
cannot be questioned that this influence was already at work in the 

New Testament, notably in some parts of the Pauline Epistles, in 

the Epistle to the Hebrews, and in the Fourth Gospel. I see no 

reason to regret this, or to make any such attempts to minimise 

it as are often made at this present time.....1 am not among those 
who deplore their (Origen, Augustine, Thomas Aquinas) influence, 

nor I persuaded by those who tell us that the great task of 
theologians of this generation is to purge Christianity of the 

last dregs of Platonism."^
Dodd continued to hold this stance to the end; as will be argued, he never 

came to terms with the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls. The same comment 
that he made of Bernard* s alleged refusal to consider the Hellenistic 

background of the Fourth Gospel might more aptly be made of Dodd* s mention

ing the Dead Sea Scrolls in only six places in "Historical Tradition in
( 189lthe Fourth Gospel",

At the same time as he was tenaciously holding to this definitive 

stance about the background and purpose of the Fourth Gospel, Dodd was
I

recovering an ancient source, with Southern Palestinian connections, 

behind the Fourth Gospel. As will be argued, his understanding of the 
Evangelist* s relationship to that tradition is so unsatisfactory ,



precisly because he could not change his definitive stance* It is not 
unreasonable to suggest that Dodd could not adapt to the implications of 

èis later work simply because he could not change his picture of the 

Evangelist.
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Summary.

This chapter has demonstrated where Dodd stood on critical 

matters throughout his long career# For the most part he has not 

changed his mind# In respect of date and authorship there has been 

no significant movement# Throughout there has been an emphasis on 

Christianity as an historical religion# Similarly, Dodd has main

tained there is some ancient independent historical tradition behind 

the Fourth Gospel# He consistently understood the Evangelist as the 

’Master Propagator* of Christianity to the Hellenistic world# He found, 

in the Fourth Gospel a theological maturity, which, while this was 
never explicitly stated, seemed to demand a comparatively late date.

On certain issues Dodd changed his mind, sometimes radically# 

Perhaps the most important was. his understanding of the extent of the 
ancient tradition, and its use for a reconstruction of the life and 

teaching of Jesus# This invloved him in a radical re-assessment of 

the relationship of the Fourth Gospel to the Synoptics# Similarly, 

he came to reject theories of partition, redaction and textual dis

placement# There has been some movement in his understanding of the 
Evangelist’s indebtedness to Paul. At the end of his discussion in 

"The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel", Dodd argued that any 

influence was minimal.

Vfhile Dodd enjoyed a reputation for being prepared to change 

his mind, in essentials the Doddian stance has not changed. More 

seriously, in reviews, Dodd did not grapple with, or even direct his 

readers attention to, ideas which challenged his own position#
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The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel•

"The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel" was published in 1953^ 

it was to have been part of a trilogy. Seventeen years after he had 

announced that the understanding of the Fourth Gospel was the ’yardstick’ 
by which his generation of New Testeiment scholars would be assessed, Dodd 

published his first massive work on the Fourth Gospel. As we have seen 

in the previous chapter, for many years Dodd concerned himself with the 

Fourth Gospel, and much of that early work finds classical expression 
here. Nonetheless, it seems that Dodd was recognised as a Johannine 
scholar only after this work was published. Whilst one must not over

emphasise this fact, A.M. Hunter in his "Interpreting the New Testament 

1900-50 does not mention Dodd in his section of the Fourth Gospel. On 

the other hand,' a good many reviewers noted that Dodd’s great work was
(l)the product of many years’ work.

Our intention firstly, is to place this work in its Doddian context. 

There is no doubt that it fulfils many of the expectations aroused in his 

Cambridge Inaugural Lecture, and is the classical expression of the belief 

firmly held that the major task of Johannine studies was that of inter
pretation. Secondly, to place the work in its context in British scholar

ship, and thirdly, to assess its impact upon that scholarship as shown in 

reviews.

In order to place this work in its context in British scholarship 

it is to be compared, where appropriate, with Howard’s "Christianity 

according to St. John". 1943, the commentaries of B.C. Hoskyns, 1940, and 

C.K. Barrett, 1955, and J.N. Saunders "The Fourth Gospel in the Early 
Church".^^^ It has been argued earlier that much of Dodd’s work is 

characterised by an absence of citations from other scholars. This may 

easily be tabulated as follows:-



Interpretation Howard Barrett

Bernard 0 9 1̂

Bultraann 7 . 9  30

Hoskyns 0 0 18

Howard 0 *" 49

Strachan 0 — 3

There is diffiojlty in evaluating this evidence, but Dodd had 

reviewed the commentaries of Bernard and Hoskyns, Howard* s "Christianity 

according to St. John", and Strachan*s "The Fourth Gospel: its Signifir 
cance and Environment" A s  his career came to its zenith. Dodd was 

apparently not that concerned with the arguments and discussions of 
fellow scholars; they, on the other hand, were certainly influenced by 

his work, much of which is heavily indebted to this doyen of British 

Johannine scholarship.

Overview.

Dodd outlined the purpose of the book; "The scope of this book is 

restricted to the attempt to establish some general principles and lines 

of direction for the interpretation of the Fourth G o s p e l . T h e  work 
is divided into three parts, yet these parts are inter-dependent, and 

go to make up one carefully and powerfully developed argument. It is 

not, as such, a commentary. There were those who explicitly welcomed 
this fact; "But this, (the attempt to establish some general principles) 

is the greatest service anyone can render to those who approach the study 

of this Gospel; it is really of far greater value than a detailed verse 

by verse commentary, and it may be said at once that Dodd has succeeded 

in what he set himself to do. This new map of the interior will be in
dispensable to all future explorers of the heights and depths which still 

lie undiscovered in the celestial and yet terrestrial regions of those
( 5)twenty-one chapters of such seemingly artless language."

Dodd argued that throughout the whole Gospel the reader "Finds it
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impossible to satisfy himself regarding the meaning of the text without 
raising prior questions involving the whole universe of discourse, within 

which, the thought of the Gospel moves*•• .Thus in the study of this Gospel, 

exegesis of the text,, and interpretation in the wider sense, are inter

dependent to an unusual d e g r e e T h u s ,  the first one-hundred and thirty 

pages are, to use Dodd’s image, occupied with the taking of * soundings* in 
the various possible backgrounds. Part two of the book is entitled "Leading 

Ideas"; this discussion covers some one-hundred and fifty pages. F.N. Davey

was very impressed by this section;
"This, in its turn, might at first sight be taken for the block of 
’detached notes* familiar in modern commentaries. It is something 

very different : a very carefully articulated study covering, by 
means of one method of analysis, what will be covered again, by 

another method of analysis in part three....Dr. Dodd makes this 
part a single integrated study. Gerhard Kittel once said that 
the task for British theologians was neither to translate, nor yet 

to try to emulate the Theologisches Worterbuch sum Neuen Testament, 

but to move forward to the next stage. Dr. Dodd’s treatment of 

these Leading Ideas suggests that the next stage might well consist 

in the examination of interrelated themes, un confined, by the 

sometimes artificial limitations of a dictionary treatment, but . 
disciplined by the realistic boundaries of their combination in

m Ct )a single document or corpus of documents."
Part Three is called "Argument and Structure": this, which is indeed 

neither commentary nor paraphrase, covers the next one-hundred and fifty 

four pages. Davey described it well, "It is a detailed and documented 

exposition of the author* s mind and design, as revealed in the Gospel 

which lies before us".^®^ The work ends with a comparatively short 

appendix of.some eleven pages dealing with the historical aspect.

This work was exceptionally well received in scholarly circles.

It is no exaggeration to say that never before has a book been so well



received by so many. This may be briefly illustrated from some reviews: 

"There can be little doubt that this is Dodd's magnum opus - not, maybe 

his most seminal and stimulating volume but certainly, in point of mere
( 9)erudition and mature, scholarship, his greatest achievement." W. Grossouw, 

citing P. Winter, "It was not without reason that it has been typified as 

a.book 'such as only one is written in a country in the course of a genera

tion' R . Bultmaiin in a major review, which was in parts critical,

noted that it was "The result of an epoch of research, to which the author 

himself has made outstanding contributions", and in a word described

the book as " b r i l l i a n t " . J . J .  Collins continued the praise, "A new 

book of such proportions from the pen of Professor Dodd is an event of 

prime importance in the biblical field, and readers will not be disappoint- 

Similar value judgements were passed by many scholars

There was almost universal regret about the appendix; typical of 

the value judgements are these:— "At the end is added a rather sketchy

appendix on the historical aspect of the Gospel,"^ and "The appendix

on the historical aspect of the Gospel is evidently an afterthought, and 

one that might well have been omitted."^  ̂ Yet Dodd’s own published 

work had led the scholarly world to believe that this aspect was important 

and that he would address himself to it; in the fullness of time, he did.
C ̂ 7)Whilst there were those who were satisfied with the appendix there is 

no doubt that it is of less value than the rest of the book. It also indi

cates that a great scholar could not write a book at this era in Johannine 

studies without paying at least minimal attention to the problem, although 

Bultmann was totally correct in his assertion that "The interpretation is 

not governed by the desire to make use of the Gospel of John as a source 

for the historical life of J e s u s . ^  Within a year of the publication 

of this work Dodd was indeed recovering and describing the independent 

Johannine‘strain of the tradition, and making use of it in a reconstruction 

of the life of J e s u s . " The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel" 

climaxes what might be called the earlier Doddian stance on the Fourth



Gospel, whereas "The Founder of Christianity” building on "Historical 

Tradition in the Fourth Gospel" represents a later stance. There are 

few indications that Dodd adapted the early stance to meet the requirments 

of the later, and indeed in his commentary he would have had no alterna

tive but to wrestle with the implications of the tensions inlierent in his 

two major works of Johannine scholarship.

Our discussion will continue by examining the major points of 

"The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel" « liVhere these accord with the 

Doddian stances outlined in chapter two, the purpose is to see how British 

scholarship reacted to their classical expression. There will be a case 

study of the "Knowledge of God" to illustrate Dodd* s essential method in 

part two, and an overview of part three.

"The Universe of Discourse"

In his revision of Howard’s "The Fourth Gospel in recent G r i t i c i ^  

and Interpretation" , Barrett compared the work of Bultmann, Dodd and 

Hoskyns:

"Hoskyns begins with the biblical world and Christian tradition 

and never moves outside that field. Professor Dodd — significantly — 

begins his book with an account of ’The Background* and interprets 

the Gospel as an attempt to communicate the Christian Message to 

the outside world * Dr. Bultmann goes further still, and believes 

that material of non-Christian origin was incorporated into the 

Gospel, though he believes that it was ’Christianised* in the 

process, and adapted to its new, biblical e n v i r o n m e n t ^  ^

These were the three significant possibilities facing Johannine scholars 

at this time. Nineham rightly criticised Hoskyns arguing that his attempt 

was an effort at ’by passing’ the whole problem "Interpreting the author* s 

words withoiit discovering exactly the context of discourse in which he 

used them, or even assuming that there is a New Testament context of 

discourse which is the same for all variters, so that the meaning of the



words for the Fourth Evangelist can be determined from their meaning 
 ̂ ( 21 )for other New Testament writers."'  ̂ This is also a major weakness

of the centripetal approach urged by Dodd. We have argued that Hoskyns's 

commentary was a far more thorough—going example of this than The Inter

pretation of the Fourth Gosuel" and, as Nineham correctly argues, demon

strates its fundamental weakness.

There is, however, an inherent difficulty in establishing the 

universe of discourse. Nineham puts it well; "The right thought-forms  ̂

for the interpretation of the text can be derived only from the text

itself and yet th'ey are needed for the proper understanding of the
text"^^^^ Nineham thought that by isolating and facing the problem Dodd 

was able to put forward a method for solving it; herein is "One of the
(25)major contributions of the book."' Dodd followed the course outlined

in his Cambridge Inaugural lecture, but again the problem was to do 
justice - as Dodd would certainly want to — to the uniqueness of Christ

ianity or avoiding what Nineham has called the "Error of the religion- 

sgesohichtliche. Schule"' ^V"It is not just a matter of examining the 
Fourth Evangelist’s use of a particular phrase and then saying that since 

its use has close affinities with its use in one or more contemporary 
religious systems, they will give us the context of discourse in which

C 2 *5)the Johannine use is properly understood." Pursuing his understanding

of the ideal interpreter, Dodd recognised that "Even a unique use of terms 

rests on previous usage."^^^^ Thus, to continue to use Nineham* s words, 

Dodd has argued that a "Writer chooses such and such^ a word, or phrase 

to express his unprecedented meaning because something in its previous 

use makes it specially suitable for his purpose, and we shall not fully 

understand his new usage of it unless we know just what it was in its
( 27)previous usage that made him choose it." This may be so, but there

is an implicit pre-supposition here too. Dodd thought of the Fourth 

Evangelist as a missionary and it is necessary that a missionary begins 

where his listeners are. Moreover, as both Dodd and Hoskyns insisted



the Fourth Evangelist was a member of the primitive church so that the

language of early church was an important factor in determining his

'choice and use of terms. He was also a citizen of the Graeco-Roman
world and the really important question is, how much of John’s language

is to be explained in terms of the vocabulary of the primitive church.

It is an open question whether he owed as much to Hellenism as Dodd

suggests. Moreover, the besetting weakness of much biblical criticism

at this time was its insistent stress on the difference between Greek

and Hebrew thought. A weakness in Dodd’s criticism was his failure to

take the Dead Sea Scrolls seriously, thus indicating his own preference
( 28)for Hellenistic rather than Hebraic thought. On Nineham*s terms,

Dodd’s methodology was superior to Hoskyns's but a prior understanding 

of the Gospel and Evangelist are the major reasons for this.

From another prior understanding Dodd’s methodology seems suspect. 

This was the period in which the Hebraic background of the Fourth Gospel 

was being s t r e s s e d . T h u s  McCool saw rightly that Dodd’s work 

"Implicitly rejects the modern view which would interpret John exclusively 
in terms of Palestinian Judaism and primitive Christianity and very 

definitely turns back to the period when greater weight was placed on 
Hellenistic i n f l u e n c e s . D o d d  had never followed this line and the 

majority of reviewers accepted his position. Nineham argued that;
"One thing stands out; the examination of Greek religious ideas 

in the first section of the book pays rich dividends in the second- 

section. Professor Dodd is no blind Hellenist in his interpre
tations, but again and again it becomes clear that to ignore the 

Greek background of the Johannine words is to miss a great deal 

of what the Evangelist meant by them."^^^^ .

Dodd’s conclusion must be cited at length;
"While the evangelist stands within the general environment of 

primitive Christianity, and may in some measure have been influenced
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by Paul, he also shows affinities with certain tendencies in 

non—Christian thought. He is well aware of the teaching of 

Rabbinic Judaism, but only partly sympathetic to it. He is more 
sympathetically in touch with Hellenistic Judaism as represented 

by Philo. Like Philo himself, he is contact with the higher pagan 
thought of the time, as represented to us by the Hermetic litera

ture. 'Gnosticism* has in part the same roots as Johannine Christi
anity, and serves in some measure to illustrate Johannine concep

tions, but more by contrast than affinity. Mandaism turns out to 

be too late in date to be of any direct importance for our investi

gations, though in so far as it retains elements of earlier Gnosti

cism it may afford some illustrative parallels. Rabbinic Judaism, 

Philo and the Hermetica remain our most direct source for the back

ground of thought, and in each case the distinctive character of 

Johannine Christianity is brought out by observing the transform

ation wrought in ideas which it holds in common with other forms
(32)of religion."

Whilst Bruce contended that "The first (part) gives a wonderfully concise 

and scholarly survey of the variegated background against which the Evan

gelist w r o t e " , B a r t o n  was not impressed, suggesting that "The net
( 34)result of the investigation is not impressive" and that Dodd had

vastly overrated the influence of the Hermetic literature which was too 

late to have influenced the Fourth Evangelist.

Both Dodd and Bultmann sought to establish the universe of Discourse. 

In a recent article, Kysar has examined their attempts in regard to the 
Prologue and noted that only twenty of three-hundred and twenty citations 

of primary literature are held in common. We conflate his tables for
(35)the sake of convenience.



References. Distribution of references.

Literature No. Common No .
Dodd Bultmann 

No. 1

Old Testament 66 3 4 26 19 40 21

Classical 8 0 0 1 0.75 7 3

Apocryphal 64 12 18 17 12 47 25

Pseudepig-
raphical 22 0 0 0 0 22 11

Rabbini c 12 0 0 10 7 2 1

Hermetic 26 3 11 23 17 3 . 1

Philonic 58 2 3 51 38 7 3

Sub-apo stolic 40 0 0 1 0.75 39 20

Odes of Solo
mon and misc- 24 0 . 0 3 2 21 11
ellaneous
Despite Kysar* s skill in recovering these citations and presenting evidence 

in table form, it is still difficult to draw precise conclusions. His 

comparison is justified and it illustrates that, although both scholars 
attempt essentially the same task, they produce very different accounts 

of the universe of discourse. Problems still remain in the use of Kysar* s 

tables; for example, they may be significant if there is only one possible 

relevant referent* In the case of Dodd there is an obvious connection 

between the number of citations and his suggestion that Philonic, Rabb
inic and Hermetic literature supply the essential background for the 

Prologue. There is also a tendency in Dodd*s work for there to be an 
inclusive approach to the discussion of the background. Kysar has 
clearly-seen this; "He (Dodd) does not choose to say that the background 
for the passage lies alone in that body of literature which can clarify 

the most unusual and difficult parts of the passage....but in a combina
tion ̂ my italics) of all the background material found to have useful affin

ities to the p a s s a g e I t  appears that the centripetal approach is 

applied to the whole of the background and not just to the interpretation 

of the Gospel.



In this perceptive article, Kysar went on to make four criticisms 
of Bultmann and Dodd and concluded that New Testament scholars still 

require more precise historical methods to enable them to successfully 

undertake the task that these two great scholars attempted. Kysar argued 

that their appeals to extra-New Testament evidence were so vastly different 

that their methodology was open to question. In our view these appeals 

were the result of pre-suppositions that each brought to the problem. A 

further weakness is that both cite later literature-Dodd accepts that 

the Hermetica was written in the second and third centuries- whilst 

Bultraann uses sub-apostolic literature and the Odes of Solomon accepting 

that it was written down later than the Fourth Gospel - as evidence for 

a * thought form* that in its earlier oral form influenced the Fourth 

Evangelist. Finally, neither scholar apparently refers to primary sources 

in their discussion on the Rabbinic influence both being dependent upon 

H.L. Strack and P. Billerbeck "Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aps Ta^mud 
und Midrasch." Both scholars acknowledge this dependence, but this is a 

marked deficiency in Dodd when he has claimed that precisely this back

ground is one of the key factors in understanding the Prologue specifi-
(37)cally, and the Fourth Gospel generally.



"The Universe of Discourse" - the Hermetic Literature.»

Within part one, Dodd devotes twice as much space to the Hermetic 

literature as to any other background. In the index locorum there are 

an impressive number' of references, more than to any other single source 

other than the Gospel of John. In fact, they total approximately the 

same as the total number of references to all the Synoptic Gospels. A 
good number of reviewers doubted whether there was any justification for 

citing the Corpus Hermeticum. In that this reservation was connected 

with date, Dodd tried to pre-empt the criticism, arguing that the oldest 

were not that much later, and that "The type of religious thought they 

represent can be traced to an earlier period. In particular, its essen
tials seem to be pre-supposed in Philo, for while the non-Hebraic strain 

in Philo’s thought often recalls the Hermetica quite strikingly, I can 
find no grounds for concluding that they were directly influenced by 

Philo."^^^) There were other scholars who welcomed this concentration 
on the Hermetica; M.S. Enslin may be taken as typical. To me personally 

his full and careful survey of the Hermetic literature was one of the
(39)most rewarding and instructive sections of the book." There was no

doubt that scholars recognised that they were reading the work of an 

expert in the field. This reputation was established by "The Bible and 
the Greeks". 1935. Without undervaluing previous studies on the Herm

etica, there is little doubt that English-speaking scholars were for 

the first time able to react to an extensive study of the relationship 

between the Fourth Gospel and the Hermetica. In the English-speaking 
world, Dodd* s was the first truly significant study. Dodd found in that 

literature, as well as in the Fourth Gospel, the fusion of the Hebraic 

and the Hellenistic. Dodd* s position in "The Interpretation of 

Fourth Gospel" was to emphasise the value of the Hermetica. This may 

be seen by placing in table form the order in which he dealt with the 

various areas of thought.



The Background of the Fourth The Interuretation.of the Fourth
Gospelf 1935 Gosuel. 1953

Setting.in early Christianity Setting in early Christianity

Rabbinic Judaism Higher religion of Hellenism,
Hermetica

Greek philosophy and Higher Hellenistic Judaism
Paganism

Hellenistic Judaism Rabbinic Judaism
Gnosticism Gnosticism

Mandaism

In the later discussion the Hermetica is dealt within its own right and 

placed in its position of priority as Dodd saw it. This judgement is 
not derived solely from its position in the table, but in the total con

text of Dodd* s use of the Hermetica for understanding the universe of 

discourse of the Fourth Evangelist. In this he was certainly going 

against the tide of critical opinion, although that tide had been influ

enced by the then recent insistence on the essential Hebraic nature of 

the Fourth Gospel.

Vfhat must be borne in mind here is that Dodd has never claimed 

that the Fourth Gospel was indebted to the Hermetica. "There is no book, 

either in the New Testament or outside it, which is really like ( w  - 
italics) the Fourth Gospel. Nevertheless, its thought implies a certain 

background of ideas with which the author could assume his readers to be 

f a m i l i a r T h u s  all that is being claimed is, that
"We are to think of the work as addressed to a wide public con

sisting primarily of devout and thoughtful persons...in the varied 

and cosmopolitan society of a great Hellenistic city such as 

Ephesus under the Roman Empire. In what follows I propose to 

take soundings here and there in the religious literature of 

thst time and region, with a view to reconstructing in some 
measure the background of thought which the Evangelist pre

supposed in his readers^^  ̂ In his insistence that the Fourth



Gospel was not indebted to the Hermetica, Dodd echoed the position of 

Estlin Carpenter;
i "Vfith some common religious terminology, and corresponding appeals

to analogous phases of inner experience, the Hermetica and the 
Fourth Gospel seem wholly independent. Each makes its own contri

bution to the spiritual life of its age in its o’wn form. Each 

seeks the knowledge of God, and each finds it in a communion opened 

to the soul from the divine side by an act of grace. The Greek
(42)mystic realises it through Nature, the Christian through Christ «

A similar point was made by M.E. Lyman for whom the differences were more 

significant than the s i m i l a r i t i e s . D o d d  was, as we have seen, not 

unaware of these differences. One of the decisive problems here is when 

is a similarity a parallel? When is an identical expression of an idea 

within the fairly limited confines of religious vocabulary an indebtedness? 

It might be fairly argued that the absence of a group of terms is more 

significant than those held in common. As we have seen in Howard’s 
"Christianity According to St. John". Dodd was made aware of Pribnow* s 

contention that four such important words from the Hermetica are absent 

in the Fourth Gospel.^^^

Three years after the publication of "The Interpretation of the 

Fourth Gospel" Dodd was pressed on this point by G.D. Kilpatrick. Both 

Dodd and Kilpatrick lectured to The Fourth Theology and Ministry Conven

tion, 1956. Kilpatrick’s lecture was entitled "The Religious Background 

of the Fourth Gospel." He noted that Dodd had done much to draw attention

to the Hermetica and that
"In his recent book, ’The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel*, 

he draws largely, though not exclusively, .on them for the under
standing of John. Again, as with Philo, there are many obvious 

resemblances in ideas and the words used to express them, and 

many scholars hâve gladly followed Professor Dodd in using the 

Hermetica as one of the main tools of interpretation



Kilpatrick was not convinced;
"It is surprising, for example, that to understand this book (The

; Fourth Gospel) we are asked to turn so often to the religious and

philosophical ideas of contemporary paganism rather than to the

Bible and first-century Judaism. That the suggestion is surprising

is no reason for thinking it wrong, nor yet for excepting it from

examinât io n."  ̂ ^
He proposed to examine it by a comparison of the vocabularies of the 

Hermetica and the Septuagint with that of the Fourth Gospel. He knew 

that this would not be conclusive; "Such a comparison would not settle 
the matter but would provide a strong indication in which direction to 

look for the interpretation of John."^^^^ Thus we have, as it were, 

another’sounding'proposed.

Kilpatrick began his enquiry by examining a few important terms 

from the Hermetica which had already penetrated Hellenistic Judaism.

He was impressed by the absence from the Fourth Gospel of such words 

as &̂pCVfî (rit>c ̂ yy/cocri,i  ̂ ^ucrTrjptev.
To this he added a comparison of Ferguson’s index in Scott's edition with

the vocabulary of the Fourth Gospel and noted the absence of significant
terms. He concluded "Thus the results of our first examination of some

important terms in the Hermetica are unfavourable to the view which sees
( 4S)these texts as part of the badcground of the Gospel." The examination

continued by taking alpha to delta as a basis for a comparison of the 
vocabulary of the Fourth Gospel with that of the Hermetica and Septuagint. 

For the Fourth Gospel, once proper names, particles and prepositions have 

been excluded, he has a list of one-hundred and ninety seven words. 
Eighty-two are common to the Fourth Gospel and the Hermetica (some 40^) 

whereas one-hundred and ninety one are common to the Fourth Gospel and 

the Septudgint;
"We may conclude that in all essentials the vocabulary of John 

and the Septuagint are identical for alpha to delta. This identity



stands in marked contrast to the relation of this part of John's 
vocabulary to the Hermetica. With the Kermetica John's vocabu- 

f iary has surprisingly little contact if they share a common reli

gious outlook,"
Kilpatrick noted the two obvious limitations of this comparison; the 
count was restricted %o the initial four letters of the alphabet, and 

secondly, "For an exact estimate we must weigh our words as well as count 
them."(50)
For Kilpatrick the emergence of the Septuagint was decisive;

"It is clear, however, that this translation is the principal 

monument of a migration, the migration of a religion and theology 

from one language to another. It must be recognised that in 
making this migration Judaism underwent the influence of the Greek 

language and the Greek world. This influence was, however, less 

than the effect of Jewish scriptures on the Greek language. It 

was in effect the creation of a new religious vocabulary in 
. r e e k . " ( 5 l )

For Kilpatrick the Fourth Gospel is "Part of a movement of Biblical and 

Jewish religion into the Greek world Thus there can be no surprise
that its language is the language of the Septuagint, nor indeed, that the 

essential background of the Gospel is the Biblical religion. He saw the 
matter utterly differently from Dodd; "Further, John represents a stage 

in the invasion of Hellenistic paganism by Judaism, and later, by Christ-
/ C ? \

ianity, and not the invasion of Biblical religion by the pagan world." 
Kilpatrick knew of Jewish documents that had made some use of the language 

of Hellenistic religion; he cited the "Prayer of Asenath", but this could 

not be said of the Fourth Gospel, and he concluded that the Hermetic 

literature is no part of the background of the Fourth Gospel.

Kilpatrick raised here some important issues which Dodd had ignored© 

The most important of these is. the availability of a language, based on



the Septuagint, to do precisely what Dodd thought the Fourth Evangelist 
intended. In Kilpatrick's word count, there was no word common to the 

Fourth Gospel and the Hermetica that was not also to be found in the 
Septuagint. In 197Q Kilpatrick returned to this investigation. This 

study confirmed the results of the earlier one. In it he compared John’s 

vocabulary, again from alpha to delta, with that of Jospehus and Philo 

finding that of John's vocabulary is to be found in Josephus and Ŝ fo 

in Philo, thus affording two distinct groups, those of the Septuagint 

and Josephus on the one hand, andthe Hermetica and Philo on the other.

The peculiarity is, of course, that Josephus is very rarely considered 
in a study of the background of the Fourth Gospel. Kmlpaoriick again 

affirmed that the essential identity of language was with the Septuagint.

In terms of Greek style it is roundly affirmed that John's was of the 

lowest level in the New Testament. Thus, "In Greek terms he was unedu
cated with no contact with the Greek religions and philosophical litera

ture of his day*"  ̂ Finally, Kilpatrick argues tnat it is to the

Septuagint, to the Dead Sea Scrolls, Rabbinic texts and especially to 
the traditions of the Tannaim that we must go for the Fourth Evangelist's 

universe of discourse. Whilst Kilpatrick is correct in reminding us that 

what was hitherto associated with Hellenistic Judaism was not unknovm 

and without influence in Palestinian Judaism of the first century, it 
is difficult to see ho?/ the Fourth Evangelist, as Kilpatrick envisages 

him, (as a poor man from a poor province) was so open to the influence 
of the Septuagint and Josephus. Having made this point, there is no 

doubt that Dodd did not adequately grapple vdth the problems posed by 

Kilpatrick which had been anticipated to a large degree by Pribnow in 

1934. As Kysar has argued, there is still a need for more precise methods 

for the discovery of the universe of discourse. So often a picture of 
the Fourth Evangelist precedes any such enquiry, although it is a merit 

of Kilpatrick's treatment that is based on an examination of the vocabu

laries of the relevant literature, but it is not at all clear that he



weighed the words, as well as counted them, nor indeed that he had 
adequate criteria for an examination of the Fourth Evangelist's Greek 

àtyle. Interestingly, it might well he the case that Kilpatrick supports 

Dodd* s affirmation that the Fourth Gospel depends ultimately upon an 

ancient Palestinian tradition. There seems little in Kilpatrick's method

ology that would enable him to distinguish between the Greek of the Fourth 

Evangelist and the Greek of the tradition he employed. He argued that, 

like Mark, the Fourth Evangelist's first language was Aramaic.

Dodd's own position concerning the Hermetica seems a little confused. 

On occasions he argues that it was simply part of the background thought 

of the readers of the Fourth G o s p e l . O n  other occasions he argues 

that it was part of the Evangelist* s own background; "It seems clear that 

as a whole they (the Hermetic writings) represent a type of religious 

thought «kin to one side of Johannine thought, without any substantial 

borrowings on the one part or the o t h e r . " W e  have already argued 

that a very simple distinction between the background of the readers ^ d  

that of the Evangelist would have assisted Dodd* s discussion, but because 

Dodd spends so much space discussing the background in Hermetic thought 

the implication is that this is the most significant background. More
over, the space devoted to the discussion can only be justified if it is 

part of the significant background thought of the Evangelist. Most 
scholars in their discussion of Dodd's work at this point assumed that 

he was arguing that the thought of the Evangelist was influenced by the 
Hermetica. In this particular, Dodd has not generally been followed by 

subsequent scholars. Within thirteen years of the publication of "The 
Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel". R.E. Brown, in an article in which he 

"Evaluated the suggestions that have survived the scholarly 

criticism of the intervening years", maintained "In our judgment 
thé Scrolls consistently offer better parallels to John than do 

any of the non-Christian elements in the Mandaean documents 

emphasised by Bultmann or the examples in Philo and the Hermetica 

offered by Doddi"^^^^ .



A balanced judgement has been offered by Lindars*, after a twenty-one line 
discussion of the Hermetic literature, he concludes "It is not necessary 

to go outside Christian sources to account for John's ideas, but it may 

well be that John echoes this kind of language (that of the Hermetica) at 

this point for the benefit of readers to whom it is meaningful to speak 
in this v/ay about the religious q u e s t . T h e  major problem in the 

pursuit of the universe of discourse is that, in the absence of any 

precise method for its recovery, an understanding of the background and 

purpose of the Fourth Gospel precedes that pursuit* This was certainly 

so in the case of Dodd. There is also the imprecise use of 'parallel* 
and again in the case of Dodd the use of imprecise plirases like 'akin 

to Johannine thought' .

"The Universe of Discourse" - Was Dodd Consistent?

"The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel" is, in some sense, 

obviously a unity, but there does appear to be a significant difference 

between the first two parts and the third. Of the second part, Hooke

rightly comments with
"Regard to the stock of images upon which the symbolism of the 

Gospel rests, it is interesting to observe that while the images 

or symbols discussed in this section are used in the Hermetic 

literature, in Philo and by Gnostic writers, they are all ulti
mately derived from the Old Testament.....The parallels assembled 

by Professor Dodd v/ith such wealth of learning are profoundly 

interesting, as he himself says, by way of contrast; but they 
played no part in the living development of which we have spoken" 

(their being transformed in Christ)
Moreover, very little use is made of such parallels in part three, in this 

part the only significant use of them is in the discussion of the form of 
chapter Kysar has detected a significant shift of emphasis between

"The Interpretation of the Fourth Gosnel". 1953, and "The Prologue to_the

Fourth Gospel and Christian Worship". 1957, given to the same audience
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as Kilpatrick's lect-are discussed on page 98ff. Kysar suggests .
"Dodd's masterpiece, 'The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel', 

published some four years before the article, 'The Prologue of 

the Fourth Gospel and Christian Worship' , does not so mud'i empha

sise the Old Testament references in the Prologue....(whereas) 

the later contention of Dodd's in favour of an Old Testament 

reference in the Prologue pre-supposes a conception of the unity 

of salvation H i s t o r y ^
Classically, Dodd has never been without a conception of the unity of 

salvation history. Moreover, the short lecture is simply too short to 

compare with "The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel". Indeed, whilst 

there are only two citations from the Hermetica, Dodd apparently has not 
clianged his stance in this lecture; "That the Fourth Evangelist, aware 

as I believe him to have been of the Hellenic implications of the term

\oyoÇ , also felt in it the whole weight of the Hebrew-prophetic
(62)experience of 'hearing the Word of the Lord', cannot be doubted."

It is impossible to subject the whole of part one to this sort of 
detailed analysis. \7e turn now to part two for which the Knowledge of 

God will be taken as a ' case study' . We will then return to part one in 
the light of this discussion to ask further questions of Dodd* s under

standing o
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"The Universe of Discourse" - The Knowledre of God.

Interestingly, Dodd begins his discussion with reference to 

Bultmann* s article in the "Theolofrisches Worterbuch zum Neuen Testament" .

In broad terms he accepted Bultmann*s account of the difference between 

the Hebraic and Greeks conceptions of 'Knowledge*;
"Accordingly, for the Greek, to know God means to contemplate 

the ultimate reality. To ov , in its changeless essence.

For the Hebrew, to know God is to acknowledge Him in His works 

and to respond fco His claims. Vrhile for the Greek knowlenge of 

God is the most highly abstract form of pure contemplation, for 

the Hebrew it is essentially intercourse with God; it is to experi

ence His dealings with men in time, and to hear and obey His comm-

Dodd began to part company with Bultman early in the discussion. Vfhilst 

the Septuagint translates.^ by , it is not an exact equivalent;
"This word cannot reproduce the precise connotation of the Hebrew original, 

with all its aura of association. To the Greek reader it inevitably sugg

ests the ideas which he is accustomed to attach to it."^^^^ Yet, and:'this 

is the first major difference between Dodd and Bultmann who insisted on 

a rigid difference between the Greek and Hebrew meanings, the word does 
undergo some modification, since the Greek meaning is affected by the 

Hebraic context; "The term ylV^ctKUV is enlarging its territory, and the 
determination of its precise connotation in any particular place is a 

matter of the delicate appreciation of the values of the context..# This 
delicate discrimination of varieties of meaning over an expanding field 

of connotation is called for in Johannine interpretation."

To briefly turn to those areas discussed in part one, we find that 

"For the Hermetists, saving knowledge is a discipline of cosmological, 

anthropological and theological speculation culminating in the mystical 
vision, which is at the same time deification."^^^^ This is a movement
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"Away from the Greek conception of knowledge in the direction of the 
Hebrew, from pure contemplation to experience, an experience in which 

God and man are in active intercourse In typical Gnostic usage
is the believer* s knowledge of the "Realm of being whicli tran

scends all human experience...•communicated in terms of mythology."

In Philo we are confronted by the Hellénisation of Judaism; ".... yVWCLS 
is attained through the understanding of the divine revelation given in 

Holy Scripture, it is on the one hand awareness of pure being....and on 

the other it has the quality of communion with God through faith and
l o v e . " ( ^ 5 )

Dodd continued by directing our "Attention to the remarkable 

resemblances between certain Johannine expressions and the teaching of 

the Old Testament in Greek dress."^^^) Vfhen he wrote of "Ignorance of
(tOGod as failure to acknowledge Him by invocation or worship" , Dodd 

argued that many examples of the accusations of those who "do not know 

God" reflect a prophetic note. With specific reference to 8.54 ”It re

iterates the language of the prophets, and, like them, contemplates a 

knowledge of God which is acknowledgement of His righteous will in 

a c t i o n . " D o d d  also maintained that throughout chapters 7 and 8 of 
the Fourth Gospel there is both an Hebraic and Greek content to \jK.>lcorK.ttV 

the quotation immediately above continued "....and yet induces within 

it the idea of knowledge as pure apprehension of truth or reality, as 
liberating power, and as sharing of the divine nature; an idea which is 

not properly Hebraic, but belongs rather to the main tendency of Hellen

istic religion.

The Fourth Gospel speaks of both God's knowledge of man and of

man's knowledge of God. In both, Christ, the Logos,‘is central. In the

former, to use Kysar* o summary^"Ideas associated with the prophetic

writings seem always to be just below the surface in the Fourth Gospel.

When Jesus speaks of himself as known by God, it is analogous to the
f 74)divine knowledge of the p r o p h e t s . " ^ T h i s  is also true in the latter



case, but there is a 'realised element' about this;
"He means that through .the incarnation of the Logos, consummated 

V in His death, knowledge and vision of God were brought to men as

never before. He is speaking of an historical fulfilment of the 

historical expectation of Israel expressed by the prophets; of the 

'new covenant'" under which all shall know God, from the least to 

the greatest. Here, in its 'realised eschatology', the Fourth 
Gospel stands apart from its Jewish and Hellenistic predecessors

(75)and analogues, and firmly within its Christian setting.”

We close this summary by noting that knowledge of God is totally Christo- 

centric; "....knowledge of God in the Johannine sense either takes the
( 76 )form of knowledge of Christ or is dependent upon a knowledge of Christ."

The whole Doddian thesis depends upon a delicate fusion of Hebraic 

and Greek ideas with Christian experience beifag the vitalising energy•

This amalgam enabled the Fourth Evangelist to be the faster Propagator' of 

Christianity to the Greek world. It is serious then to read "That the 
evangelist was not conscious of a duality in his thought we may probably 
a s s u m e . H o w  could such a one produce this "New category to comprehend 

a new. and unique fact?"^"^^^ Moreover, in this discussion, Dodd seems well 

aware of the similarities with the S e p t u a g i n t . H a s  he done justice to 

these or has he still clung to the importance of the Hermetica? \7hilst 
there are Greek associations to 'Knowledge' in the Fourth Gospel, as Dodd 

has accurately characterised the Hebraic understanding of that term, it 
appears as though basically it is an Hebraic concept of the Knowledge of 

God that is to be found within the Fourth G o s p e l . A g a i n ,  it would 
appear that Dodd has brought a prior understanding of the Evangelist and 

his Gospel.to his reconstruction of the universe of discourse and his 

understanding of this leading theme of the Gospel.



"The Universe of Discourse" — The Background and Purpose 
of the Fourth Gospel•

' Dodd's position throughout his career has already been discussed.

We return to this consideration here to examine the reaction of reviewers 

to its classical expression in "The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel".

It has been maintained in this chapter that this understanding is decisive 

in this book. Problems of background for Dodd are clearly seen within an 

understanding of the purpose of the Gospel.

Here, Dodd argued that primarily the Gospel was intended for the 
non-Christian public of a great Greek city like E p h e s u s . T h e  classical 

reservation was neatly put by Nineham; "The Gospel seems too instinct with 
Christian sentiment and allusion, too unintelligible to the non-Christian, 

to have been intended primarily for non-Christian readers.^®^^ It is 

perhaps too easy to suggest that Dodd is somewhat inconsistent; he main

tained that the Gospel has behind it the common Christianity of the period, 

"And that readers who shared (my italics) the life and thought of the church 

would find here much that was familiar, from which they could advance to 

its new and unfamiliar teaching It is indeed hard to find anything

with which they could be unfamiliar if they were Christians who lived in 

Ephesus, heirs to both the wider Greek culture and the Christian tradition'. 

Particularly so when Dodd assumes that primitive Christianity was homo
geneous. Later in the book Dodd suggested a mixed public, "The evangelist 

appears to have deliberately exercised reserve about the Christian sacra

ments in writing for a public which included pagans whom he wished to 

influence towards the Christian f a i t h E l s e w h e r e  yet a different 
readership seems in mind; "It would seem that the evangelist was conscious 

of putting forward a bold re-interpretation of what was believed to be the 
teaching of J e s u s . A l t h o u g h  the point will be discussed in more detail 

later, it is necessary to note here that of chapter 9 he wrote, "There are 
therefore in the narrative several indications of the authorLs acquaint

ance with Jewish ideas and practices.



It may well be that he wrote with recollections in his mind of such 
proceedings against the Miimm in his own time." Davey asked,

"Could such a carefully, and successfully, integrated work as the Fourth 

Gospel really have been composed as at one and the same time an apology 

for non—Christians and a deepening and recasting of the Gospel for Christ— 

ian?"(^^) To ask the question, is to answer it© There is much to be said 

for Davey* s suggestion that "The evangelist was recounting the traditional 

story of the life and words and actions and death of Jesus in such a way 

as to show the significance these events would have had for the ideal 

spirit-illumined Christian believer, had such a one been present to observe 
them."(^^) A not dissimilar view is proposed by Howard with his under

standing of John* s three theological aims, the explicative, the mandatory 
and the proXeptic/^^^ Both these scholars argue that the Fourth Gospel 

was intended primarily for the believer•

Dodd was questioned on another front by Hooke; "The question 

presents itself whether at this stage of the Church's history a Christian 

writer would have addressed himself on such a subject as the inner meaning 
of the incarnation to any audience but a Christian one. The age of Apolo

gists had hardly arrived, unless we are to consider this treatise as its 

p r e c u r s o r H e  also argued that, if the intention of the Fourth 

Evangelist were as Dodd suggested, he was out of character with other 
early documents addressed to Christian circles in Asia Minor (Colossians, 

the Johannine Epistles, the Letters to the Seven Churches of Asia and the 

Ignatian Letters); "It is difficult to see in these writings traces of 
any friendly attitude towards the climate of thought which Professor Dodd 

finds characteristic of the Hermetica." ‘ ̂ Hooke's questions are indeed 

pertinent, and made more so by Dodd's o?m understanding of the vital sig

nificance of the Incarnation and homogeneous nature of early Christianity.

Dodd's understanding is open to serious question. Of course, there 
may not be a single purpose for the Gospel, and to suggest more than one



is no sign of the inlierent weakness of an argument. .Yet there is pre
sumably a primary purpose. It is suggested that Dodd’s understanding of 

this primary purpose is incorrect. Even if it may be correctly argued

that Dodd does not wish to exclude the possibility that the Fourth Evan

gelist is writing for Christians, there is no doubt that Dodd thought 

that he was writing for the ' outsider* using a universe of discourse
(92)which he would understand. This may be most clearly seen in Dodd s

arguing that if the continuous present of 20.31 is the correct reading, 

it can be understood in terms of non-Christians whom he believed were in
(93)some sort of union with Christ.

Moreover, even if Dodd were right, some pertinent questions remain 
to be asked. Once he had argued that Johannine theology was, in a large 

measure, independent of the Pauline,
"\Ye are bound to ask about the origin and motives of this attempt

to express a basically Jewish Gospel in terms intelligible to 

Greeks. Was it an individual or community enterprise? Was it 
consciously or mainly unconsciously carried through? And on what 

principles did those who attempted it decide that just these were 
the right categories for the translation of the Jewish Gospel?"^^^^ 

The answers that Dodd gave may be succinctly put. We have seen that he 
argued that Greek thought was necessary for the full expression of the 

Gospel, that it was basically an individual enterprise carried on by one 
hardly aware of the duality of his thought. It is the insistent emphasis 

at this period on the necessity of Greek thought for the mature expression 

of the Gospel that is most suspect, and probably reflects Dodd's own 

fusion of Greek and Hebraic thought.

Dodd's understanding seems insecure at another point. He main

tained that,
"In order to work towards a sound interpretation of the Fourth 

Gospel it is necessary to consider the work in its true context



of thought, so far as that is possible for us at this date.
If we approach it without regard to any such context, v;e are 

i in danger of imposing upon it a subjective interpretation of

our own, for;we shall in fact be placing it in a context of our
pre-conceived notions, which may be foreign to the intention of

(95)the evangelist."
We have argued that Dodd* s own attempt is not without its problems, the 

same is true of the attempts of his fellow scholars. Dodd insisted on 

the isolation of background material, yet he also affirmed that the 
Evangelist exercised a considerable creativity * For example, discussing 

10I4 and its relationship to the Yfisdom literature Dodd affirmed "...it
would be idle to look for any real anticipation of the Johannine doctrine

of the I n c a r n a t i o n . " I n  the discussion of the possible Philonic 

background he wrote "That there should be any more precise antecedents 

for the Johannine expression is not be expected, since the evangelist,
(97)ex hypothesi, is describing a unique and unprecedented fact." Yet

he argued "The idea of an incarnation of the XoyoS as creative reason, 

though it still remains mysterious, is prepared for in the thought of 
the Logos immanent in men."^^^^ Kysar*s question remains pertinent;

"Why should the interpreter not attribute the Philonic characteristic 
in the passage to an independent and creative conception of the evan

gelist, if one is going finally to say after all the research is done, 
the heart of the passage 'still remains m y s t e r i o u s * G r a n t  was 

hasty in his conclusion that "In each case Dodd clearly shows what John 

owes to his predecessors and what his own contribution is"# In fact

no explicit principle by which this could be done is advanced. If Dodd 

is pressed at this point by asking if every idea in the Prologue, for 

example, has an antecedent, however adequate, how much is allowed for 
either the Evangelist* s creativity or the incarnation as unprecedented 

and causing such radical transformation of these antecedents?



"The Universe of Discourse" - Typical Reactions of Reviewers•

The general approval may be stated in Nineham* s words; arguing 

that it was necessary for Johannine scholarship to avoid the extremes of 

Bultmann and lioskyns', he continued

"There was therefore every justification for a full description 

of the main religious systems of the time, so orientated as to 

enable us to judge for ourselves their relevance to the Johannine 

problem. Indeed by providing such an account and making a tenta

tive essay in the use of it, even if he has made mistakes in detail. 

Professor Dodd may well have set the feet of Johannine scholarship 

in a larger and better room,"^^^^^ _
There was a general feeling that Dodd* s emphasis on the Hellenistic was 

too great, McCool argued that
"It is obvious that, as a product of the Hellenistic Christian 
Church, the Fourth Gospel was necessarily influenced by the dom

inant culture of its day, yet on re-reading this section, the 

present reader could not but wonder whether the Hellenistic 

coloration of the work necessarily involves the preoccupation 
with non-Christian Hellenistic thought which Dodd implies. Could 

it not be accounted for sufficiently by forces, which although 
Hellenistic, came from within the Christian orbit, such as the 

LXX, to take but one example.
Similarly Qrossouw, who welcomed the return of the consideration of the 

Hellenistic background, asked "Is one entitled to speak in John of Platon

ism, though in a somewhat vague and popularised sense?" ̂ In one sense
the answer must be in the affirmative because this is precisely how Platon

ism was in this period but Davey* s reservation stemmed from the other 
direction. He wondered whether Dodd did not "Ascribe to the evangelist 

a too technibally informed Platonic d i a l e c t i c ? " ^ N o n e  of this criti

cism v/as unexpected for" Howard had earlier criticised Dodd for his assertion 

that the underlying philosophy of the Fourth Gospel was of a Platonic castl^^



Bultnisnn nade similar criticisms but mainly from within his own unaer- 

standing of the Johannine dualism as * decision dualism’  ̂ V.nilst

this criticism ?/as made from within Bultmann’s own understanding, it 

was pertinent and relevant in view of Dodd’s discussion of the Knowledge 

of God which focused in part upon the Hebraic background of that concept 

in terms of hearing and responding to God.

Vrnilst most English-speaking reviewers were satisfied with Dodd’s 

treatment of Gnosticism, reservations were maintained by Bultmann and 

Grossouw, At this stage in his career Dodd followed the then customaiy 

British understanding of Gnosticism; "I use it here in the way in which 

it has been generally used for many years by theologians in this country, 

as a label for a large and somewhat amorphous group of religious systems 

described by Irenaeus and Hippolytus in their works against Heresy 

From this position he concluded that "The different views tney (Christ

ianity and Gnosticism) give of what the Christian is make Johannine

Christianity, in spite of the common background, an entirely different 
thing from semi-Christian or near-Christian Gnosticism."^  ̂ The only 

significant reason why Gnosticism should be discussed as part of the 

■Qniverse of discourse is that some readers of the Fourth Gospel in the 

second century noted an affinity. Thus Dodd did not discuss the work 

of Hans Jonas and Bultmann in this field, Grossouw considered this 

treatment unsatisfactory and suggested that the main reason for this 

was that "Dodd considers the background of the gospel to be more Hellen-
(109)istic than Eastern."

It is possible that Dodd has been somewhat inconsistent in his 

treatment. He implicitly rejects the idea of Gnosticism as a movement 

older than Christianity, arguing that it is syncretistic. He is very 

sceptical about the possibility of reconstructing the essential Gnosti

cism - if there is such a category - or discovering a single answer to 

the question of the relationship of Gnosticism to Christianity, yet he



allows for the reconstruction of a tradition of speculation about the 

heavenly This reconstruction in some small part is

dependent upon Gnostic traditions. What is certain is, that in "The 

Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel" Dodd was operating with a more 

restricted and different understanding of Gnosticism than he held in 

1932, and indeed in His commentary on the Johannine Epistles. In 1932 

he wrote,
"Recent study of Gnosticism has greatly altered the view of it 

taken by nineteenth century scholars. Briefly, we now regard it 
not as heretical form of Christianity which appeared in the second 

century, but as a great religious movement, older-than Christianity, 
which was sweeping the Hellenistic world about the time that Christ

ianity appeared and which from the middle of the first century 
attempted to gather Christianity into its all .embracing system, 

as it had already gathered elements from various religions of the 

ancient world, including Judaism."^ ^
The general discussion of Gnosticism is bedevilled by confusion over the 

use of terms and problems with classification. Whilst it would be wrong 

to maintain that there is no fundamental difference between Dodd and 

Bultmann, it is necessary to note that Bultmann includes the Hermetica 
and parts of Philo in his understanding of yVtocTL̂  For Bultmann it was, 

significant that Dodd* s chapter on Gnosticism is so widely separated from 

that on the Hermetica. Implicitly Bultmann has drawn attention to another 

significant move in Dodd* s thought. In 1932 the Hermetic corpus was con
sidered the most important documents of non-Christian G n o s t i c i s m . ^

This is part of the movement which is characterised by Dodd* s conclusion 

that the Fourth Gospel was Hellenistic rather than Eastern or Oriental.

With very few exceptions, English-speaking scholars applauded his 

conclusion^ about the Mandaean literature;
"It seems that we must conclude that the Mandaean literature has 

not that direct and outstanding importance for the study of the



Fourth Gospel which has been attributed to it by Lidzbarski, 
Reitzenstein and Bultmann, since it is hazardous, in the presence 

: of the obvious and pervasive Christian influence, to use any part

of it as direct evidence for a pre-Christian cult or mythology... 

Alleged parallels dravm from this medieval body of literature have 

no value for the study of the Fourth Gospel unless they can be 

supported by earlier evidence^ ̂ ̂
Nineham expected that some would be dissatisfied with this discussion and 

Bultmann referred to an article by W. Baumgartner in "Theologische Zeit- 

schrift", 1950» to show that the Mandaean question is not settled but the 

prevailing opinion was epitomised by McCool; "Dodd was never more effect
ive in argument than when he demolished the attempts to explain this 

Gospel on a Mandaean background  ̂̂ McCool did not observe that there 
has again been movement in Dodd* s thought; whilst in 1932 he did not accept 
the real value of this background, he was by no means as unsympathetic as 

most of his compatriots for whom the work of Burkitt had been so signifi
cant.^ British scholarship had never been impressed by the possibility

of Mandaean influence on the Fourth Gospel. It is worth noting that, in 
his commentary, Barrett simply mentions the Mandaeans in a ’footnote*, and 

even this is omitted in the second edition.

Some scholars noted the absence of any discussion of the Dead Sea 

Scrolls. This absence in a book published in 1953 is not that significant, 

although in the context of later Doddian works it might well be that as 

early as this, he had rejected their significance. In this context Dodd 

and Barrett are in the same category; Barrett has reaffirmed his position 
in the second edition of his commentary. More significantly McCool noted 

the absence of any discussion of apocalyptic; "This is an element of the 
thought of the period with which John might have been presumed to have 

been in sympathetic t o u c h . D o d d  was not happy with apocalyptic. 

Bruce remarked, of the infinite variety of Scripture, that "It is no 

wonder that different parts should make a special appeal to different



readers. The distinctive feature of the Johannine Gospel and Epistles 

quite plainly make a special appeal to Professor Dodd (equally plainly, 
the Johannine Apocalypse does not)."^^^^^ Even at this point it is 

possible to see Dodd influenced both by a personal preference and to doubt 
his consistency.' He argued that "Although the evangelist has no sympathy 

with apocalyptic eschatology, he is certainly not unaware of yet
his understanding of the Lamb of God depends to a great extent upon just 

such an apocalyptic background, the title being "Taken over by the evan-
( 119)gelist from a tradition which also underlies the Apocalypse of John."

Finally, in this section, Bultmann was one of a very few readers 

to criticise the paucity of references to the Odes of Solomon. This is 
surprising because in 1932, Dodd obviously thought them important; "It 

now seems likely that in the Odes, Ignatius and the Fourth Gospel we 
have three pieces of evidence for a type of Christian thought with roots 

far behind the date of the writings themselves^ ̂

The Background and Purpose of the Fourth Gospel - A Comparison with
Contemporary British Scholars.

In his commentaiy, Barrett too noted that there had been a tend
ency to undervalue the Greek background. He considered this background 

under two broad divisions, the non-Christian background and the Christian 
background. In the former, he noted the Old Testament, arguing that John 

regularly quotes the Septuagint. Judaism in both of its main channels. 

Apocalyptic and Rabbinic, had influenced John. Thus, contrary to Dodd he 

emphasised points of contact with Jewish Apocalyptic thought. Turning to 

the Greek background, Barrett discussed the influence of philosophy and 
noted that Plato had become, as it were, an * atmosphere* in which men nat

urally thought. The religions of salvation, including the mystery religions 
have had some influence as had Gnosticism, under which heading he discussed 

the Hermetic^. He offered a conclusion that was identical to Dodd* s; "The 
fact, and it seems indisputable, is that both Hebraic and Hellenistic



elements are to be found in the gospel, and not lying side by side in a 

manner that could easily be disposed of by a source hypothesis, but fused 

into a unitary presentation of the universal significance of Jesus."^^  ̂

He argued that "The most illuminating background of the Fourth Gospel is
( 12.2')that of Hellenistic Judaism:"'' ' this remark was made with specific 

reference to Philo, thus indicating a difference with Dodd. In his dis

cussion of the Christian background Barrett saw an indebtedness to the 

Synoptic Tradition, whereas Dodd was, at this time, coming to the conclu

sion that the Fourth Evangelist had access to an independent tradition. 

Barrett saw, too, some links with Paul, although there is no close depend
ence. In the Fourth Gospel the theological controversies were largely 

different from those in the Pauline Epistles because Paul had won some 
important battles. Barrett saw more indebtedness to the rest of the 

Johannine corpus, stressing the value of the Apocalypse in its develop

ment; "The conjecture may be hazarded here...that the evangelist, the 

author of the epistles, and the final editor of the Revelation were all 

pupils of the original apocalyptist."  ̂̂ There is some idea here of 

a Johannine * school* or * circle*," certainly a move away from one sing

ularly penetrating mind behind the Fourth Gospel. The purpose of the 

Gospel is defined in a sentence;
"In an age when the first formulations of the Christian faith 
were seen by some to be unsatisfactory, when gnosticism in its 

various forms was perverting the Gospel and adopting it for its 
own uses, he (the evangelist) attempted and achieved the essential 

task of setting forth the faith once delivered to the saints in 
the new idiom, for the winning of converts to the Church, for 

strengthening of those who were unsettled by the new winds of 

doctrine, and for the more adequate exposition of the faith."^ 
There are many obvious points of contact between Barrett* s understanding 

and that of Dodd, notably in terms of the picture of the Evangelist, the



core mature expression of the faith and the dual pui'pose of the Gospel.

As we have seen, Koskyns confined his discussion of the oackground 

of the Fourth Gospel to the Biblical and Christian tradition, offering an 

understanding totally other than that of Dodd. He discussed the purpose 

of the Fourth Gospel and First Epistle together, arguing, unlike Dodd, 

that they came from the same author. It is difficult to discover exactly 

what Hoskyns believes the purpose of the Gospel to have been. He argues, 

for example, that it will not do to see a polemic against docetism with

out "At the same time recognising that those ancient movements of religion 

are still deep-seated and destructive factors in our common life."^

Although he argues that we have to stand where the original readers stood, 
if we can discover that, it seems that he is concerned to discuss the 

purpose of the Fourth Gospel for today. Insofar as he did discover that 
original situation, he thought that both Epistle and Gospel were written 

against docetism. He found a decisive link between chapter 6 of the 

Gospel and the Epistle; "Defection and faith alike are conditioned by a 

stern, uncompromising reference to the flesh of Jesus. It is difficult 

to avoid the conclusion that the narrative is so phrased as to be preg

nant with meaning for readers who, as is clearly stated in the First 

Epistle, were faced by a similar defection fbran identical cause."^
Thus the Gospel is written for Christians with a very specific purpose 

in view. Again this is a much narrower view than that of Dodd, although 
it does more justice to the scandal of the Incarnation for Greek readers 

than does Dodd, who apparently thought that the radical transformation of 

Greek thought could be achieved so painlessly. Hoskyns* specific under

standing is too narrow to do justice to the whole Gospel, Moreover, there 

is an implicit wider understanding which ma3'- be phrased in Barrett* s words, 

"The Gospel is in the fullest sense of the term a theological work. John 

was concerned to confront his readers through Jesus with God."^

Insofar as this is true, it reflects Dodd*s understanding as well.



As we have already seen, Howard in this period came to value very ''  ̂
highly the Jewish background of the Fourth Gospel in both language and

thought, although he recognised "There can be little doubt that Hellen-
\istic Judaism from the time when it spoke Greek and read its scriptures 

in a translation instead of in Hebrew was unconsciously but increasingly 

becoming acclimatised in the world of Hellenism."^ ̂ Y f i t h  his under

standing of the three-fold presentation of the Gospel - the explicative, 

the mandatory and the proleptic - he implied that the Gospel was written 

for Christians, the product of "Many years of preaching, teaching, medi-
(129)tation and reflection." Yet Howard was not consistent either about

background or purpose. "His purpose was probably to set forth Christ

ianity as the true Gnosis while expounding the unsoundness of much that 
prided itself upon .that pretentious name."^̂  However, this involved 

Howard in a much wider understanding of the background of the Gospel than 
he was always prepared to concede. We may illustrate this with two quota

tions which show how close to Dodd he was on occasions. Arguing that 
there is a sacramental reference in chapters 3 and 6, he continued, "In 

view of the widespread sacramentalism of contemporary religious movements 
in the Graeco-Roman world the writer could not fail to know (my italics)

(131)that such an interpretation must be put on them" ' and, writing of the 

Johannine theology of new birth, or birth from above, "John avails himself
( 132)of a vocabulary which was well understood in the world of Hellenism."

Although Dodd and Howard occasionally diverge in their understanding of 

the background, their views did tally at other times.

J.N. Sanders argued for the Alexandrian origin of the Gospel and

went on to sketch out its background and purpose. There is a background

in the life and teaching of the Church, in some access to valuable

traditions about the life and teaching of Jesus, in Rabbinic lore and
in"The type of religious speculation which later crystallised into the

Gnostic systems of the second and later centuries^ ̂ T h e  Gospel*s 
purpose was "To commend the saving truths of Christianity to such persons



as might appreciate, and accept a thorough-going restatement of the 
Christian Gospel in terms of contemporary religious and philosophical

From this brief comparison it is possible to see obvious points 

of similarity and dissimilarity. There does seem to be something of 

* Cambridge tradition* in Barrett, Dodd and Sanders, though equally 

obviously Hoskyns is far removed from it. Further, Howard is by no means 

as far removed from Dodd as some of his statements would lead one to 

suppose. Of those discussed, only Dodd - and that very briefly - saw the 

possibility of a polemic with the synagogue, although Strachan had suggested 

it.

Argument and Structure - An Overview.

In "The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel** Dodd followed exactly 

the pattern of New Testament studies that he set out in his Cambridge 
Inaugural lecture. Part two is a good example of "Detailed and exact 

exegesis of the text,"^^^^^ and "Upon exact exegesis in turn rests inter
pretation in the wider s e n s e . " P a r t  three is a good example of this. 

He believed that interpretation in this sense was the goal of New Testa

ment study. This interpretation would necessarily involve the centripetal 

approach that Dodd advocated in the Cambridge lecture.

Starting from the hypothesis that the present order of the Gospel 

is the correct one, deliberately planned by one who "Had some design in 

mind and was not necessarily irresponsible or u n i n t e l l i g e n t ^ ^ D o d d  

offered a tripartite division of the Gospel. Chapter one is the proem, 

chapters 2-12 are entitled the "Book of the signs", whilst the third 

section, chapters 13-20 is called the "Book of the Passion", which is 
sub-divided into The Farewell Discourses and The Passion narrative.

Chapter 21'is considered an appendix falling outside the design of the 
Gospel as a whole. The "Book of the signs" is found to divide itself 

naturally into seven episodes "Composed of narrative and discourse, both



related to a single dominant t h e m e , s o  that "The incidents narrated 
receive an interpretation of their evangelical significance in the dis

courses; the truths enunciated in the discourses are given dramatic 

expression in the actions described."^ Usually the discourse follows

the narrative, and it is in the discourse that the significance which the 

act contains is brought out, but even this pattern is subject to variation 

although "Each , of them tends to move from narrative, through to dialogue, 

to monologue, or at least to a form of dialogue in which comparatively 
long speeches are allotted to the chief speaker."^ Most of the seq

uences have an epilogue, but furthermore, "\Thile the several episodes 
thus constitute relatively complete and independent units, they are con

nected by a subtle system of cross-references and correspondences, in 

which recurrent symbols and catch-words play a part." ihis unity
is emnhasised in the epilogues, but much more than this is intended for 

"The Book of the signs is so . constructed that each several episode 

contains in itself the whole (italicized in original) theme of the Gospel: 

Christ manifest, crucified, risen, exalted, communicating eternal life to 
men."'^^^ As Dodd understands him, the Fourth Evangelist really has 

adopted that centripetal approach which is the hallmark oi mature express

ion of the Gospel. These episodes have another unity, they all point 

forward to the culminating sign which is presented in the Book of the • 

Passion.

The identical combination of narrative and interpretation is to 

be found in the Book of the Passion, only here the discourse material 
precedes the narrative. This is 'natural* since,while the Farewell 

Discourses presuppose the Passion narrative, to put them after this 
event would involve wrecking the dramatic scheme of the Gospel© The 

Book of the Passion is the climax and culmination of the Gospel. Irn 
mailing a distinction between the signs and the Great Sign, Dodd wrote,



"Here is something that happened in time, with eternal consequence. 
Though individual men may miss its significance, nevertheless the 

' thing has happened and history is different: the whole setting of

human life in this world is different But more: in it the two

orders of reality'’, the temporal and the eternal, are united; the 
Word is made flesh. It is an event in both worlds; or rather in 

that world, of spirit and of flesh, which is the true environment 

of man, though he may fail to be aware of its two-fold nature.

Thus the cross is a sign, but a sign v;hich is also the thing signi

fied. The preliminary signs set forth so amply in the gospel are 
not only temporal signs of an eternal reality; they are also signs 

of this Event, in its two-fold character as word and as flesh.
They are true - spiritually, eternally true - only upon the condi

tion that this Event is true both temporally (or historically) and 

spiritually or eternally.

In this lengthy quotation a number of Doddian emphases stand out clearly, 

showing Dodd moving within a Platonic cast of thought and also illustra

ting his conviction that the Passion is an historical event, which John 

needs to narrate "In the main as a straightforward story, with only a 

minimum of intruded interpretative e l e m e n t s . " ^ D o d d  repeated his 

assertion of 1938 that the Johannine Passion narrative is non-theological 

in character being mainly simply an historical narrative.

Argument and Structure - the appreciation of reviewers.

Generally, Dodd's work was saluted here; it was almost universally 
applauded. Barton suggested "These chapters may well be considered the 

most strikingly original of all, and are obviously the fruit of long and 
careful observation of countless details in a Gospel that has not been 

merely studied but deeply l o v e d . M c C o o l  described this part as 

"The crown of the v/ork,"^"*^^ and Hooke wrote,

"Here, I think. Professor Dodd rises to heights of inspired 

exposition beyond anything he has yet written. After reading
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the first two sections of the book one is impressed by the. author's 

sound scholarship, but after reading the third section one is left 

■ with a renewed sense of the grandeur and majesty of the Fourth

Gospel and its inexhaustible depth

It is natural to conçare Dodd's division of the Gospel with that 
of Barrett. Barrett suggests this pattern - 1.1-18, Prologue; 1.19-12.50 

Narratives, Conversations and Discourses;•13*1-17«26 Jesus alone with his 
disciples; 18.1-20.31 the Passion and Resurrection and 21 an appendix.^ 

Another natural comparison is with Strachan's;—1.1-18, The Prologue; 1.19” 

4,54, the origins of the Christian Church; 5-12 the conflict between the 

Church and the world; 13-19 the Passion narrative; 20.1-29 the Resurrection 
narrative (verses 30 and 31 contain a statement of the purpose of the 
Gospel) 21 an a p p e n d i x . I n  calling his second division the'"Book_pf 

the signs". Dodd is consciously moving in the realms of a centripetal 
understanding of these chapters much more so than Barrett with his looser 

description. Similarl}^, Strachan's divisions are less capable of such a 
centripetal understanding than Dodd's, and indeed break up a unity sugg

ested by the presence of the signs, although it needs to be remembered 

that Dodd can only offer this b}" considering the whole of chapter one as 

a preface, and, on the face of it, there is little justification for aomg 

so. In the second edition of his commentary, Barrett is unhappy about 

the combination of the Farewell Discourses and the Passion and Resurr

ection narratives under one heading,^^although he noted that Dodd's 
division was very close to his own and gives no suggestion that an under

standing of the evangelist's intention is at stake. Unless such divisions 

are read in the total context of a scholar's work, it is doubtful whether 

much that is significant can be learned from them, -and they will, to some 
extent, be unsatisfactory. The only alternative to such short descrip

tions of the plan of the Gospel is an elaborate one, such as provided by 

J. Marsh,^^  ̂ but this amounts to a table of contents. Yet it must also

be remembered that Dodd was at this time stressing the centripetal approach



to the New Testament,

Dodd was applauded for treating pne Gospel as a unity and for

inaking no attempt to rearrange it. He argued, "I conceive it to be the

duty of an interpreter at least to see what can be done with the document
( 1 52 )as it has come down to us before attempting to improve upon it." As

we have seen, the early Dodd had welccmed such 'improvements' . To take 

an example of a classic instance, Dodd argued, as did Barrett later, that 

it was necessary in terms of the progression of theological thought that 

chapter five precedes chapter six.^^^^^ He concluded that;

"The Book of the Signs....«exhibits a design and structure which 

respond sensitively to the development of the highly original ideas 
of the author. It constitutes a great argument, in which any sub

stantial alteration of the existing order and sequence would 
disturb the strong and subtle unity which it presents, and which I 

take to be characteristic of the creative mind to which we owe the 

composition of the Fourth Gospel."^^^^^

Thus, Dodd accepted, and defended, the present position of 14*31• Hooke 

found his argument satisfying,^"*but Barrett argued that 14*31 should 

be followed by 18.1 and in the second edition of his commentary he con

siders Dodd's thesis and rejects it.^"*^^ The typical reaction of English 

scholars may be illustrated by two quotations; "His insistence on explain

ing the Gospel as it stands, frees him from the work of dissection which 

has tended to mutilate the book in recent commentaries,"^and "Dr.Dodd 

has discerned in the Gospel an intricate but clear design and (save perhaps 

in minor details) his analysis is convincing. It is to be hoped that the 

exposition of this Gospel may no longer now be plagued by theories of 

displacement with their invitations to subjectivity; that it may gener

ally be regarded as established that the key to the Gospel's composition
n ( 1 5is the pattern of the evangelist's thought and his theological intention" 

English-speaking scholarship felt its natural inclination vindicated by

the masterly exposition of Dodd, who followed Strachan in his abandonment 

of any re-ordering of the text. It was, perhaps, forgotten that a decision



to treat the gospel in its present order could be as open an ’invitation 
to subjectivity’ as any re-ordering. There regained the possibility that 

i)odd had made the evangelist in his own centripetal image. Nineham was 

one of very few reviewers to wonder whether Dodd might not have found too
( 1 59)neat a design in the Book of the Signs. Another reaction came from

the continent. G-rossouw, while acknowledging Dodd’s undoubted talent and
the soundness of the principle of handling the text as it stands, was 

amazed that he did not consider more seriously the possibility of 
displacements. Maybe that was an expected reaction, but G-rossouw does 

not appear to give credit to Dodd’s earlier work in the field.

Reviewers were not so impressed by Dodd’s treatment of the Book of

the Passion. A surprising number just did not mention it. An exception 

was Nineham, who was impressed by Dodd’s discussion of the Farewell 

Discourses. Bultmann, too, was satisfied; for him it was a ’’High point 

of the work."(^^^^ As we have seen, Dodd argued that the Passion Narra

tive was virtually without theological interest. He had held this view 

since at least 1938, and we have seen in this chapter that the event 
character of the crucifixion, and an accurate historical account of it, 

are necessary to Dodd’s position. He did allow that there were

five ’Theological pointers’ of some interest; these were at 18.9, 18.32, 

18.37, the use of TtTt^itrToci, as the last recorded word of Jesus, and 

the issue of water and blood in 19.3A“35*̂   ̂ It is proposed here to
consider briefly some such pointers where Dodd has seen no theological 

significance, whereas other English-speaking scholars have. Dodd argues 
that the Johannine date of the crucifixion may well reflect a definite 
tradition held at Ephesus, but he has steafastly not seen any Paschal 

symbolism in the Fourth Gospel so that he allows for no such influence 

here. Jesus is, indeed, the Lamb of God, but the proper background is 

not to be'found in Paschal imagery, but in apocalyptic idea of the Messiah 

as the leader of God’s.flock. Dodd had held this view since 1937, and has 

never changed it despite the fact that it had not won general acceptance



among scholars, and indeed that it was one of very few occasions when 

Dodd thought that the Fourth Evangelist could have borrowed from apoc- 

yptic.. There is a persistent and stubborn refusal to trace any Paschal 
imagery where many scholars have, in our opinion, rightly seen some.

This may well have been instrumental in leading Dodd to follow one late 

minuscule manuscript,at 19.29. This might also have been caused by his 

insistence on the event and factual nature of the Passion narrative.

It is, perhaps, not without significance that the New English Bible 
follows this manuscript also,^"*^^^ although it must be remembered that 

Bernard and Strachan accepted this reading too.

Again, the incident of the Beloved Disciple and Mary is seen to 

be without theological significance; "Attempts to give a symbolic meaning 
are in general singularly unconvincing^ ̂ This is to ignore a trad

ition of scholarship, Roman Catholic and Protestant, of which E.F. Scott 

may be cited as typical; "What was valuable and permanent in Judaism has 
now passed over to Christianity: the 'Mother of Jesus’ now dwells in the 

house of His d i s c i p l e s . " ^ A g a i n ,  Dodd was not totally isolated in 
his position. Bernard saw no symbolic meaning here, whereas Barrett 

(in both editions of his commentary) is not convinced of the historicity

of the event, and is very unsure of any precise symbolic meaning that

might be attached, although in the second edition he notes a good many^ - 

There is no discussion of the ’ seamless garment* which many scholars 

have understood theologically, and whilst we are to understand the effu

sion of water and blood "Theologically, as a in the Johannine

sense...It is not clear that the record is itself the product of theo

logical motives.

Dodd* s handling of the actual Passion narrative is not as convinc

ing as his treatment of the rest of the Gospel, nor indeed consonant with 
it. Rightly, many scholars have seen theological symbolism here precisely 

in those areas where Dodd has seen none. This is not to ask that Dodd 
must conform to the general understanding. It is to suggest that Dodd



has discussed this part of the Gospel firmly from within his own pre
suppositions about, the author’s intentions, and that such pre-suppositions 

ào not bear the weight of examination. That so many reviewers did not 

discuss this section in any detail may well indicate that they did not 

consider this section very impressive, or that they were not prepared to 

criticise so substantially a work that the majority of them appreciated 

so much.

Argument and Structure - two final soundings.

Some reviewers had doubts about Dodd’s discussion of the Johannine 

eschatology, their reservations may be set out in an extended quotation 

from Enslin:
"Dodd’s name'has long been associated with ’realised eschatology’ .

In this volume this is to be found, but in a most modest and 
disarming form. To him the central note of the type of Christian 

thought evidenced by John is summarised in the word KocoVt/V

ScrTLVThat is, John..... drew upon a form of the traditions in

which the eschatological emphasis had not gone far 
Dodd argued that this understanding was more primitive than the escha
tological emphasis which characterised primitive Christianity for in all 

probability it went back to Jesus himself. Enslin disagreed,
"To me the difference in emphasis between the Fourth and other 

gospels is due to a later attempt to salvage and restate the 
original kerygma.....of the immediate parousia, which earlier 

confidence had now lamentably proved mistaken and an increasing 

liability instead of the tremendous spur and drive to mission 

activity which two generations before it had been. Any attempt 

to remove this emphasis from the original message of Jesus 

involves, it seems to me, utterly insurmountable difficulties 

for any realistic reconstruction of the early history 
Enslin reflects the thinking of English-speaking scholarship of the time 
more accurately. Although Dodd was to modify his view somewhat, notably



in "The Corning of Christ". 1951, it is the classical view that was 
expressed most clearly in "The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel"

This was expressed most succinctly in "The Parables of the Kingdom", 1935* 

Of John 4*35“38, he wxote "Now harvest-time has come. Here, as in other 

cases, John is a true interpreter'of the tradition lying behind the Syn

optics, the more so because for him the reconstructed eschatology of the 

early church has no more i n t e r e s t D o d d ’s position may partly be 

accounted for by his dislike of apocalyptic and also by his conviction that 

in Jesus the supra-historical had entered history c o m p l e t e l y . D o d d  

had emphasised one aspect of Johannine eschatology to the exclusion of 

the other, the futurist.

Barrett argued that the problem of eschatology was one of two basic 

theological problems confronting the Church when the Fourth Gospel was 

written. In his discussion, he also refers to the phrase "The hour cometh 

and now is" and notes that it is superficially contradictory but "There is 

a partial explanation of the paradox in the fact that John wrote from two 

standpoints, changing rapidly from one to the other. From a standpoint 

placed in the period of the ministry of Jesus ’the hour is coming’ . From 

John’s own standpoint within the life of the Church after the resurrection 

and Pentecost, 'the hour is now’"^^^^^ In some ways this is similar to 

Howard* s understanding of the Proleptic emphasis in the presentation of 

the teaching of Jesus that is to be found in the Fourth Gospel. Neither 

Barrett nor Howard suggest that John has ’jettisoned* the common New 

Testament eschatology. Barrett writes "In fact he has emphasised its 
truth, and at the same time emphasises its problems and inadequacies, 

perhaps more strongly than any other writer."^ ^  ̂ Both Barrett and 
Dodd find in the Fourth Gospel a mature expression of their understanding 

of Christian eschatology;
"It was necessary to find a new way of expressing the fundamental

Christian affirmation of the Christian faith, that in Jesus Christ

the new age had come, but had done so in such a way that it still



remained to come, so that Christians live both in this age and in the 
age to come* Paul had already laid the foundations for this task by 

the development of ’eschatological mysticism’ but mucli remained for John 

to do."('^^) John was successful in this work.

There can be no discussion here of the respective merits of these 

eschatologies, but each scholar has found, once more, in the Fourth Gospel, 

his own understanding. As one would expect, Dodd sees the Fourth Evan
gelist as returning to an emphasis of the teaching of Jesus and giving 

it classical expression.

Mucli recent Johannine scholarship has emphasised a polemic between 

John’s Church and the Synagogue. As we have seen, Dodd thought that this 

was a possibility and we have discussed this in terms of the purpose of 

the Fourth G o s p e l . D o d d  does not seem able to do justice to the 

polemical side of the Fourth Gospel. Of the cleansing of the Temple, he 
wrote, that it was "An inevitable symbol of the old order in religion."^ 

With the readership that Dodd has constantly in mind, why was this an 
’inevitable symbol’? Certainly Christ cleansed the Temple, but this 

account seems to be placed in that part of the Fourth Gospel that suggests 

the supersession of Judaism by Christianity. In the third part of "The 
Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel". Dodd returned to chapter nine. In 

a footnote he suggests "The begger on trial suggests to the Christian 
reader his own situation in the world - enlightened in baptism, and called 

upon to confess Christ before m e n . Y e t  within two pages he seems to 
be suggesting that there is at least a background in the relationship 

between the Church and the Synagogue; "Observe that nowhere in this gospel, 

except in chapter IX, are we concerned with the relations between the 

Jewish authorities and the flock of Israel which is under their care, as 

distinct from their relations with Jesus himself. There is, therefore 

no other place where the discourse about true and false shepherds, could 

be so fitly i n t r o d u c e d . T h i s  remark was also made in a footnote;
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after that footnote, he continued, "The ’Pharisees’ have expelled- from 
God’s flock the man whom Gl'xrist Himself enlightened. They are scattering 

the sheep v/hom Christ came to g a t h e r . J . L ,  Martyn has made much of 

chapter nine in his understanding of the historical situation of the 
e v a n g e l i s t . I t  is not suggested here that this understanding is 

correct, or indeed that Martyn's thesis may he found in embryo in Dodd’s 

work. Yet there are hints that Dodd knew that the purpose of the Fourth 

Evangelist was wider than he generally conceded, and it is unfortunate 

that he did not wrestle with the apparent ’anti-semitism’ of the Fourth 

Gospel, even though attention had already been drawn to it in a number of 

commentaries and significant articles.

"The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel" — Summary.

English-speaking scholars recognised here a truly great book.

Hooke drew attention to a sentence from it that "Seems to comprehend in

brief the v/hole purpose of the book In particular, since in Jesus
Christ the eternal Word was made flesh, everything He did, or said, or 

suffered must be scrutinized for inner meanings."^  ̂ The more percep

tive reviewers noted that it owed much to Dodd’s work from the 1930s_ 

and in a significant way it is the monumental expression of that work.

Dodd’5 understanding is at odds with certain features of the so-called 

’Rew Look* at the Fourth Gospel which may be said to have an origin in 

a paper written by J.A.T. Robinson for a conference at Oxford in 1937»

The later Dodd has done much to undergird this ’New Look* . Within the 

heady enthusiasm for the *New Look* , "The Interpretation of the Fourth 
Gospel" quickly began to appear almost as ’ child out of its time*. V«e 

cannot review Johannine scholarship within the period of the ’New Look* 
here; suffice it to say at this point that both th'e second edition of 

Barrett* s commentary and G.W. MacRae* s article, "The Fourth Gospel and 
Religionsgeschichte", have gone some way towards rehabilitating Dodd* s 

insights. MacRae suggests that

"Since the age of the Fourth Gospel was the age of Roman Hellenism,



characterised in many respects by a kind of religious uniyersalism 

or syncretism, is it not possible that the Fourth Evangelist may 

■ have tried deliberately to incorporate a diversity of backgrounds

into the one gospel message precisely to emphasise the univer

sality of Jesus?"(^^^)
He argues that the Fourth Evangelist does precisely this, although he 
insists that his main background is to be found in the Wisdom tradition.

We have suggested that Dodd*s understanding throughout the book is 

for the most part internally consistent, although there are important 
inconsistencies in his handling of certain subjects and,consistent with 

his own understanding of the Fourth Gospel^ often however choosing not 
to discuss,other interpretations which were damaging to his thesis. 

Moreover, the book is an excellent example of the task that he set New 

Testament scholars in his Cambridge Inaugural lecture and demonstrates 

the understandings disclosed there* Within the context of wider Johannine 

scholarship, it presented an alternative approach to, ard. under standing of, 

the Fourth Gospel than that offered by Bultmann. Finally, within the 

Doddian context there are discontinuities with his earlier work. He did 

not always draw attention to these and one wonders whether he always 

realised the significance of the shifts in his own understanding.

The book is the embodiment of his own description of the ideal

interpreter who,
"Would be one who has entered into that strange first-century 

world, has felt its strangeness, has sojourned in it until he 
has lived himself into it, thinking and feeling as one of those 
to whom the Gospel first came; and who will then return into our 
world, and give to the truth that he has discerned a body out of 

the stuff of our own thought.
Modern scholarship has doubted whether this journey is possible; certainly 

it is impossible without presuppositions. Others made the same journey.



or rather like Dodd they attempted the sam.e journey, hut went primarily 
to other * places* in that world and offered different interpretations 

to our world. This journey may not be possible but Nineham warned of 

"The deep gulf between its context (that of the ancient text) and our 

s i t u a t i o n . Ne?; Testament scholarship still awaits the precise 

methodology by which this journey may be successfully accomplished*

It is appropriate to conclude this chapter with a quotation from 

Dodd, which speaks of another qualification for the interpreter, a quali
fication that many knew to be true of Dodd, "If there are other qualifi

cations of which it is less fitting to speak in an academic lecture, I 
may be allowed to hint at them in a phrase familiar to theologians - 

testimonium Spiritus Sancti internum.
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The Johannine Epistles.

Dodd’s commentary on the Johannine Epistles, 194-6, was part of his 

attempt to discover the universe of discourse of the Fourth Gospel. In
(2)1937, he had published "The First Epistle of John and the Fourth Gospel".

These will be the primary sources for our study of Dodd’s discussion of
these epistles. Its context will be provided by a brief survey of the

opinions offered in Moffatt* s "An Introduction to the literature of the

New Testament"(^) and Kummel*s "Introduction to the New Testament"
supplemented by a comparison of the articles in "Peake’_s Commentary on

the Bible" in its two editions of 1919 and 1962, and the commentaries

by A.E. Brooke in "The International Critical Commentary". 1912 and

J.L. Houlden in the "Black’s New Testament Commentaries". 1973, which is

not only the latest commentary in English but also a natural conparison

with a commentary in "The Moffatt New Testament Commentary" . Throughout

the review an attempt will be made to focus on three questions neatly

posed by Houlden:- Firstly, "To what circumstances in the church were

they addressed? Secondly, What is the relationship (of time, authorship

and circumstance) between the four works? and thirdly. What are their

affiliations in the thought of the time?"^^^ Within this context two
works of J.A.T. Robinson, "The destination and purpose of the Johannine 
' ( 8)Epistles" and "Redating the New Testament"^  ̂ will be taken as a ’ case 
study* . Throughout, an attempt will be made to see where Dodd is influ

enced by contemporary scholarship, and where he influenced it, and to 

examine the implications of his work in the context of his wider Johannine 

study. Finally, an attempt will be made to see if any specific Doddian 

stances can be detected.

Moffatt described the First Epistle as an "Encyclical or pastoral 

m a n i f e s t o " i n  which the author disclosed his concern about the effects 
on the Church of some semi-gnostic teaching. He suggested that "The plan 

is unstudied and unpremeditated; it resembles a series of meditations or 

variations on one or two simple themes, rather than a carefully constructed
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melody," but, a careful study of the context reveals "A subtle conn

ection between paragraphs or even cycles of thought which at first sight
(11)a;̂ pear unlinked." The major polemic is against some sort of Gnosticism

which had issued in a docetio Christology although in 3*1 he discerned "A
(12)side reference to Jewish rivalry" and he noted that three scholars,

Wurm, 1904, Clemm, 19O4 and Belser, 1906, had argued that the heretics 
were Jews. Moffatt argued that this could not be so, since Docetism is

(13)never connected with Judaism although such a judgement could not be 

maintained now. He observed that most British scholars argued in favour 
of identical authorship for the Epistles and the Fourth Gospel but/having 

surveyed the linguistic data, the use of the Old Testament and the differ

ences of ideas, Moffatt argued for two authors; "Both works rise from the 

same plot of early Christian soil; both aim at developing the faith of the 

church and (especially the homily) at safeguarding it against current errors; 

both lay stress on the evangelic historical tradition; but beyond the general 
fact that the homily presupposes the teaching and spirit of the gospel, 

their mutual connections remain o b s c u r e M o f f a t t  considered the possi

bility of simultaneous publication but he did not react favourably to it.

The author of the First Epistle had a share in the process by which the 

Fourth Gospel came to birth. Finally, the epistle is to be dated in the 

same period as the Fourth Gospel, not later than the first quarter of the 

second century.

Kummel, too, asserted that there is no discernible structure to the 

epistle, at best there is a frequent repetition of two themes, "Proper 

faith in Christ, and the necessary connection between faith and right be
haviour^ ̂ Any attempt to find a more complicated structure is more 

ingenious than convincing, although he himself wrote in terms of three 
cycles of ideas. The work is "A tractate intended for the whole of Christi

anity, a kihd-of manifesto."^^^^ It is not addressed to a specific occasion, 
nor indeed to a specific group of readers. It is neither specifically Jewish 

nor Greek. Yet there is an aim, "1 John is seeking to warn against false



(17)teacliers who have arisen in the Christian cominunities." This does
imply that it is addressed to a specific situation and it becomes necess- 

^ y  to discover the nature of the false teachers. Along with many, Kummel 

suggested "A gnostic-enthusiastic movement which offered a docetic Christ- 

ology,"(^^^ Thus he rejected J.C. O’Neill's thesis that twelve Jewish 

heterodox maxims can be separated out from the Epistle, which the author, 

a former member of this group, expanded in a Christian direction in the 
hope of converting those of his group who had not yet followed him into 

the Church. Kummel argues convincingly that the Epistle was not concerned 
with those who did not believe that Jesus was the Messiah, but with those 

who do not accept the flesh of Jesus. He continued "Nor could the osten

sibly missionary aim have been achieved by the unmistakable christianising
(19)of texts which were already known to the intended readers." He argued

that, even if one might be correct in the general description of the heresy,
(2Cit is impossible to link this with names known to us from church history."

He was not impressed by recent attempts to link the Epistle with Qumran.
He argued for identity of authorship, allowing full weight to the differ

ences between the two works, those noted by most scholars, he concluded, 

with specific reference to the linguistic differences, they are not such 

as to make one "Say that it is inconceivable that they may both have been 

written by the same writer and with a considerable passage of time in 
between."^^^^ Of the decisive question of differences of ideas, he argued 

"There are no cogent reasons for assuming that 1 John is to be attributed 

to another author than John."^^^^ Mar^ of the differences are to be acc

ounted for in terms of difference of purpose. The priority is with the 

Gospel, the Epistle being dated between 90 and 100 A.D.

Two points must be made of this discussion; Firstly, in the dis

cussion of authorship, much leads one to suppose that Kummel*s argument 

should leak "to the conclusion that the works were by different authors. 

Secondly, at this period in Church history what conceiveably could be
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"A tractate for the whole of Christianity"?

The short article in the first edition of Peake* s commentary was 

written by A.L. H u m p h r i e s . T h i s  was a much more conservative approach 

than Moffatt* s. Humphries argued that the work was a letter - in this he 

was almost alone - from one in a position of authority and responsibility,
* f

yet this letter was not written in response to a request for guidance.
He accepted Apostolic authorship, and of course, identity of authorship; 

"Differences there are, but only such as atre easily accounted for by some 
interval of time between the writings and by a difference in their theme 

and aim."^^^^ The major purpose of the Epistle is to protect its readers 

from heresy, generally recognised as some sort of gnosticism — it appears 

that Humphries accepted the possibility of a pre-Christian gnosist, although 

not in so many words — with a docetic Christiology. Cerinthus is mentioned, 

but Humphries did not commit himself to the traditional view that the 

Apostle John argued with him. The Epistle, which is dated around 90 A.D., 

is difficult to analyse.

In the same volume, J.H. Moulton wrote of "The language of the New 

Testament" . He argued that "The Fourth (Gospel), however, with the Johan
nine epistles (which no one with the faintest instinct of style would 

detach from it) belongs to a writer correct enough in grammar, but simple 
to baldness, and with no sense of idiom; Greek was, with him, no mother 

t o n g u e H e r e  a competent linguistic scholar maintained the Semitic 

character of John* s Greek. By way of anticipation it may well have been 

articles like this and the work of A.E. Brooke and R.H. Charles that led 

Dodd to conclude that in this country at least, the question of identity 

of authorship, was a closed case.^^^^

In the revised edition of Peake* s'Commentary, G. Johnston dis

cussed thq Johannine Epistles.^ He argued that the First Epistle is

a homily addressed to a particular group at a time of schism. He suggests
( 28)that the "Onus of proof is on those who deny common authorship" yet.
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despite this stance and a survey of the evidence, he concludes "The 
question of common authorship should perhaps be left open, because the 

Greek usage must not be u n d e r e s t i m a t e d T h i s  is typical of Johnston’s 

treatment; he seems content to simply place contradictory ideas in juxta

position. A good example of this is provided by the discussion of date; 
the Epistle might be as late as 156 A.D. but the evidence is satisfied by 

a date around 100 A.D. The evidence was the church organisation reflected 

in the Epistle and the attack on docetism. On the next page the remark

able parallels between the Epistle and Qumran are mentioned, "It may be 

necessary to place 1 John e a r l i e r L i k e  many, Johnston found the
(31)Epistle hard to analyse; "The thoughts are curiously convoluted."

A.E. Brooke* s Commentary.

Brooke*s was a significant commentary. Interestingly, the relation

ship of the Epistles and Gospels is the first item discussed in the intro

duction, reflecting the predominant interest in questions of authorship 
among British scholars in this period. Both Dodd and Houlden discuss this 

problem much later in their introductions and at less length. Brooke* s 

discussion is exhaustive, beginning disarmingly enough with the observa

tion "The discussion of the question whether the First Epistle and the 

Gospel are by the same author may seem to many almost a waste of time.
The view.which at first sight seems obvious has gilways been maintained

(32)by the majority of scholars who have investigated the subject." Yet 
Brooke knew that this view was under increasing attack. His presentation 

of the arguments depends heavily upon Holtzmann* s. It takes the form of 
a list of many common phrases, fifty—one from theiFirst Epistles with one 

or more parallels in the Gospel. He concluded that the "Usage suggests
(33)a writer who varies his own phrases rather than a copyist." In view

of E.D. Freed* 8 article, "Variations in the language and thought of Johni 

which will Be discussed later, this is an important observation. Inevit

ably there is a degree of subjectivity about all judgements in this area.

The concept of a ’Johannine School* destroys the notion of slavish
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imitation or copying, and suggests the possibility that well known phrases 

were unintentionally varied within the group. Brooke argued that the 
krgument from style was supported by arguments from vocabulary and ideas.

He was aware of differences, but more impressed by the similarities.
For Holtzmann's fifty 'Peculiarities', Brooke found similarities from the 

Gospel and argued that most of the differences can be accounted for in 

terms of differences of standpoint and expression and not in terms of 

fundamental conception; "The Gospel taught us who and what the Christ is.

The Epistle is written to assure those who had learned its lesson that, 

if they will but remember, it, they can feel confidence as to the relation

ship in which they stand to God in His Son Jesus Christ Although
discussion will be postponed until Dodd's position is reviewed, it is 

necessary to note that Brooke saw differences in the understanding of 
both atonement and eschatology* Nonetheless, he was more impressed by

(35)the similarities.

Thus, Brooke argued for unity of authorship, suggesting a consider

able interval between the two works. Finding Lightfoot* s notion that the 

Epistle was the first commentary on the Gospel hard to accept because of 
the differences alluded to above, Brooke moved on to consider the question 

of priority. In favour of the priority of the Epistles he noted that the 
opening four verses show a Logos theology developing, the possibility 

that the concept of Christ as the "Other Paraclete" of John I4 .I6 was 

suggested by the thought of Christ as the Paraclete in 1 John 2.1, the 

more primitive eschatology of the epistles, and the possibility that the 
understanding of atonement in the Epistles, is closer to the Pauline idea 

of Propitiation than to some Johannine ideas. Allowing full weight to 

this evidence, Brooke argued that there was much in the Epistles that 
needed the Gospel to explain it and there is no mistaking the general 

impression %hat "Originality and force is always in the Gospel rather 
than in the Epistle, where the thoughts are, as a rule, derived and 

g e n e r a l i s e d I t  was precisely this that had led many scholars.
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notably on the continent, to argue that the Epistles were by a copyist,

someone who did not understand the riches of John's thought.
;■

Brooke discussed the aim of the Epistle without reference to the 

false teachers. Whilst Brooke accepted that there was a polemical aim,

"It is probably true that the writer never loses sight altogether of the
"f (37)views of his opponents in any part of the Epistle," he thought that 

the primary aim was pastoral, that is, it is to be understood in terms 

of edification. Brooke was inconsistent, since in this same section he 

conplimented Holtzmann for demonstrating how much of John* s stance is 

determined by his stand against Gnostic ideas, "And it is of primary 

inportance to realize the undoubted polemical aim of much of its contents, 
and the modifications in his statement of what he believes to be positive 

truth, which are due to the fact that he never loses sight, in anything 
he says, of the false teaching and unchristian conduct of his opponents." 

There is here a lack of discussion of the relationship of the pastoral 

to the polemical. There is certainly a link between the pastoral and 

the polemical and maybe Brooke has not done justice to the polemical.

Brooke suggested that the destination of the Epistles is Asia 

Minor in general, and Ephesus in particular. Further, he noted that no 

analysis of the First Epistles has found general acceptance, "The aphor
istic character of the writer* s meditations is the real cause of this 

diversity of arrangementand perhaps the attempt to analyse the Epistle 

should be abandoned as useless."^^^^ Generally, Brooke followed Haring, 

who saw a triple presentation of the two leading ideas, the Christological 

and the ethical.^^^

At this point in the introduction, Brooke moved on to the discuss

ion of the false teachers and noted that there were many possibilities, 
with the majority opinion still favouring Cerinthus as the primary target.

He was unhappy about the identification of just one type of error and
suggested that "The Epistle is directed against various forms of teaching.
The writer sums up the different tendencies in them which seem to him the



most dangerous and characteristic of the times. He sets out clearly the 

corresponding truths which in his opinion will prove to be their safest 
A n t i d o t e ^ ^  Yet Brooke was not too happy with so broad an approach,

"At the same time his writing may have been occasionally one special 

t3p>e of false teaching, or one special incident in the history of his
/ j p \

Church in connection’*with it." In this context he considered four

possible targets. If there is only one opponent, then it cannot be

Judaism, yet he did see some conflict with Judaism and notably in the

situation of bitterness immediately after the fall of Jerusalem. This

was precisely the background that he suggested for the Gospel in which
/1 % \

the bitterness is more evident. A greater contrast with Dodd's
understanding of the Gospel and the First Epistle would be hard to find. 

Brooke did not concentrate on this to the exclusion of other possibilities. 

There is no need to cite more than his opening sentence in terms of the 

relationship of the Epistle to Gnosticism and docetism, "The connection 
of the Epistle to Gnostic ideas is quite apparent and "The, connection
of this Epistle and 2 John with Docetism has been recognized from early 
t i m e s . " T h e r e  is a much longer discussion on the relationship of 

the Epistle to Cerinthianism. He concluded by arguing that the Epistle 

did, indeed, oppose Cerinthianism, or something very much like it. This 
is indeed the major target for it combined those ideas of Judaism and 

Gnosticism which the author found most abhorent. Brooke's problem here 
is that, whilst the First Epistle might be held to oppose Cerinthianism, 

insofar as it can be discovered, there is little in the Fourth Gospel that 

can be held to do so explicitly, and yet he argues for an identical setting 

for both works. Moreover, the Fourth Gospel may be held to be 'anti- 

semi tic' but this can hardly be asserted of the First Epistle. Brooke 
would appear to have been more accurate in his recovery of the situation 

of the Foqrth Gospel than of the First Epistle. There were to be discov
eries and advances in scholarship which have made Brooke* s understanding

more tenable in that the varied nature of first century Judaism is now 
more widely known.
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J«L, Houiden*s Commentary•

In the index of this commentary there are but four references to 

bodd. This is surprising, since this is the first major commentary 

published in English since Dodd*s. Whilst this paucity of reference 

does indicate how far Johannine scholarship has developed since the 
classical Dodd, there is a greater Doddian influence than this number 

of references suggests.

Houlden^too, in his discussion of the situation of the Epistle, 

notes a schism, but argues we can know nothing of the events leading up 

to it. He suggests that the author might represent the nnnp that is 

left behind; this is a novelty in the scholarship that we have reviewed. 

Certainly "We have reached à stage in the development of Church life 
where, at least to some minds, doctrine is already too fixed to tolerate 

diversity, and where the institution is too rigid to go to great lengths 
to keep dissidents within the fellowship." ̂ T h i s  is contrasted with 

Paul* s attitude. Thus our epistle comes comparatively late in the devel

opment of Church life. Houlden notes that this is not * sober speculation*, 

although he feels that he is keeping within the bounds of the evidence.

He canvasses various possibilities of Church order and concludes that, 

whilst we may not be able to discover the precise meaning of *Elder*, 
the Elder is conscious of being a bastion of tradition - one involved in 

the establishing of criteria for orthodoxy which was so strong a pre

occupation of the Church in the second century, both in the main body
/ I

and in the sects." Certainly the doctrinal issue is of greater import

ance than either ecclesiastical organisation or personal animosities. In 
this context, Houlden considers Gnosticism. He understands it in a wide 

context;
"A more diffuse and general theological culture, bearing the 

characteristics found in the sects, but discernible already in the 
first century....It is marked by dualism, depreciation of material 

reality, a fondness for the esoteric and the speculative in religion
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and a strong concern for the salvation of a spiritual elite, and 

was composed of ingredients drawn from Greek, Jewish and Oriental 

' sour ces
This serves to show that the debate about the nature and description of 

Gnosticism was continuing throughout our period, and indeed, still is/^^^
r

For Houlden, the major question posed in the reconstruction of the 

situation of the Epistles is, that of "Precisely what made * orthodoxy* 

orthodox and * heresy* heretical?"^Although the contrast must not be 

overdravm, Houlden reflects more closely the Bultmannian understanding of 

primitive Christianity than the Doddian* It reflects more accurately 

the nature of primitive Christianity than the Doddian understanding.

Houlden, continuing his description of the situation, begins from 

the dubious reputation of the Fourth Gospel in the second century. This 

springs mainly from its speculative and abstract character, and a marked 

disinterest in the historical roots of Jesus. This reflects a docetic 

tendency whidi has resulted in the virtual abandoning of any belief in 

His future return or "Such * earthy* doctrines as the physical resurrection 
of the faithful which accompanied it."^^^^ Houlden knew that, at most, 

this was a possible but partial view of the Fourth Gospel, for there are 
passages whidi suggest precisely these doctrines to those * in the know* .

He argues that some of these "Look as if they might be corrections to a(5 2)previously more homogeneous and more smoothly running narrative."
These passages are all anti-gnostic in tendency and all represent the 

development of the Fourth Gospel in the orthodox direction. These are 

among the points that the First Epistle stresses;
"In 1 John then we meet a stage in the Johannine teaching which 

is also encountered in certain, possibly added, passages in the 

Fourth Gospel. They represent a restatement of Johannine doctrine 

which lacks both the speculative quality and power of mind which is 

manifested in the greater part of the Fourth Gospel. It is a stage 

which attempts to draw back, under conservative pressure, exerted
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perhaps from the weight of •normative* Christianity elsewhere, 

from Gnostic-type tendencies and towards the teaching of the main 

body of the Church#**^

The heretics are those who would not accept this withdrawal; at least 
they were consistent in their understanding of Johannine theology# If 

this is so, then "The Epistle shows those who felt themselves to be the 

guardians of the Johannine tradition, at a time somewhat later than the 

emergence of its finest literary fruit, the Gospel of John, engaging in 

a policy of withdrawal in the direction of sinqple and mainstream teaching,
C 54)like that represented by the Gospels of Matthew and Luke." Some

scholars would reject this understanding of the Fourth Gospel, Dodd 
certainly would* Neither would the picture of the Johannine community 

be universally accepted. Houlden has to explain why, in this situation, 
there is no Old Testament quotation in 1 John. It will hot do to simply 

say that this may be seen "As another example of his (the author*s) 
imperfect assimilation of * o r t h o d o x y * . I t  was, after all, an element 

that the Evangelist had firmly grasped. Moreover, it must be noted, as 

Houlden does, that the rear-guard was unsuccessful for the Fourth Gospel 

is captured by the Gnostics. This failure may in part be due to the 

intellectual calibre of the author who "Failed to exploit in his favour 
the rich Ghristological teaching of the G o s p e l , y e t  Houlden feels 

he is also to be complimented for holding to the reality of the humanity 

of Christ, and for asserting "The unfinished yet hopeful nature of the 

moral s t r u g g l e . " ^ A l l  reconstructions are doubtful, this one is 

attractive, yet still doubtful*.

Houlden dates the Epistle somewhere between the turn of the first 

century and 135 approximately in the middle of that period. Thus

Houlden posits a Johannine communily, out of step with * mainstream* 

Christianity but sufficiently in contact with it for some to mount an 
attempt to restore their community to * mainstream* Church life, whereas 

Dodd saw a community with one great figure in it who gave us the most



mature and complete expression of the one Christian Gospel, If the 
Epistle comes from this * reactionary group* Houlden must explain why 

there is no reference to the Resurrection of J e s u s , ^  whereas Dodd 

must explain why this important element is missing from the one Christian 

Kerygma in this epistle. Whereas Dodd saw mainly Hellenistic influences, 

Houlden believes that'the author was much more open to Jewish influences.

Houlden, in his discussion of the structure of the Epistle, asserts 

that "No early Christian work is so repetitious, so monotonous in its
( 59)grammatical constructions, so narrow in its vocabulary." As others

before him, Houlden uses terms like * Spiral* or * Cycle* to describe the 

structure. Dodd*s suggestion of parallels between the sayings of Jesus, 

preserved notably in' what we may, for the sake of convenience, call M, is 
favourably considered. Houlden suggests that, as in the Fourth Gospel, 
there "Is a kernel of saying or s t o r y , w h i d i  is at the heart of the 

Gospel episode, so it is possible "That the sections of 1 John developed 
like snowballs from a beginning in the sayings of the kind found in the 

G o s p e l s . H e  knows that there are other possible explanations; there 

is gnomic and hortatory material yet "On any showing, 1 John is nothing 

like as simple in structure as a straightforward alternation of neatly 

balanced antithetical aphorisms and hortatory comment: the two styles 

are mixed together and constantly the structure of the aphorisms has
( 62)been spoiled especially by introductory additions." This raises

the possibility of taking a theory like J.C. O'Neill* s seriously.

Houlden ultimately rejects it.

Although he rejects O'Neill*s theory, it has the greatest merit 

of "Showing that the theological background is Jewish. It places 1 John 

among those many early Christian writings which, in a wide variety of 

ways, reflect the attempt to fix the boundary with Judaism and define 
the relationship between Synagogue and Church." There is, then, a
major difference between Dodd and Houlden over the background. He makes 
an implicit criticism of Dodd; "Whereas....it was possible and fashionable
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in former days to seek the background of Johannine thought in the cont
emporary religious world of Greek paganism, it is clear that the hetero

dox and often highly speculative Jewish theology of the time affords 

closer p a r a l l e l s , H o u l d e n * s  position owes much to the discovery 

of the Dead Sea Scrolls and much recent work on heterodox Jewish thought, 

yet he seems to have forgotten that there had been a number of scholars 

who had emphasised the Jewish background of Johannine theology.

Houlden then considers the nature of the heresies. He argues 

that the Fourth Gospel "Owes more to those who have gone into schism 
than to the conservatives who are left b e h i n d . " T h e  essential heresy 

may be described as Gnostic/Docetio.^^^^ Here, then, is another discern
ible shift in critical opinion. Docetism is held to be con^atible with 

an essentially Jewish theology; "Their (the Johannine community) kind of 

Christian faith, with its belief in a spiritual angelic saviour, is by 

no means unparalleled in the speculation of contemporary Judaism, nor is 

it hard to find examples of other Christians who shared this approach."
There is no possibility now , of drawing the older and fast distinction 

between Hellenism and Judaism. Yet by way of anticipation, in two of 

the crucial passages that we shall discuss, Houlden sees Greek influence 

observing that "Jewish theology itself in this period was deeply influ

enced by the orientalised Hellenism of the day."^^^^

Houlden sees few Greek members in John* s Church; "If there are 

non-Jewish members of the Johannine Church, their theological influence 
remains in the b a c k g r o u n d W h e r e a s  in the Gospel there is an inter

est in the Gentile mission - 12.20ff and 12.32 are interpreted in this 
way " no such interest may be found in the Epistle.

Even allowing for the complexity of the influence of orientalised 

Hellenism on Judaism, is Houlden* s description too narrow? Moreover, is 
his dating of the Epistle compatible with its purpose of drawing the 

boundary between Church and Synagogue?•



The question of the common authorship of the Epistle and Gospel 

is reduced to the status of a short note. This indicates how far modern 

British scholarship, represented by Houlden, has moved away from the inter

est that dominated such scholarship in Brooke's day, when authenticity and 
value were so bound up with the issue of authorship. We are given an out

line of the possibilities, a list of some of the protagonists and left to 

choose, in the knowledge that Houlden does not think that they came from 

the same pen. ”1 John is then not a letter, it is a theological tract, 

modelled roughly on its congregation's existing production, the Fourth 

Gospel, especially in structure and terminology, and in the use and 

contents of the Prologue

C.H. Dodd's Commentary - Overview.

Dodd's commentary was published thirty—four years after Brooke's. 

Almost uniquely in Doddian writings there is a specific mention of those 

commentaries to which he is indebted. Brooke* s introduction is singled 
out for special praise. Our initial intention is to summarise Dodd's 
introduction and make appropriate comparisons with Brooke. Dodd began by 

considering the Johannine Epistles in the early church. There is nothing 

at all remarkable in that discussion for our present concern.

The discussion becomes very significant when the background and 

setting of the Epistles is considered. The classical Doddian position 
discussed in the previous chapter was proposed. It does not require re

statement here. In this introduction he was, however, still operating 
with the wider understanding of Gnosticism, which characterised his work 

in the thirties, but which he was to abandon in "The Interpretation of the 

Fourth Gosnel"^^^) He noted that it was in the period which historians 

could not penetrate, the * tunnel period*, that the rise of the Gnostic
sects occurred and he suggested that "The First Epistle of John appears(7 2)to reflect a critical moment at an early stage in the process." At 
this stage in his career, Dodd of course, had no knowledge of sectarian
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Judaism, such as Qumran was to provide, with which to compare this phenom
enon. In his recovery and description of the teacliing of the dissenters, 

Dodd saw its central characteristic in the denial of the reality of the 

Incarnation, which might be traced to both Docetic and Gnostic sources 
for, even if not all the expressions in the Epistle can be paralleled in 

Gnostic sources, they'are closely analogous to Gnostic language "And taken 

together describe well enough the best type of Gnostic piety

Dodd observed, in his comparison of the Epistles and the Gospel 

with Higher Paganism, that "The religious quest of the Hellenistic world 

was not in vain. It attained some genuine religious insight, and it 

provided early Christian thinkers with an intellectual apparatus for 
interpreting Christianity to the wider world, and in doing so, penetrating 

more deeply into the meaning of the Gospel It must be asked whether

this insistence on the necessity of Greek thought for the deeper under

standing of the Gospel makes it very difficult for Dodd to see the Jewish 

influence in its proper place in the Johannine writings. To have seen 

this would have involved Dodd in a withdrawal from a major emphasis. It 

is just this refusal to withdraw that has made Dodd* s position so awkward 
within the *New Look*, which he did so much to under gird # There is no 

suggestion in any of Dodd* s writings that he could adjust his thinking 
on the background of the Johannine writings to meet results of recent 

scholarly work on the Jewish background. It is just as important to 
realise that he had not apparently taken seriously the work of scholars 

like Brooke, who had also stressed the importance of this Jewish back
ground. He could not make this withdrawal because the picture of the 

evangelist, and the understanding of the purpose of the Fourth Gospel, 

and indeed its successful accomplishment of that purpose, had been a
(75)permanent part of his thought for so long.

Dodd, like many scholars, noted that "The argument is not closely 
a r t i c u l a t e d H e  offered a three-fold division; "I. What is Christi
anity? I.5-ii.28., II. Life in the family of God. ii.29-iv.12.. III. The
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( 7 7 ^certainty of the Faith, iv,13-v.13." There is an exordium, consist

ing of the first four verses, and a postscript consisting of the last 

eight. He maintained that "The immediate aim of this epistle,...is to 

meet a critical situation arising out of the preaching of a distorted 
form of C h r i s t i a n i t y V / h a t  is the relationship of this epistle to 

primitive Christianity and the one common Gospel? One of Dodd* s major 
emphases has been this insistence on the unitive nature of early Christ

ianity. This epistle presented a challenge for "It is not at first sight 

obvious to the reader that what the author is giving is in fact the 
common original Gospel of primitive Christianity."  ̂ The * yardstick* 

by "vdiich the author* s work will be judged had been set out in "The Apost

olic Preaching and its development" ; "It will therefore be of interest to 

confront the teaching of the Epistle with what we know of the early pres
entation of the Christian faith to the world Once Dodd had accomp

lished this, he argued that the author "Lives fully within this (that of 
the Apostolic preaching) eschatologial f a i t h , e v e n  though the express

ion of this one eschatological faith differs radically. Dodd went beyond 

the recognition that there was no quotation from the Old Testament in the 

Epistle suggesting that the author "Betrays virtually no interest in the 

Old Testament and no acquaintance with the contemporary thought of Juda

ism." This statement about Judaism does not bear examination now; it

is doubtful whether it could ever justifiably have been so baldly asserted. 
The main point is just how can such a work, if Dodd* s description is 

accepted, be considered part of the common Christian preaching. In the 
light of Dodd* s own study and conclusions in "According to the Scriptures", 

the position of the First Epistle seems very strange within the one common 
Christianity. There is only one reference to this epistle in that book, 

and frankly, the argument is strained. Discussing the prophecy of the 

New Covenànt of Jeremiah 31 • 31-34, Dodd saw four elements and among them 
an insistence on the knowledge of God. He notes that this is not directly 

referred to in the New Testament, "But it is perhaps hardly accidental
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that in 1 John ii,12-24, which sets forth the features of a state of 
existence when *the darkness is passing away and the light of reality 

is shining*, couples together closely the knowledge of God and the for- 

giveness of sins" (the fourth element of the new covenant)•" Here,
there is a pre-supposition in favour of the homogeneous nature of primitive 

Christianity and that inclusive understanding and use of background mater

ial to which Kysar drew attention. Dodd has over-emphasised the homogen

eity of primitive Christianity. It is worth noting, in this context, that 

Dodd makes very little of the reference to Cain in 1 John 3.12.

Immediately, another Doddian emphasis comes to the fore. Not only 

does the author share the eschatological faith of the primitive community 

but also "He is very much alive to the historical actuality of the events
/ O I \

in which that act of God was manifested.” This too, is overstressed.

Certainly, the author writes, "We know that the Son of God has come", 5#20, 

and he insists upon the reality of the humanity of Jesus but, as Dodd has 

to admit, "Of the mighty works * in the flesh* to which the kerygma seems 
to have alluded (Acts ii.22, x.38) our author has nothing to say; it was

/ O
hardly germane to his purpose." Dodd similarly, on the one hand,
claims "In all this our author keeps closely to the forms of the primitive 

p r e a c h i n g " , y e t  on the other, he draws our attention to a peculiarity 

which our author shares with the author of The Epistle to the Hebrews, in
( 87)that he makes no direct allusion to the resurrection of Jesus.

Yet another Doddian emphasis is thrown back into the kerygma. He 
noted our author* s insistence upon the authority of the teaching of Jesus, 

a feature that is rare in the kerygma, beihg mentioned specifically only 
in Acts 3*22.

"This comparative silence, however, must not be misunderstood to 

mean that the primitive Church was not interested in the teaching 
of Jesus. It is evident from the whole (my italics) New 

Testament that the message of the Church was conceived as having 

two main aspects: the Gospel of Christ, the theme of preaching
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(Kerygma) and the Law or Commandment of Christ, the theme of 
teaching (Didache)

What Dodd asserted of the New Testament, and notably of this epistle,

"In the First Epistle of John there is a thorough integration of the 
Conmandment and the G o s p e l , w a s  very true of him as a man* Dillistone 

writes " No one can ever have had a keener sense of the moral demand of 

Christianity than Dodd"^^^^ whilst his keen interest in the kerygma is 

shown in so many of his works* Although this is laudable, it does seem 

that again, Dodd has found what was congenial to him and to have claimed
(91)it as characteristic of the whole of primitive Christianity#

There is one aspect in which the First Epistle does reflect the 

common Kerygma whilst knowing nothing of the Fourth Evangelist* s reinter

pretation; "The author of the First Epistle knows nothing of this (the 
Fourth Gospel*s) reinterpretation of the Advent hope,"^^^^ The signifi

cance of this will be discussed in another context, but maybe Dodd is 

disclosing his uneasiness with Apocalyptic at this point and nothing more. 

Similarly, the Epistle* s understanding of the people of God is among the 

most primitive in the New Testament. The problan that arises for Dodd is, 
why in these two specific areas the author should have retained primitive 

understandings when, as such, they would presumably not have been welcomed 
by a comoaunity that had received more * advanced* teachings.

Thus Dodd concludes that,

"While the First Epistle of John is written in a peculiar idiom 
both of thought and speech, showing the undeniable influence of 

the Hellenistic environment, its author is justified in claiming 

that the substance of his message to his readers is neither more 

nor less than the original and unchanging content of the Church* s 
common faith, embodied in the Gospel and Commandment, and attested 

by primary witnesses 
How many Doddian emphases are herein contained’* As many had characterised
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him, Dodd saw the author as a pastor. It is to the Fourth Gospel that 
we must look for the distinctively Johannine theology*

For the sake of conqpleteness, to draw attention to a feature dis

cussed elsewhere, Dodd suggested that our author had knov/ledge of a body 
of the sayings of Jesus similstr to that of the Synoptics, and having most 

in common with what is traditionally described as *M* , Interestingly, 

he did not return to this suggestion in "Historical tradition in the Fourth 

Gospel", presumably because this would have called into question the inde

pendence of the Johannine tradition

Dodd then discussed the relationship of the First Epistle to the 

Fourth Gospel, a sketch of the main argument will be given here* He 
accepted a general affinity, but argued that the differences of stylo and 

vocabulary, demonstrated in his earlier article in "The Bulletin of the 
John Rviands Library  ̂were crucial* In that article, he thought that he 

had avoided the subjectivity that was the bane of such investigations*

In the crucial area of ideas he found significant differences# For the 

most part these had the force of demonstrating the Hellenistic colouring 

of the Epistle, much more so than in the G o s p e l H e  also noted that 

there were elements that suggested a "Theological outlook nearer than that 

of the Gospel to primitive Christianity These were not unimportant
areas for they concerned the Church, Eschatology and the Holy Spirit#

It is significant that Dodd suggested ’Primitive* or ’Popular* Christianity. 
Why not * Jewish Christianity* ? This will be discussed later, but is this 

equivalent to a ’Freudian slip*? There are now problems concerning the 
description ’Jewish Christianity* but at the time of the publication of 

this commentary it would have been a natural enough description*

Dodd concluded that the Fourth Gospel and the First Epistle were by 

different ̂ authors, the priority being with the Gospel, Brooke* s discussion 

being decisive here. The disciple of the Evangelist, then, is responsible 

for the Epistle but in three important areas, at least, his thought



represents a marked decline from that of his master. The alternative, 
which Dodd rejected because the Epistle in important areas pre-supposes 

the Gospel, is that, if one were prepared to accept that the Fourth 

Gospel were the work of various hands, the author of the Epistles might 

have had a hand in the composition of the Gospel. As we have seen, Dodd 

had by now rejected ahy such possibility. This discussion was placed 

last, indicating the then Doddian emphasis that the question of author

ship is not of vital importance. The Epistle, dated somewhere between 
96-110  ̂ coming from Asia Minor, "Represents a definite stage towards

the central or normative Christianity which emerged from the New Testa

ment period

The Relationship of the Fourth Gospel and the First Epistle.

Dodd realised that, in re-opening the question of identity of 
authorship, he was going very much against the tide of critical opinion;

"In this country, especially since the discussion by Charles in his commen

tary on the Apocalypse (l.C.C.) and by Dr. Brooke in his commentary on the 

Johannine Epistles (in the same series), the identity of authorship is 
generally regarded as chose j u g é e  ̂ Here, then, Dodd was consciously 

innovative. In this whole area there are very fine judgements to be made, 

and the experts often disagree. It appears as though there are no precise 

objective criteria available, all scholars ultimately, make subjective 

value j u d g e m e n t s M o r e o v e r ,  the statistical data, once presented, 

can be very widely interpreted.

Howard was impressed by Dodd’s case.^^^^^ Barrett maintains that 

Howard* s article contains an impartial statement of Dodd* s position as 
well as arguing his own case. In his introduction, Howard warned of the 

difficulties of making any significant comparison since the Gospel is 
probably the end product of a long process of compilation, whereas the 

Epistle was in all probability written for a specific occasion, the 
subject matter of the Gospel is.wider, the Evangelist may have drawn



15
upon sources, and this may well account for the Aramaisms of the Gospel, 

and we must reckon with the degree of freedom given to an amanuensis.

For his part, Dodd acknowledged the thoroughness of Brooke* s work.

There is no firm evidence that Dodd was influenced by Howard* s 

paper, although it was delivered in 1939* There is evidence that he 

revised his argument slightly; "Subsequent revision has shown that the 
word-lists and statistics given there (in the article in B.J.R.L.) need 

minor corrections# These do not, however, affect the general conclusion; 

on balance, they slightly strengthen the evidence for a significant differ

ence of style between the two w r i t i n g s ^ ^ ^

The Argument from Language.

It is not possible to review this argument section by section.

Thus, the prominent parts of Dodd* s arguments will be summarised along 

with the appropriate comments of Howard and W.G# Wilson. Whilst the inev

itable subjectivity has been acknowledged, a notable feature of the argu

ments is the attempt to give an appearance of objectivity by the use of 
statistics. The interpretation of the statistical data varied from 

scholar to scholar, indicating a good deal of subjectivity in the assess

ment of this allegedly * objective* evidence.

Dodd presented the first part of his argument under the heading 

of "Grammatical words and particles", subdivided into prepositions, 

adverbial particles and conjunctive particles. He concludes that "It 

is clear that the Gospel is much richer in particles than the Epistles.
The statistics confirm the impression that the style of the Epistle is 

more monotonous and less f l e x i b l e ^ ^ W h e n  stated statistically the 
evidence is impressive. The Epistle has 14 prepositions, the Gospel has 

all of these except 1, and an additional 10; the Epistle has 9 adverbial 
particles ̂ whilst the Gospel has all those contained there and 27 in add
ition, the Epistle includes 18 conjunctive particles whereas the Gospel 

has 17 of these, and an additional 19*^^^^^ This evidence i.s interpreted
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very differently by Vf.G. Wilson* He contended that the number of prep
ositions used in any New Testament book varies according to the length
t- : •
'of the book. Thus he presented a table in "sdiich the first column gaye 
the number of pages in the Vdi text of the New Testament, the second 

column indicated the number of different prepositions used, the third 
the total number of prepositions, and the final column the average 

number of prepositions per page.^^^^^ It is apparent that only the 

Gospels, all over ifX) pages long, have more than 20 prepositions and 

that no book of less than 8 pages -1 John has 7*5 pages -has more than 
16. Wilson argues that we just should not expect to find as many prep
ositions in the Epistle as in the Gospel. Presumably the narrative form 

of the Gospel makes for richer use of prepositions. Just as telling is 

Wilson’s observation that of the 19 prepositions used in 1 Corinthians 

only 14 are used in 2 Thessalonians and 10 in Philemon. Moreover, since 

Dodd had argued that all three Johannine Epistles come from the same pen, 

giving a total of 9*5 pages, if these are compared with the Fourth Gospel, 
then only 8 prepositions found in the Gospel are not used in the Epistle;

‘ ( 105 )of these,three are rare.

Much the same may be said of Dodd* s argument based on the use of 
particles. There are fewer particles in the First Epistle, but Howard 

argued that a number of the particles in the Gospel were used locally or 
temporally, a usage that is as appropriate in the Gospel, as inappro

priate in the Epistle. A further 2 are used irrperativally and 2 in the 

dialogues with Nicodemus and Pilate. This by itself is damaging to an 

argument which consisted for the most part in just positing statistical 

data and not weighing usage. Moreover, Wilson handled this evidence in 
exactly the same way as he had handled the evidence based on prepositions. 

He showed that "The number of these particles in any New Testament book 
varies greatly according to the length of the book."^^^^^ It is also 

evident from Wilson* s tables,

"That the same author may, within limits, use a considerably
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greater number of different particles in one work than he does 

in another. Vfe have also seen that in the use of particles there 

‘ are greater variations between some of the epistles generally

accepted on linguistic (and other) evidence as being the work of 

Paul than the variations which Dr. Dodd uses as evidence against 

the common authorship of the Gospel and 1 John."^^

Dodd moved on to compare the use of the compound verbs. 1 John 

has a total of 11 and the Gospel 105, including 9 of those used in 1 John. 
He argued "This result confirms that of our investigation of the use of 

particles, namely that the style of the Gospel is richer, more varied and 
more flexible than that of the epistle Howard was content to assert

that "The vastly wider range of subject-matter in historical narrative
(109)gives the Gospel unquestionably a richer vocabulary." This is con

firmed by Wilson who yet again demonstrated the decisive importance of 

the length of the books. Two interesting observations were made by Wilson, 

"Firstly, in the column headed "Proportion of different compound 

verbs per page", the result is, that the Gospel has 1.92 and 

1 John 1.ifé. This difference is smaller than that between some

of the Pauline epistles and so, placed in a wider context, Dodd’s

argument does not seem very impressive*

Secondly, whilst there is no doubt that the average number of 
confound verbs per page is much higher in the Fourth Gospel than 

in 1 John - 9*5 ns against 2.9•■'it might well be argued that a 
feature of Johannine style is a disinclination to use compound 

verbs since the average number of compound verbs per page in "the
"(11b)Synoptics and the Acts of the Apostles is 1?.8.

It is notoriously difficult to weigh this sort of evidence,* maybe the

most that can be said is that mary of the compound verbs used in the
New Testament are more suited to narrative than to discourse and epistle*

Dodd then considered the use of idioms and rhetorical figures.

What was so confidently asserted by Dodd, looks appreciably weaker on
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examination by Howard and Wilson. Howard made the point that,
"Dr. Dodd refers to the list which A.E. Brooke supplies of phrases 

: common to the Gospel and First Epistle. In its impressiveness it

overwhelms the examples of contrast which have just been examined.

To appreciate the degree of resemblance in phraseology the impos

ing list of over 50 phrases, set out in parallel columns for the 

Gospel and First Epistle, should be studied in the I.C.G. Johan
nine Epistles.

(112)Dodd offered five peculiarities. ■' It might well be argued that some 

of these are indeed appropriate to the epistolary form#

Howard was more impressed by Dodd* s contentions about Aramaisms 
than was Wilson. Implicitly Howard accepted Dodd* s contention that there 

are no Aramaisms in the First Epistle. He sought explanation in terms of 

the Gospel* s use of a Palestinian tradition. Wilson noted that 3 of the 

Aramaisms found by Dodd in the Gospel were in the sayings of Jesus, 1 was 

regarded by M. Black as doubtful, 1 was regarded by Dodd as doubtful, — in
(113)his commentary Dodd had said there were "At least five" Aramaisms,- 

and the last has a parallel in the best manuscripts of 1 John 5*9* He 

concluded,
"If we accept Dr. Black*s thesis that * all four Evangelists incorp

orate in their own literary work a translated or * targumized* 
tradition of the (Aramaic) sayings of Jesus, and perhaps also 
of the Gospel dialogue of Jesus* many interlocutors, and other 
non-Dominical oratio recta*, then we may have the explanation of 

the presence in the Gospel of Aramaisms which are not found in

This is an exceptionally difficult area for the non-specialist 
who must content himself with indicating that the debate is not yet over. 
Dodd* 8 position has come under increasing attack. K. Beyer examined the 

Fourth Gospel and the First Epistle. As his argument is summarised by 

A.J.B. Higgins, "Beyer regards as the most significant result of his
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investigation the presence of more definite Hebraisms than Aramaisms in 
thé Johannine gospel and epistles. These writings are under predomin-
 ̂ ' (115)ântly Hebrew influence."' ' In this article, Higgins wondered whether 

Dodd had made a tacit withdrawal between his article in B.J.R.L., and 

the publication of his commentary. In the article Dodd argued that the 

Epistle bears no trace of Aramadsm whereas in the commentary he wrote of 

"The lack of * definable Semitism* and of the absence of clear traces of 

semitism,"^^ but certainly contrary to either of Dodd*s contentions is 

Beyer’s; he finds 52 semitisms in 1 John, 6 in 2 John and ^ In 3 John.

At this point, one recalls Moulton* s comment; what a marked contrast 

between Mancunian scholarship at these two periods. It would appear that 

the debate is still open.

Dodd* s work encouraged T.W. Manson to examine the data. His exam

ination was based on Burney’ s work in "The Aramaic origin of the Fourth 
Gospel", 1922. Manson noted that the Aramaisms are "Not evenly distributed 

throughout the G o s p e l , b u t  are found in blocks. He accepted the 

Manchester Hellenistic Seminar’s conclusions that there are no semitisms 

in 1 John, but he did not argue from this for a different author for the 

First Epiistle. He went on to argue that 16 out of the 20 quotations from 
the Old Testament found in the Fourth Gospel are in the Aramaising section 

of the Gospel. Thus, he argued that,
"Some of the most striking differences between the Gospel and the 

Epistle turn out on closer examination to be differences between 

the Aramaising half of the Gospel and the Epistle; and it is open 

to us to entertain the hypothesis that the Epistle is the work of 

the writer freely composing and the Gospel the work of the same 

writer with his style to some extent controlled by the material 

he has to incorporate into his book."^^^^^
Whatever may be made of this hypothesis, and it is open to severe criti

cism if Beyer* s contention be true, Manson provided another example of 

how the data provided by Dodd looks so different from another perspective.
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Two concluding observations may be offered. It is a matter of 

fine judgement whether the significance of similarity of style outweighs 

that of difference. In 1961, Kilpatrick contributed a short note to the 

Journal of Theological Studies, entitled "Two Johannine idioms in the 

Johannine Epistles, H e  argues that in the Gospel "<̂ Xr|&LVofwas used 

attributively and predicatively without any real difference of

meaning":̂ ^ t h i s  is true also of the Epistle. The second point 

concerns the use of n̂(?rTeXXti.Y and tt£^Tîé,iv The Gospel uses both, the 

latter 52 times, whereas the Epistle only uses the former. Kilpatrick 

argues that "What would be significant would be an example where ô ocrrcXXttV 

was used in the epistles where the gospel would use.. This we
do not have."^^^^^ He was impressed by the first idiom; it is not to be 

found elsewhere in the New Testament, "A fact which makes the agreement(122)between John and the Johannine epistles even more noteworthy." The
other consideration concerns the Evangelist*s apparent love of sheer 

variation. E.D. Freed has suggested this. Having presented a list of 
variations in the language and thought of John, the concluding question 

of the article is, "Could it be that the writer was more concerned with 

the art of sheer variation than with historical accuracy and theological 

c o n s i s t e n c y ? " I t  is outside the scope of this chapter to assess 

this thesis but, since this possibility can be seriously canvassed, is 

it wise to draw any conclusions from difference of style? Some modern 

scholars do not; neither Houlden, who accepts duality of authorship, nor .
Schnackenburg assert that such differences are sufficient to prove this 

duality. Vfilson* s comnent is appropriate,
"The importance of the foregoing evidence will be estimated 

differently by different minds. But it appears to indicate that 
Dr. Dodd’s evidence of difference in style between the Fourth 

Gospel and 1 John is not sufficient to give rise to such ’misgiv
ings about the common authorship of the two works’ as he suggests.

It is surely unscientific to suggest that the mind of 1 John was
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incapable of such variations as are manifested in the ten epistles 

attributed to Saint P a u l ^  ̂
Ÿet is it scientific to assume that the author was of such a flexible 
turn of mind as Paul? In this area, as in so many, pre-suppositions about 

the author seem to be the dominant factors, and despite the use of statis

tical evidence, much’still seems too subjective# In 1944 the Cambridge 

statistician, G.Ü. Yule, in "The Statistical .Study of Literary Vocabulary" 

argued that to obtain reliable data the works under review must be at 

least 10,000 words long. The Johannine Epistles fall far short of this 

minimum requirement.

The Argument from Vocabulary.

Dodd knew- that too much could not be built on this argument. "In 

view of the much greater length of the Gospel and the variety of its 

themes, we shall be prepared to find that its vocabulary is very much 
more extensive. And so it is."^ The strength of the argument lies

in the fact "That there are certain words or groups of words which are 
either so frequent in the Gospel, or so intimately connected with leading 

Johannine ideas, that their absence from the Epistle is remarkable 
Dodd provides a list in six parts:- (l) General religious and theological 

terms. (2) References to the O.T. and Jewish background. (3) Terms 

referring to the idea of judgement. (4) Ghristological terms. (5) Terms 
special to Johannine theology. (6) Other terms characteristic of the 

Fourth G o s p e l . T h e  list totals 33 words; Dodd asked,
"Is it likely....that this author should have written a second 

work upon some of the central Christian themes, without using the 

words which came so easily to him for the ideas of being saved 
and lost, for grace and peace, for divine judgement, for the divine 

necessity (cTsu ), for * bearing fruit* in Christian living - with

out referring to Christ as Lord, to His Glory, to His descent 

and ascent, or to the resurrection - without ever falling into 

such familiar*',. expressions as  ̂|̂ r|T£tV of aaA^tXos?"^^
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Obviously the question expects a negative answer* In addition there are 

no fewer than 39 words in the Epistle which do not occur in the Fourth 

Gospel. There is no doubt that this list is impressive.

Neither Howard nor Wilson were inpressed once they had subjected 

the argument to examination. Howard argued "But I have to acknowledge 

that after testing it (the list) with the concordance with some care I
( 129)found that it assumed a less formidable appearance." He argued

two considerations; we must bear in mind "(a) the distribution throughout 
the Gospel, and (b) the relevance of such words to the subject-matter and
purpose of the E p i s t l e ^ ^ I t  is impossible to demonstrate the use of

these criteria for many of the words in the list; one sample must suffice.

"In class (iv), Ghristological terms, we admit that it is surprising 

that (18 times) and the corresponding verb (21 times)
should not be found in the Epistle, Perhaps we should notice that 
19 times the verb is spoken by Jesus (or by the Father to the Son), 

twice it is used of the death of Jesus, and in xxi.19 of the death
of Peter. But when we are told that KuptOÇ is used-of Christ 41

times in the Gospel, it ought to have been explained that in 31 

instances the word is used in the vocative, which rules out three- 

fourths of the examples from any comparison with the Epistle." ̂ ^  ̂

There remains something impressive about the list, even if Howard* s judge

ment that, as it stands, it is not sufficient to prove difference of 

authorship is correct.

Manson examined this list from a different perspective. He accepted 

Howard* s argument and removed from the list. He checked the occur-

ance of these words in the Aramaising and non-Aramaising sections of the 
Gospel and in every case except one, they appear much more frequently in 
the Aramaising section of the Gospel. Manson suggested that this confirmed 

the division of the Gospel into Aramaising and non-Aramaising sections 

and again the significant difference is between the First Epistle and the
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Aramaising section of the Gospel. This is another example of how

Dodd*s data required more examination.
f;

Wilson* s examination was differently aimed, again it centres around 

the importance of the length of documents. The ten Pauline Epistles agg
regate 104 pages in the WH text, less than twice the number of V/H pages 

for the Fourth Gospel, "Yet a great many of the words in question occur 

more than twice (italicized) as often in the ten Pauline epistles, and 

may therefore be regarded as equally Pauline as they are Johannine^

He argued that "We would not expect to find two Pauline Epistles, one of
(135)which contained all, and the other none, of these words." To the

words in question, Wilson added ten characteristically Pauline words, 
taken from R.M. Pope's "Studies in the language of St. Paul". When the 

Pauline corpus is examined on this basis there is found to be a greater 

variation between 1 Corinthians and Philippians than between the Fourth 

Gospel and the First Epistle. He concluded "Thus, it would appear that 
the number of important terms used in any particular book varies accord

ing to the length and subject-matter of the book."^^^^^

The only verdict that may be returned is an open one. It appears 
as though Dodd has over-stated his case. One weakness is that all of 

this published discussion occurred after Dodd* s seminal article and 
commentary on the Johannine Epistles. Dodd has not found it necessary 

to reply to his critics; their assessments deserved such a reply, but 

by this time Dodd was pursuing other interests*

The Argument from Thought.

Dodd's argument in terms of the understanding of atonement, escha— 
tology and the Holy Spirit will be outlined and discussed in the light of 

Howard* s examination. Some specific passages will be evaluated in the 
context of Dodd's and Houlden* s commentaries. Finally, in this section 

Robinson* s two articles will be examined in the context of the Qumran 

discoveries and as an example of how Dodd* s position looks now, with
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particular reference to the question of how Jewish the Johannine Epistles 

are©

Again, Howard was impressed by Dodd* s statement of his case;

"Dr. Dodd in his essay has presented that side of the case with unsur
passed skill, and now in his latest commentary some of the most important 

passages have been more fully expounded in relation to their historical 
background. Gratitude is due for the clarity with which he has set out 

the respects in which the two writings are at variance^^ Very early

in his discussion, having repeated his assertion that there is no Jewish 

element in 1 John, Dodd noted that the passages in the Gospel, which are 

most like the Epistle, have few quotations from the Old Testament.^
He did not probe this evidence in a way similar to Manson; indeed, as 

we have argued, it would have been impossible for Dodd to have done so 
at this stage in his career.

The first argument is in terms of the eschatological teaching of 

the Epistle compared to that of the Fourth Gospel. He repeated his
(139)typical understanding of the eschatological teaching of the Gospel.

In contrast with this "In the Epistle.. .the eschatological hope is fully 
alive."^^^^^ Brooke had already argued that to make this point, involved 

looking at only part of the evidence. Howard took up this point strongly; 
"It must, however, be pointed out that there is a strongly escha

tological element in the Fourth Gospel. Jesus as Son of Man is 
commissioned with the functions of Judge and Giver of life....

Such sayings as *I will raise him up at the last day*, the thrice- 

repeated promise in chapter xiv - incidentally one of the chapters 

that Dodd noted most like the Epistle - *I come again*, and * If I 

will that he tarry till I come* must not be i g n o r e d ^ ^ ^
Dodd argued that "The Epistle indeed shares the common conviction of all 

N.T. writers that the Age to Come has begun, and like the Gospel, it 
affirms that the believer already possesses eternal life. But unlike 

the Gospel it remains bound to the time—scheme of popular eschatology."^142)
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In an explanation that in part drew on Dodd*s article Howard wrote,
"It is the appalling spectacle of successful apostasy that revives the 

memory of warnings of false prophets who would lead many astray. In 

earlier Christian teaching this was to be one of the tribulations that 

would herald the Parousia, marking the darkest hour before the dawn."^^

For Dodd this is an schatological myth*^^^^ that is either ignored,. or 

radically re-interpreted, by the Evangelist. Two points may be made. 
Firstly, in Howards words Dodd* s position "Assumes too rigid a uniform

ity on the part of the religious teacher, and it overlooks the effect 
which a particular and critical historical situation may have upon the 

presentation of a doctrine."^^^^^ Secondly, Dodd* s position here seems 

to imply a radical withdrawal from his understanding of the homogeneity 

of early Christianity, for this, eschatological hope is on any showing 
an important element in so many New Testament writings. Dodd*s under

standing of the nature of the Christian tradition allows for the same 

author to use different elements from it, not so apparently here.
Further, as noted earlier, Dodd suggested, on rather slender evidence, 

that the author of 1 John knew of, and used, the prophecy of the New 
covenant. It is hard to avoid the conclusion that Dodd can find evidence 

for those elements of Christianity that he found personally satisfying 

in peculiar places, and that, due to his own uneasiness with apocalyptic 

eschatology, he could not find this in the most mature expression of the 

Christian Gospel#

Howard was no, more convinced by Dodd* s argument from the under

standing of the atonement. To summarise Dodd* s argument in his own words, 
"The death of Christ in the Epistle is interpreted as an 
for the sin of the world (.2.2), mucjh as Paul describes it as tXctOTfjpi 

....In the Fourth Gospel the death of Christ is first and fore

most-that by whicdi Christ is *glorified* or * exalted* ( 12,23,
32-33; 13*3) and by virtue of which he * draws* all men into the 

sphere of eternal life (l2.32; 11*32)....The only passage which
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might reasonably be adduced in support of any doctrine of expia
tion is that which speaks of Christ as ’the Lamb of God who takes 

away the sin of the world* - he offered his usual understanding 

of this concept - ••••If, however, we do not interpret the Lamb 

of God as an expiatory offering, then the idea of expiation never 

occurs in the Fourth Gospel. But this is the doctrine of the 

Epistle, which in this respect moves on a different level of thought, 

nearer to that of general early Christian belief 
Dodd can again be criticised in terms of his understanding of the homo

geneous nature of primitive Christianity. At how many points can the 
Fourth Gospel not include elements of this and still be part of that 

homogeneous primitive Christianity? Dodd* s position here seems incon
sistent. ̂ ven leaving this aside, there is little doubt that Howard* s 

criticism is damaging to Dodd’s position. Not considering Dodd’s con

tentious understanding of the Lamb of God, Howard argued,
"As regards the death of Christ, there is no clear doctrine of 

the Atonement in any of the Johannine writings# The metaphors 

are indeed different but is not the underlying conception the 

same? Dr. Dodd has himself done more than any other scholar to 
prove that uXoCc'̂ Aoq means not propitiation but expiation, the removal 

of the infection of sin that keeps man away from fellowship with 
God# Whatever original conception may lie behind the figure of 

the Lamb of God in John 1 #29, He is there * to take away the sin 
of the world*# So in 1 John 3*5 *Ye know that He was manifested 

to take away sins.* To clinch the matter we have but to set side 

by side John 3*16, 1 John 4*9f and 2#2#"^
Howard asked searching questions of Dodd which he was not to answer#

Similar arguments are rehearsed about the doctrine of the Holy 
Spirit# Dodd stressed that "The Fourth Evangelist has a very distinctive 

doctrine of the Holy S p i r i t W h i l s t  he might, on occasions, use 

in the sense in which it was used in the Old Testament and
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generally in the early Churchy "In the closing discourses of the Fourth 
Gospel the Spirit is more unequivocally personal than an̂ n̂ rhere else in

the New Testament* He is, so to speak, Christ's alter ego, in whom Christ

Himself returns to His people*"^ He reminded us that "The Epistle, on

the other hand, applies the termTToij>«<K.\r|ToSto Christ alone, and uses the 
term 'pneuma* in a way which approximates to popular usage as we know it 

from Paul and the Acts."^^ Contrariwise, Howard cites E*P. Scott's

understanding that,
" 'So far from conflicting with that of the Gospel the doctrine of 

the Epistle is in full harmony with it and serves to elucidate 
and define it.' Certainly it would be hard to find any words

more truly in keeping with the teaching of the farewell discourse

than the two verses 'Hereby we know that he abideth in us, by the 

Spirit which he gave us', 'Hereby we know that we abide in him and 

he in us, because he hath given us of his Spirit', (i John iii,24;

This is a much more finely balanced case than that of the Atonement, and 
Howard's argument is possibly an example of that 'Harmonising interpre™ 

tation*,^^^^ against which Dodd warned.

Howard observed "It is strange that the final argument should be

that the Epistle stands nearer than the Gospel to Gnosticism which is at
the farthest removed from primitive Christianity, whilst it has just

been described as nearer than the Gospel to the Judaic theology of the

early days."^^^^^ Two initial points must be made*, firstly, Dodd did

not use the term 'Judaic* and secondly, both Dodd and Howard writing
before the Qumran discoveries, have a defective understanding of the

presence of gnosis in sectarian Judaism and Christianity. Dodd argued

that, although the Epistle was closer to Gnosticism - understood by Dodd

in the wider sense here - than the Gospel, the author was "At least in
„ ( 1 %)intention, using the weapons of the heretics against themselves."

Whereas the Evangelist had mastered these alien elements "In the Epistle
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primitive Christian and 'Gnostic* ways of thought and expression lie side 
by side,"^^^^^ This is an antithesis that cannot now be maintained. More- 

«over, it would appear that Dodd's picture of the Evangelist lies behind 

the value judgment* In the context of the time in which the two scholars 
were writing, Howard's question remains pertinent, for would the author, 

who failed to master'completely these alien gnostic elements, have been 

one for whom 'popular* eschatology, for example ; was attractive?

The Argument from Thought; some specific examples from the text*

"God is light and in him there is no darkness at all", 1*5 (R.S.V.). 
Where is this message to be found? Dodd argued that "It is not in the 

Synoptic Gospels, nor in Paul, nor in the Fourth Gospel. On the other 
hand, it is a commonplace of current Hellenistic religious thought, deriv-

( 156)ing from an amalgam of Platonism and Zoroastrinianism." Dodd was

impressed by the author stating the maxim in the form in which Philo first 

expressed it, although he was later to qualify this, guarding against too 

definite an identification of God with light# In the Fourth Gospel, Dodd 

argued, that it was the Logos that is the * true light* but he does not 

mention that in the Gospel "The Word was God." Interestingly, he allowed 

for the influence of Jewish thought in the Gospel; "Christ in his incarn

ate life is described (in terms borrowed from Jewish language glorifying 
the Ten^le and the Law) as 'The Light of the World* Thus in the

earlier article Dodd understood this maxim totally in Hellenistic terms, 
but in the later commentary there is acknowledgment of a wider background, 

including Psalm 27*1 "The Lord is my light and ny salvation." The slant 

of the argument is still to emphasise the Hellenistic generally and the 

Hermetica specifically. In a disappointing discussion, Brooke mentioned
( 158)none of these points; the only mention of gnostics is negative. The

intact of the Qumran discoveries may be seen in Houlden'a discussion; it 

is harder* to think of a closer parallel than 1QS 111$
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"Those born of truth spring from a fountain of light, but those born of 
falsehood spring from a source of darkness. All the children of right

eousness are ruled by the Prince of Light and walk in the ways of light; 

but all the children of darkness are ruled by the Angel of darkness and 
walk in the ways of darkness." Houlden did not deny that the maxim was 

a commonplace in Hellenistic religious thought. Dodd* s case is not un
assailable and the difference between the Epistle and the Gospel is not 

that vast.
"We know_that when he appears we shall_be_like hi^^ for we shall see him 

as__he_is", 3.2 (k.S.V.),
This is a significant example for Dodd argued that

"Certain passages in the New Testament may, no doubt, be cited 

, which might constructively be held to justify the statement, but 

we shall nowhere find this precise inference; we shall see Him as 

He is: therefore we shall be like Him, It is, however, an infer
ence readily drawn within the universe of discourse of Hellenistic 

mysticism, which holds as one of its fundamental doctrines that 
vision or knowledge of God, as He truly is, makes man divine '

(Corp. Herm. 1.26 etc)."^^^^^
For Dodd this was a clear indication of where the Epistle stood closer 
than the Gospel to Gnosticism. Other commentators, however, had no diffi

culty in finding the universe of discourse within the Christian tradition. 

Howard suggested that "At least the idea must have been familiar ever 

since Paul wrote 2 Cor. iii.18 (of Rom. viii. 29-30). It is hard to think 
that the Fourth Evangelist was incapable of applying this great Christian 

conception as it appears in the E p i s t l e B r o o k e  had cited 2 Cor.
3.18 and ^ s o  Colossians 3.4 and Houlden, whilst not underestimating the 

Hellenistic influence, also refers us to the text from 2 Cor.^^^^^ Dodd 
in his comnjentary, argued that the author "Is naturalising within Christian

( 162)theology a widely diffused mystical tradition."' ' This may be so and 

indeed some of the New Testament verses cited so confidently a few years 
ago may themselves be subject to gnostic influence. Dodd, as on many
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previous occasions despite his understanding of one common Christian 

tradition, in the interests of a theory of the relationship of the 
Epistle to Hellenism and to the Fourth Gospel, had opted for a much narrower 

understanding of that tradition here. Moreover, the picture of the Fourth 

Evangelist as the one who could Christianise Hellenistic elements is im

plicit here; "The Fourth Gospel, however, does not hold out the prospect 

of becoming like Christ through the vision of Him in His true Being."^
"No one born of God comm^s_sin2_for_God]_s_^atg;e_abides_in_h^,_^d__he 

cannot sin because he is born of God." 3.9* (R.S.V.).

A much stronger case can be made out for Hellenistic influence here. 

Much of it centres on the use of crnip|Acc , which is not mentioned in the 

Fourth Gospel. Brooke's discussion was slight; he barely explored the 

possible background and he mentioned Augustine* s understanding of the 

'seed* as the Word of God only to reject it. Similarly, Houlden* s dis
cussion is slight, the footnote assumes the correctness of an argument 

like Dodd*s,
"We saw (pp.88f) that the affiliations of the idea of rebirth are 

Hellenistic and Gnostic. The same is true of this aspect in part

icular. It is to be found in the Corp. Herm. 13.2, from almost 

two centuries after our writer, and already in Philo, from some 

decades before. This Jewish writer, much influenced by Hellen*- 

istic thought of a kind that contributed to Gnosticism, could say 

of the people of Israel that 'their bodies were formed of human 

seeds, but their souls from divine* (Life of Moses 1.279)-”^

In the article Dodd concluded "My object in tracing the development of 
this doctrine in the Hermetica, Philo and the Gnostics, was to suggest 

that the doctrines of Valentinus and the passing allusion in the Epistle 
alike presuppose a familiar background in which the idea of divine sperma 

was present”. " ^ I n  his commentary, he noted a possible wider back

ground, within the New Testament, James 1.18 and 1 Peter 1.23-25, where
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the seed is identified with the Word of God and suggested "It does not, 
of course, follow that our author shared the 'Gnostic* metaphysics; for 

his thought, however influenced by Hellenistic ideas, is rooted in the 

authentic Christian t r a d i t i o n . " D o d d ' s  argument is stronger here 

than that of those who looked to Qumran as the background. There is 

something 'forced* about Boismard's conclusion that "Even if the author 

of 1 John does not exactly use the vocabulary of the scrolls he uses the 

essential theme of the struggle between the two a n g e l s . " ^ H o w a r d ,  
equally interestingly, did not subject this argument to scrutiny beyond 

suggesting that the * seed* might have been a favourite term of the here

tics.

The final example is "The cryptic allusions to the * anointing'

( ) in 2.20, 27*”^^^^^ This is interpreted from within a Biblical
framework by Brooke, "Under the new dispensation the special gift, which 

in old times was bestowed on the few, is the common possession of all."^ 

Houlden's explanation is much closer to Dodd's;
"The background of the thought is not the Hebrew and primitive 

Christian idea of the Messianic consecration, but the rituals 

of anointing sudi as we know it to have been employed in some 

pagan mysteries. The writer appears to claim that only those who 

have undergone this special initiation are worthy to be called 

Christians. Language of this kind could be taken over by ortho- 

dox writers.
Like Dodd, he cites the example of Ignatius. Thus, there is evidence to 
support Dodd's contention that "The term is introduced, like sperma, as 

though it were a technical term whose meaning would be recognised at once 

by the readers. Moreover, in each case where it appears, there is a 
contrast between the heretical teachers and the readers of the Epistle, 

sharpened by the emphatic use of U| $̂lS ^  ̂ Even here, the decisive 
point comes implicitly from an analysis of the situation within the Johan- 

nine community and not from any understanding of whether the thought, as
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such, would have been possible for the Evangelist. Whilst Howard did 

not discuss the anointing in any detail, simply mentioning that it was 

a favourite term of the heretics, his understanding that a particular 

historical crisis can effect the presentation of doctrine is again valu

able here, although Dodd seems to have located the background of the idea 

accurately. The question remains whether the Fourth Evangelist himself 

would have been capable of using such an idea and this question can only 

be solved on the basis of a picture of his work in the Fourth Gospel.

There seems no significant evidence to suggest that he was incapable of 

borrowing such ideas and Christianising them.

The Argument from Thought: Robinson - A Case Study.

This will not only show movement in one scholar* s thought, but 

afford a comparison with Dodd. Robinson argued that the Fourth Gospel 

is an .'̂ appeal to Greek-speaking Judaism-and that 1 John comes from the 
same pen for the same community to reassure the faithful. He accepted 

the priority of the Gospel and argued for a considerable lapse of time 
between it and the First Epistle, probably a decade or two, and he dated 

it at the end of the first century. He found the absence of any Old 
Testament quotation interesting, but suggested that such quotations might 

have been inappropriate to a community whose danger is "That they will 

*go ahead* (2 John 9) and become so progressive that they end up outside 
the pale of both Judaism and of Christianity."^^Cain, moreover, could 

hardly be taken as a warning by those who did not know the Old Testament. 

Like others, Robinson noted that there was no interest in the Gentiles 

in the Epistle; for him this was a point of similarity with the Gospel, 
whereas for Houlden it was a difference. He referred to Dodd* s three 

points of doctrinal difference and emphasised that they "Are all on the 

side of giving the Epistles more rather than less of a Jewish ring."^

He wondered why they had not been recognised as such and argued that this 
was probably due to Harnack* s understanding of the sort of * advanced* 
community we see here as part of the 'Acute Hellenising* of Christianity.
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He wondered whether Harnack*s description was correct and, if it was, 
could such a movement only take place on Gentile soil, and finally,

Whether it was conceivable that the author would move some appreciable 

distance in the direction of the errors he wished to combat. He did not 

doubt that the author was dealing with a sort of incipient gnosticism, 

but maintained that the discovery of the Dead Sea scrolls meant that we 

can place both the Johannine and Qumranic writings within a movement that 
can properly be called * pre-gnostic* . Many of the 'heretical* movements 

glimpsed within the New Testament are characterised by this * pre-gnostic*- 
Judaistic amalgam. "There is no reason, therefore, to suppose that the 

congregations addressed in the Johannine epistles belong to anything but 

the Hellenistic Jewish community for which we argued the Gospel was 

w r i t t e n T h u s ,  Robinson concluded that the emphasiss in 1 John are 

"Necessary correctives to deductions drawn from the teaching of the Fourth 

Gospel by a gnosticising movement within Greek-speaking diaspora Juda- 

ism."^^^^^ In some ways this is very close to Houlden*s understanding 

but in this understanding it is the 'heretics* who have drawn the wrong 

deductions and the consistency of Johannine theology is in the mainstream#

The major drift of the argument is not altered as it is presented 

in "Redating the New Testament" . Here, he emphasised the Jewish character; 
"Their essential Jewishness has been reinforced by the close parallels with 

the language of Q u m r a n . " T h e y  are now dated in the early sixties, 

which involved him in withdrawing from his earlier under standing that the 

author was attacking Gerinthus. He still accepted the priority of the 

Gospel, although the Gospel without the Prologue for which the opening 

verses of 1 John are a trial sketch#

Robinson was, in the later work, impressed by the importance of 

the Dead Sea Scrolls for New Testament study# He drew attention, how

ever, to what he considered to be an important distinction; "The Gospel 

(the Fourth) shows the marks of being both (my italics) Palestinian 

and Greek - in contrast with the Qumran literature whidi is Palestinian
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and Hebrew. I am not convinced that this simple difference has been 
given sufficient w e i g h t . H e  suggested that the Johannine tradition 

'took its distinctive shape in,contact with Greek-speaking Jews in Jeru

salem. If this is correct, it would go a long way towards explaining 

the fusion of Jewish and Greek thought to be found in the Johannine 
writings. '

An easy index of the impact of Qumran upon Johannine studies is 

provided by J.H. Gharlesworth* s "John and Qumran" There are, from
our point of view, three important essays in this collection. M.E. Bois

mard maintained that "Of all the writings of the New Testament, the first 

Epistle of John, along with the Epistle to the Ephesians, presents per

haps the greatest number of theological contacts with the writings of 
( 179)Qumran." ' This essay was decisive for both Houlden and Robinson, 

arguing as it did, that much of the teaching of 1 John comes from that 

concerning the two spirits in Qumran. J.L. Price, having noted that the 

initial extravagant enthusiasm had died down, argued that it is now poss

ible to postulate a Palestinian provenance for much of the Johannine 
tradition, even though the Johannine writings show signs of a complicated 

editorial p r o c e s s . G .  Quispel, realising the problem of definition 

and description of "Jewish Ghristianity", sought to show that all the 

Johannine writings "Have some affinity with the Jewish Ghristian Gospel 

tradition and are firmly rooted in Palestinian soil."^^^^^

Two concluding points may be made:
Firstly; There are those who still deny any points of contact 

between Qumran and the Johannine writings. A good example is 

H.M. Teeple, who may well have been reacting against the initial 

enthusiasm.

Secondly: this movement towards seeing 1 John and the rest of the 
Johannine writings from within something of a Jewish context ante

dated Qumran.
In 1947, T.W. Manson wrote, enquiring into the provenance of the Fourth
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Gospel, "First I should put the growing conviction that the Fourth Gospel

and the First Epistle of John are fundamentally Hebraic rather than Hell-
; .. , , ti( 1 8 3 )'en^c in character," *

"The Johannine Epistles" - The Appreciation of Reviewers.

Generally speaking, Dodd's understanding of the Johannine Epistles
~  r

was welcomed. V. Taylor commented "Written in the most readable manner, 

and with the learning and insight for which Professor Dodd is well known, 

the commentary is a fresh and vital presentation of the Johannine theology 

as it is found in the three e p i s t l e s . " ^ R . M .  Grant was more ecstatic; 

"Vfith the present work the Moffatt series draws near its close. At the 

same time it reaches a c l i m a x W .  Manson, too, was impressed;
"Readers of Professor Dodd* s earlier volume on Romans.. .will find here 

the same distinguished qualities which commended that book - freshness 

of mind, lucidity of style, trenchancy in exposition, a wide and various 
knowledge of conditions in the Hellenistic world, and a fine perception 

of the relation of Apostolic Christianity to the religious and specula
tive ideas of the t i m e ^  ̂ A t  the end of a long and appreciative 

review, Howard wrote,
"Every reader of this learned and fascinating Commentary will 

continue to hope that its brilliant author will fulfil the 
expectations raised by a hint in the Preface and give us a comm

entary on the Fourth Gospel. There is no living scholar so 

eminently equipped to write the book which would at the same 

time be our best Commentary on the greatest of the Gospels and 

. the most stimulating and satisfying exposition of the Johannine 

theology

Hardly was praise so lavish. Some reviewers noted points of disagreement, 

but all recognised a great commentary in which many Doddian emphases have 

come to the fore. I think Dodd might well have appreciated mainly the 
comment of Grant; "In fact, it is everything a modern commenteiry ought 

to be. Thoroughly historical, it is not limited to criticism alone; Dodd's
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exegesis begins in history and ends in t h e o l o g y P r o v i d e d  we see

no antithesis between these terms, they issue in the great task of inter
pretation as Dodd had defined it.^^^^^

Conclusions.

Dodd* s work, notably in the commentary, is of great value in its* f
own right and as a contribution to his understanding of the Johannine 

literature. There can be no doubt that this phase reached its climax in 
"The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel" . His work owes little to that 

of Brooke, other than his setting out the essential lines that any conm- 
entary on this literature must follow. It has been suggested that there 

are some less than satisfying elements in this work. In particular, he 

did not feel the need to respond to some damaging criticisms made by his 

fellow scholars, notably in the question of authorship. It seems too that 

he brought an image of the Evangelist to this study which made it diffi

cult for him to take seriously the possibility that both major works bear

ing the name of John could have been from the same author # More damagingly, 

Dodd was not consistent in his working out the centripetal and homogeneous 

nature of primitive Christianity. Even before the Qumran discoveries, it 
is clear that he had overestimated the Hellenistic influence in the Epistle, 

and had been content to work with the notion that the Hellenistic could be 
radically distinguished from the Jewish. It was in this period that Dodd 

was stressing the necessity of Greek thought for the expression of the 
Gospel in its fullness. Dodd* s work at some time should have issued in 

the quest for the Johannine community; .it never did, and to that extent 
his understanding of the context of Johannine theology remains suspect.
Like "The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel" this significant commentary 

has not had the impact that might have been expected. It has already been 
shown that the next major commentary in English refers to Dodd on just

I
four occasions.

That this commentary must be understood in its Doddian context may 
easily be illustrated from his understanding of 5.6, where he accepted
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the reading of *Aleph and A* , "V/ho came by water, blood and spirit,"
Howard summarised Dodd* s understanding neatly; this refers "To the descent 

’ of the Spirit on Jesus, to the baptism and to the crucifixion as authen

ticated facts of history bearing witness to the incarnate life of the Son 

of God, So *the apostolic faith is authenticated against a false teaching 
by a three-fold testimony; the living voice of prophecy and the two evan-

(190)gelical sacraments, and the three of them are in accord* ," Dodd was
well aware that the reading adopted by Moffatt in his translation was not 

usually accepted but he went on to note that "The true text remains un
certain, but the reading adopted above, as well as being strongly attested,

( 191 )gives a good sequence of thought." From his comments there is little

doubt that Dodd thought this the original text. Within these comments we 

find the familiar Doddian emphasis on the value and nature of the sacra-
. (192)ments.

Where the author* s theological insights were seen by Dodd to coin

cide with his own, then Dodd's interpretation is satisfying. V/e have, 
however, suggested that there are occasions when he has been unable to 

do justice to theological insights with which he was uneasy. Like his 
next major work on the Johannine literature, this commentary fulfils the 
expectations aroused by his Cambridge Inaugural lecture. It remains a 
tragedy that Dodd did not write his commentary on the Fourth Gospel for 

it would have been interesting to see whether he could have subjected 

his understanding to the examination demanded by the new evidence that 
was emerging or whether it would have been in the Doddian tradition alone.
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"The Authority of History" •

Part four of "The authority of the Bible" is entitled "The authority

of history"; in this title is disclosed a major Doddian emphasis. For
Dodd, Christianity is a historical religion. Thus, he argued that "The

Christian claim is that in this particular historical process, culminating

in the unique events out of which Christianity arose, the real meaning of

all history may be studied. That claim implies, first, that history has

a meaning, and secondly that this meaning is disclosed more clearly in
(1 )some events and series of events than in others." He suggested that 

these assumptions were not unreasonable;

"On a theistic view of the world, the meaning of history is what 

God means by it. Conversely, what God means is disclosed by the 

facts of history as they are experienced by men open to their 

inçact and qualified to understand them. It is claimed that in 

the Bible we have a record of facts thus understood and inter

preted, with an interpretation imposed by the facts themselves 

upon responsive minds. The whole process, fact and interpretation, 

forms a part of the objective order of history within which we 

stand and to which we are subject. The claim that the meaning 
disclosed in it is ultimately regulative of all history, is an

(2act of faith. It can be no other, while history remains incomplete."

Dodd made this act of faith and his primary instincts were those of 

the historian. Dillistone has seen the significance of this for Dodd*s 
theology; "The in^lications of such a claim were far-reaching. No pains 
must be spared to investigate biblical history as carefully as possible.

But this did not mean a mere hunting for dates and sequences of events.
It meant rather a constant exposure to events as interpreted by men who 

experienced them."^^)

Within the context of our study four important areas emerge.

Initially, we will set forth and discuss Dodd*s own position.



Secondly, this position has implications for his understanding 

of the nature and importance of the sacrament of the Eucharist

and Christian preaching. It is through these that we are now

exposed to the most significant event of all history©

Thirdly, whilst it is fashionable to describe Dodd*s theology 
as 'Platonic*, it appears that * Incarnational* is a better des

cription. In some important ways this is the reversal of Platonism.

Finally, much of Dodd's thought was in conscious dialogue with that

of Hoskyns and we will discuss their respective understandings of 

Christianity as a historical religion.

Dodd* s understanding of Christianity as historical religion.

Dodd's understanding of the nature of revelation demands that hist
orically reliable information may be found in the Bible; "This brings us 

to the most in^ or tant sense in which Christianity is an historical reli
gion. It depends upon a valuation of historical events as the medium of 

God's self-revelation in a c t i o n . A  definition of history is required. 

At the end of a short discussion Dodd concluded,

"If we now accept the definition of history as consisting of events 
which are of the nature of occurrence plus meaning, we may describe

the story of the Gospels as a narrative of events whose meaning is

eschatological, that is to say, events in which is to be discerned 
the mighty act of the transcendent God whidi brings history to its

fulfilment. There is, then, an historical and suprahistorical
« (5 )aspect of the Gospel story."

This had been an important element in Dodd's thought for some time. In 
1923 he applied it to the death of Christ; "In any case we must set it 

down as a very suggestive element in Paul* s thought, that he regards the 

whole of the individual life of Jesus as a working out of one supra- 
historical act of self-sacrifice, in which we may see the gathering up 

of the whole impulse of self-sacrifice to be found in the histpry of

m a n k i n d A s  in his doctrine of creation in which the natural and
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the supernatural were distinct yet related, so in his understanding of 
history the historical and the suprahistorical were related yet distinct.

 ̂ The definitive Doddian position was elaborated in four studies

which are reasonably contemporary with his review of Hoskyns* commentary;

"The Authority of the Bible", 1928 but noting too the preface to the 

second edition of 1938, where much that is implicit in the first edition 

becomes explicit; "The Apostolic preaching and its development". 1936, 
"History and the Gospel". 1938 and his article on "Revelatiori".in -Exposi

tory Times j', 1939# Granting that the Gospels are religious books, Dodd 
went on to assert,

"But they are Christian documents, and it belongs to the specific 

character of Christianity that it is an historical religion. Some 

religions can be indifferent to historical fact, and move entirely 
on the plane of timeless truth. Christianity cannot© It rests 

upon the affirmation that a series of events happened, in which 

God revealed Himself in action, for the salvation of men. The 

Gospels profess to tell us what happened. They do not, it is true, 

set out to gratify a purely historical curiosity about past events, 

but they do set out to nurture faith upon the testimony to such 

events. It remains, therefore, a question of acute interest to 

the Christian Theologian whether their testimony is in fact true.

No insistence upon the religious character of the Gospels, or to 
the transcendent nature of the revelation which they contain, can 

make that question irrelevant 
That this is an important Doddian stance may be seen from its being 

spelled out in the preface to the second edition of "The Authority of 

the Bible." In this preface the only question that is discussed, is 
the question of the meaning of history. Dodd observed that this question

"Has moved well into the foreground of thought during the decade since
(8)this book first appeared." In vdiat appears to be a dialogue with the 

'Hegelianism* of the period, which is epitomised in Fichte's well-known
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dictum "The metaphysical only, and not the historical, can give us 
blessedness", the classical Doddian stance is affirmed;
' "Christianity is thoroughly committed to the view that God reveals

himself in and through history. It is no doubt paradoxical to 

affirm that our knowledge of the eternal and necessary truths 

depends upon contingent views of history. Christianity accepts

that paradox.....  The Biblical story, therefore, though it

plays the part which in some other religions is played by the 
sacred myths in which their belief is symbolically expressed, 

cannot be expressed as a nyth, whose truth to fact is irrelevant.

The Gospel is not, in this sense, 'truth embodied in a tale*•

That which happened, as well as what it means, is apart of the 

revelation."^^)
In affirming this position Dodd was being utterly consistent, "Mysticism 

in its more extreme forms dismisses the historical order as irrelevant. 

Christianity cannot do so, while it uses as the symbol of its faith a 

creed which cites events * under Pontius Pilate*, and includes among the 
objects of belief an historical society, the Catholic Church."^  ̂He 

knew also that there were powerful voices arguing against this view;
"In some forms of Christian belief, the doctrine of the fall of man is 

held to imply that human nature has become so entirely corrupt that 

history as such, historian* s history, as we might call it, does not in 

any degree disclose the truth of God, since it is the record of a fallen 

race."^^^^ For Dodd this is an impossible position since "It does viol

ence to the continuity within whidi all historical events seem to lie, 

including those recited in the creed," denies any genuine insight 

to Greek religion, Greek philosophy and Semitic religion as well as 

ignoring the fact that our existence is historically conditioned. More
over, whilst we may call the history related in the Bible sacred history, 

the same events also belong to secular history. The difference between 
these two histories is that "The sacred history, unlike secular history,



is a finished series, for the coming of Christ is represented as'fufil- 
ment* of the divine p u r p o s e s . T h i s ,  too, is a major Doddian emphasis;

; "The Gospel facts are presented to us as the *Fulfilment* of a

long historical process, beginning with the call of Abraham, and

continuing down to the time of Christ The divine initiative

appears at every stage. For the Word of God through Moses and the 

prophets descends upon the process of events and gives them their 
place in the organic structure of the Heilsgeschichte, that is, 

history as the process of divine self-revelation."^^
Moreover, in a stance that echoes his realised eschatology, Dodd contin

ued "We enter rather into the full meaning of history at its centre,
"(15)where the Word was made flesh; where God visited and redeemed His People.

No higher view of history is possible and Dodd elaborated on the dangers 

of neglecting the historical.

"If we lose hold upon the historical actuality, the Gospels are 

betrayed into the hands of the Gnostics and we stand upon the 

verge of a new Docetism. Moreover, the denial of the importance 

of historical facts would carry with it a denial of what is the 
essence of the Gospel, namely, that the historical order — that 

order within which we must live sind work - has received a spec

ific character from the entrance into it of the Eternal Word of
God."(l̂ )

For Dodd this is the definitive characteristic of Christianity; as he 
put it ten years before,

"But it is characteristic of Ghristianity to find its Christ in 
history as well as above history. Those who neglect the gospels 

as mythical and obsolete and point us to the eternal * Christ within* 
as the only object of faith, no less than those who will allow us 
nothing but a * Jesus of history* are proposing an unreal simpli

fication contrary to the genius of our religion, and missing that 

in it which makes it a unique interpretation of life — the unity
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of the eternal with the historical,"

Dodd accepted, and indeed welcomed, the historical method as a
t-
corollary of this position;

"In studying the Bible, then, we are dealing with actual history, 

disclosing a meaning which reaches beyond history, and not with 

a myth whose factual content is negligible. But if so, then the 

record must be studied by rational and critical methods applicable 

to historical records as such. It is in this way that I have tried 

to approach the documents in this book, upon the assumption that 

they will yield their meaning for religion to a strictly histor

ical treatment, as they should, if the relation between history 

and the Word of God is such as Christianity affirms it to be,"^^^^

For Dodd this included the quest for the historical Jesus;
"And so we turn back to the unfinished * quest of the historical 

Jesus* for we cannot escape it', in spite of the flourish against 
*Historisraus* with which our period opened. As the great tradition 

reveals itself afresh in its wholeness and essential unity, the 

yawning gap which earlier criticism left between the Jesus of 

History and the emergent church disappears and we begin to see 
that to make a separation between the historical and theological 

understanding of the Gospels is to put asunder what God hath

joined."(l9)

For Dodd there is a theological meaning to all history, in the 

sense that to all history there is the supra-historical aspect. Although 
this point will be discussed in more detail later, it seems significant 

that Dodd wrote of a supra-historical aspect that makes sense of history, 
while Hoskyns wrote of the non-hist or ical aspect making sense of history#

It will be suggested that more than a difference of terminology is involved. 

Dodd thought of only one thing higher than history, namely, the supra- 
historical, with which history is organically related# As we have already 
noted, Dodd had been working with this concept since 1920# The nature of
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"the supra-historical was discussed at some length in the appendix, 
"Eschatology and History" which was included in "The Apostolic Preaching 

Ànd its developments". The supra-historical
"is in the first place supernatural. Not, indeed, that the super

natural factor is absent from any part of history, for in the 

prophetic view'all history is the field of divine action. But the 
eschaton is manifestly supernatural....In all these respects the 

Day of the Lord is the 'fulfilment* of history. Y/hile it belongs, 
in the last resort, to the realms of the 'wholly other*, it is 

nevertheless not something alien and unrelated to the recorded 
course of events. For history depends for its meaning and reality 

upon that which is other than history. The real, inward and 
eternal meaning striving for expression in the course of history, 

is completely expressed in the eschaton, which is therefore organ—
(20)ically related to history."

Thus history must be 'occurrence plus meaning* and history so understood 

is the field of revelation, and so Dodd argued,
"It is important to observe that these two elements, occurrence 

and meaning, are both essential to history as it is studied by 
the historian... .The events recorded in the Bible are rich in 

meaning. This meaning is declared to be nothing less than the 
•Yford* of the eternal God, itself transcending history as well 

as immanent in it. The record does not for this reason cease 
to be historical, for the events bore this meaning as they entered 

into experience, and became history. But the meaning which they 

bear leads to an interpretation of history according to which 
events in their actuality depend upon a supra-bistorical factor,

(21)the Word of God."
Dodd* 8 position was worked put at some length in an article entitled 

"Revelation" . Arguing that "In any act of knowing there are two factors: 
the given, which is beyond our; control, and the activity of the mind
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( 22)working upon it." Dodd went on to suggest that "It is in worshipping

God that we apprehend His revelation, and the apprehension is not a purely
;•
intellectual act of knowing, but a moral response to God's demand, made

(23)possible for us by His gift." "Whilst Dodd's understanding of preaching

and the eucharist will be discussed later, it is necessary to observe that
f"Christian worship has the distinctive character that it arises out of 

what God has done for us in the concrete objective realm of historical
C 21.)fact." In our worship these historical events are made present to

us so that "VTe lift our hearts into the presence of God, but do not thereby
(25)move out of the historical context to which our daily lives belong."

This is possible because "This intervention of the Word of God is both
interpretive and constitutive of the historical p r o c e s s , " S u c h  a

position involves an act of faith. Dodd knew of those who opposed such
faith but he reaffirmed his position; "Events of history, indeed, so far

as they issue from human purposes and actions, could not of themselves

reveal God. For all human purposes and actions are corrupted by sin.
(27)Yet they are overruled by God." As the article concludes, the ess

ential Doddian position is affirmed;

"The perspective of revelation is set forth in the Prologue to the 

Fourth Gospel; here, while the Word in the Beginning with God is 

logically prior, the TT^oTt^OV is the Word made flesh,

where alone for men clear knowledge is given.... ..We read the 

revelation of God in history and nature: by the light of His self

revelation in Christ

Dodd's quest of the historical Jesus.

The classical Doddian position demands a quest of the historical 

Jesus. What he wrote specifically of the Fourth Gospel is true of all 
Christian theology; "The announcement that the revelation of the Godhead 

is to be sought in the words and deeds, the life and death of a Person who
(29)taught in Palestine and was crucified under Pontius Pilate." This

quest will be illustrated from two works that are late in Dodd's career.
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"The Portrait of Jesus in John and the Synoptics". I967, and "The Founder 
of Christianity", 1971• No use will be made of "Historical Tradition in 

the Fourth Gospel" because in that work Dodd deliberately confined himself 

to the recovery and description of Johannine strain of the tradition, 

ignoring questions of historical probability# In short, he restricted 

himself there to the 'objective* task of recovery and description of the 

Johannine tradition avoiding the risks of 'subjectivity' which all questions 
of historical probability involve.

"The Portrait of Jesus in John and the Synoptics" was a contribution 

to a collection of essays presented to John Knox. Dodd referred apprecia
tively to a passage in Knox's book "The Church and the reality of Christ" .

He was impressed by Knox* s point that the Church,
" 'Has always known more of Jesus than the Gospels tell us* , and 

he instances 'the relation in which he (Jesus) stood to his disciples 
and friends and they to him.' In this connexion he observes 'One 

reason why the Church has always cherished the Fourth Gospel, and 
has been unable to believe that it does not contain historical 

truths about Jesus, is that one can read there, and only there, 

such words as 'having loved his own.... .he loved them to the end.'

That is finely observed. The implications would seem to be that

the Church is right in its belief that the Fourth Gospel contains
C 51 )'historical truth* in some sense."

Dodd knew that 'historical truth* was a difficult concept. He affirmed 

that he was using it in the sense that the average ' British juryman* would 

understand it. Thus the question is posed; "Have we reason to believe 
that Jesus was, as a matter of fact, attached to his disciples, and they

( 52)to him, somewhat in the way described in the Fourth Gospel?"' ' Any 

evidence "Must come. Dr. Knox would rightly say, from the memory of the 
Church

From this starting point Dodd pondered the "Question of the histor

ical value of the Johannine presentation as a contribution to the portrait ’
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of Jesus in his actual human c o n d i t i o n ^ T h e  alternative possibili
ties were neatly put; granted that the Fourth Gospel is an interpretation, 

rather than a record,

"..••it is pertinent to ask, an interpretation of what? Is it an 
interpretation of Christian experience (or of Existons, as they 

say in Germany")', or is it an interpretation of a real historical 
character? In other words, is the Johannine picture of Jesus 

essentially a theological construction based on the experience of 

the Church long after his death, and given dramatic reality by the 

powerful imagination of the author (and he had a powerful imagin

ation), or does it give, in terms of a sophisticated theology, a
(35)rendering of a credible historical figure?"

Unless the latter possibility is true there cannot be, on strict Doddian 

terms, any possibility of revelation©

The way forward lay in a con^arison of the portraits offered;
"We are comparing two paintings by different artists who work in different 

media, within different conventions, each with his own individual technique, 

and we are asking whether characteristic traits which suggest a single 

personality come through in both."^^^^ This procedure is continuous with 
the hope expressed at the end of "Historical Tradition in the Fourth Gospel" 

where Dodd suggested that, once we have recovered the Johannine strain of 

the tradition, we may take a stereoscopic view of the facts© If the traits 
of a single personality come through, "Then we learn something not only 

about the artists but about the sitter - more than we can learn from a
( 37)single portrait."

Dodd turned again to chapter five of the Fourth Gospel, a locus 

classicus of Johannine theology. Again he went to the parable of the 
'Apprenticed Son* which he had discovered some years previously. In the 

dialogue in this chapter Jesus is replying to the cheirge that he had made 
himself equal with God by suggesting that his works and God* s are identi cal 

or parallel. As Dodd understands the dialogue, Jesus,



"Admits that he is indeed doing the works of God, which are
and K^LV&uV but he is not doing so in independence 

r of God the Father, or even (as it were) in rivalry with him - not

a DsoS. On the contrary, in his whole activity he is comp
letely dependent on the Father and completely subordinate to him, 

deriving from^him both the power to give life and the authority
to judge. But, this granted, yes, Jesus is the judge and the

( 38)giver of life and these are the functions of deity."

This theological argument starts from a simple parable which is allegor

ised in verses 20b-29. Then "The discourse sets forth the Johannine
( 39)form of the doctrine of Christ as the judge of men." This doctrine

is not unknown from the rest of the New Testament but John has given it 

a particular emphasis. *

Y/hen Dodd turned to the Synoptic Gospels, he found that only in 

Matthew 13»41“3 and 23.31 is it explicitly stated that Jesus is the judge 
of all men and concluded "That this idea is less prominent than it is in 

the Fourth Gospel."^^^^ This is by no means all;

"Yfhereas outside this gospel, wherever the idea of Christ as judge 

appears, it is always the last judgement that is in view, in John 

the judgement of Christ takes place within the historical ministry, 

with its Consummation in his death on the cross....Thus, while the 

common creed of the Church says *He will come in glory to judge* , 
John makes Christ say, *For judgement I came into this world*
(9 ,3 5 ) i . (W )

Dodd canvassed an explanation in terms of the Fourth Evangelist* s re

interpretation of the current eschatology of the Church yet he went on 

to argue that such an explanation was inadequate.

Dodd argued that the theological position in chapter five accords 

with the Johannine presentation of the ministry of Jesus; "The judgement 

of the world by Christ, therefore, in the Johannine sense, has the charac

ter of human reaction to his presence in the world, and primarily his
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( 2l2 )presence as incarnate, that is as an historical person." Moreover,

this is the key to the structure of the gospel;
I' "The story he (John) tells is the story of the encounter between

Jesus and representative groups, as a result of which some are 
initiated into eternal life, while others are shown up as belonging 

to T dC the world of darkness and death. It is a process of

sifting, and the word KplVCwV in this gospel is often haunted by 
the shadow of its primitive meaning. *To separate*, *discriminate* . 

Thus the conception of the Ministry as judgement of men is a * built- 
in* feature of the portrait of Jesus as it appears in the Fourth 

Gospel.
Is such a feature simply a Johannine construct?

Dodd compared this picture with that found in the Synoptics© In

an examination of six passages - Mark 10.18-2?, Luke 9«47“62, 10.9-12, 

Matthew 12.29-42=Luke 11.29-32, Matthew 8©3-13 a.ud Matthew 11 ©21-2=Luke 

10.12-2if - he found the Johannine portrait corroborated;
"The Synoptic Gospels....in poetry, parable and vivid dialogue 

yield a picture of Jesus as one whose impact on the situation 
brought men to judgement. Its finality is emphasised through: the 

symbolism of doomsday, but in fact we see the judgement taking place 
before our eyes. John* s method of presentation in abstract general 

propositions, is widely different, but the picture lying behind it 

is essentially the same."^^^

The Johannine discourse in chapter five also deals with the theme 

of Christ* s authority to judge 3*22,27. There is only one Synoptic passage 
Mark 2©10 and parallels - that might be considered a parallel. Dodd was,of 

course, aware of the problems surrounding the Marcan passage and he knew 

of those who rejected its authenticity and suggested "It may be that Jesus 
never expressly put forward a claim to such authority. He may have exer

cised it without troubling to formulate a c l a i m A t  best he concluded
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"There is only one passage in the Fourth Gospel and one in the synoptics 
where Jesus expressly claims to possess authority and specifically to 

judge * on earth* , that is in his historic m i n i s t r y Y e t  "the whole 

presentation, in the synoptics particularly, is governed by the concept 

of his a u t h o r i t y D o d d  argued that Jesus was aware of his authority 

and its origin. Jesus'was impressed by the Centurion who knowingly holds 

his authority from Tiberius, "So Jesus exercises an authority which is 

that of almighty God; and he can do so because (like the centurion) he is
( I p\

completely subject to that authority." John expresses this truth
( —.. ^

through the parable of the 'Apprenticed Son. An examination of this alleg
orised parable yields three additional points about the way in which John 

conceives of the divine authority as exercised by Jesus; 1) it is God- 
given, 2) "It arises from a perfect confidence between Father and Son,"^^^^ 

3) it is grounded in obedience to the will of God "Amounting to identity 
of will."(50)

Thus Dodd argued convincingly that "In this passage (chapter 3), 

then, which lays down comprehensively the main lines of Johannine Christ- 
ology, we have before us, in theological guise, a picture of the person

ality and work of Jesus which corresponds, in point after point, with the
( 51 )picture offered by the synoptics in a very different idiom." Dodd

was convinced that "the character of the sitter comes through unmistakably
( 52)in both portraits." More significantly in terms of Dodd* s under

standing of revelation, he maintained that "The discourse is, then, not 

a purely doctrinal construction, based solely upon the evangelist* s 
peculiar theology; the parallels show that it was constructed with refer
ence to a conception of what Jesus was like which is attested also in the 
synoptic g o s p e l s . A s s u m i n g  the conclusions reached in "Historical 

Tradition in the Fourth Gospel". Dodd argued that "John* s rendering of the 
portrait of Jesus will be neither his own invention nor the re-colouring 

of another artist* s sketch. He will have had, through memories or trad

itions, available to him, access to the sitter, and the similarities we
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have noted will go far to assure us that behind the two renderings of the 
portrait there stands a real historical person."^
r

It would have been a better article had it concluded once this 

point had been made. Dodd knew that too many conclusions could not be 

drawn from a single comparison, but one gets the impression that Dodd 

thought that if such a comparison of other passages were made similar 

results would be obtained. He went on to suggest that "We should be on 

the look-out not only for features in which the two renderings of the 

portrait appear to corroborate one other but also for features in which 

they may be complementary." ̂ It was a common-place among critics that
the Johannine and SynoptiLc portraits were remarkably different. A.J.B.

Higgins may be taken as as example> yet he also confirmed that there were 
similarities. He maintained that "There is little doubt that if the only 

Gospel in our possession were that of John, the portrait of Jesus presen
ted to our minds would be very different from what it is. To a consider
able extent we unconsciously read John against the background of the other

(56)Gospels, and this is especially true in regard to the figure of Jesus."

It is true that Dodd does this. At this stage in his career he did appar

ently consider the Synoptic portrait the more normative, for that is the 
portrait against which the Johannine one is compared, and not in the first 

instance vice versa. Quite apart from the events of the life of Jesus for 
which John provides no information, Higgins argued that from the Fourth 

Gospel "We should be totally unaware of his (Jesu^) association with tax 

gatherers and sinners and of his healings of lepers and demoniacs^

Dodd was not totally convinced and it was almost as though the last part 

of "The -portrait of Jesus in John and the Synoptics" was an attempted 

answer. Dodd knew that one of the outstanding features of the Synoptic 

portrait of Jesus was his association with disreputable characters and 
the critièiem to which this exposed him. He suggested that John was not 

entirely unaware of this feature. We see a hint of this in 4*27-37 where 
Jesus is in conversation with a woman of loose morals and one such from
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Samaria, but is this enough to warrant the conclusion "John lays no stress 
on this aspect of the encounter but there is enough to show that he was 

bware of Jesus as the kind of person who would brave the censure of public 
opinion to befriend *the sick* who’need a physician* podd is here

going beyond the evidence into that subjective realm that he so feared as 

the inevitable counterpart of constructing a picture of Jesus, It is as 

though Dodd was not aware sometimes of how hard he had to work to recover 

the portrait of Jesus from the Fourth Gospel. Moreover, it also suggests 
that the Synoptic portrait is accepted as the normative one.

An identical judgement may be fairly passed on Dodd*s second example. 
For this he returned to the point with which he began the study, John* s 

emphasis on the friendship between Jesus and his disciples. Of this there 

is but the slightest hint in the Synoptics. Of these hints, Luke 22.28, 

Matthew 26.40 and Mark 14.17-21 and 27-31 ; Dodd wrote "Though the Syn

optics do not say so, the implicit background of it all is the mutual love 

of Jesus and his disciples© John makes it e x p l i c i t . " ^ E v e n  allowing 

for John* s accomplishments as a writer, notably in the dramatic present

ation of the Farewell Discourses, Dodd suggested "Here, then, it seems 

that the Fourth Gospel complements the comparatively meagre data of the 
Synoptics. Here, as elsewhere, the same figure stands behind both, and 

the portrait is more living because, being drawn from more than one angle, 
it can be viewed in depth.

It is difficult to assess this article both in its ovm terms as 
well as in terms of Dodd* s understanding of the historical nature of revel
ation. In the first part. Dodd was successful in suggesting that behind 

the profound theological presentation of the Fourth Gospel there was an 
historical figure that recalled the figure of the Synoptic presentation.

In this regard the verdict of Nicol is pertinent, and shows how much Dodd* s 
work had influenced certain scholars. He asserted,

"Finally, a possible misunderstanding should be emphatically removed, 

namely, that the classification of a passage as Johannine implies
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that it is unhistorical. It has often been thought that all the 

typical Johannine discourses are completely unhistorical, but this 

is incorrect* It is often surprising to see how fully * Johannine* 

discourses seem to be based on tradition. Dodd investigated the 

entire Gospel in this respect and found that there is much more 
‘historical tradition* in it than is usually thought.

Moreover Dodd found in the Fourth Gospel that essential union of the 

historical and theological, in this respect, as in others, the Fourth 

Gospel is the epitome of a true Christian understanding.

It might well be suggested that Dodd should have heeded Beare* s 
warning as far as the second part is concerned; **The * new look* on the 

Fourth Gospel has already, in my opinion, set a number of my colleagues 
dancing down a false path; and I would beg that due weight should still 

be given to the patently unhistorical aspects of the Johannine picture 

of Jesus, as well as to the presence within the compilation of elements
(62)of good primitive tradition.** What Beare said of British scholarship

(although he exempted Dodd from the charge) might well apply to Dodd: 

"British scholarship has an unquenchable longing for brute historical and 

biographical fact, and there is the perpetual danger that the wish may 
give birth to the persuasion that the facts are more readily ascertain

able than is actually the case."^^^^ It may well be that Dodd* s under

standing that revelation demands historical fact precedes his discovery 

that any given part of the Johannine presentation is historically reliable. 

Moreover it is dangerous to proceed by the complementary approach that 
Dodd has suggested in this article for, while it reflects the assertion 

of his Cambridge inaugural that "The unity of the New Testament is orig
inal it cannot do justice to the diversity of the New Testament.

Again, while it is true to argue that Dodd has generally been consistent 
in his understanding of the necessity of historical facts for revelatioh,

I doubt if the evidence that Dodd presented in this article would have 

convinced the average British juryman (the test that he, as it were, set
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himself) that "Jesus was, as a matter of fact, attached to his disciples, 

and they to him, somewhat in the way described in the Fourth Gospel 

the evidence presented from the Synoptics was not convincing, particu

larly so when the nature of the Farewell Discourses is considered.

Dodd* 8 quest for the historical Jesus comes to its climax in "The
~ f

Founder of Christianity .̂" Of all Dodd* s works this is the hardest to 

evaluate since it had its origins in a course of lectures delivered at 

the University College of Wales in 1954, was extensively revised and its 

final form is a * popular* book. One of the strengths of Dodd* s work has 

been the service he has rendered the church through such popular books, 

but this is the only one in which there seems to be something of an un
happy fusion of the academic and the popular. It assumes positions argued 

for elsewhere without always making this clear. The book was profusely 

welcomed by J.A.T. Robinson who called it a "Beautiful book" and affirmed 

that "It sometimes takes a professional scholar to appreciate just how 
good a popular book it is."^^^^ He continued "Anyone acquainted with the 

history of * lives of Jesus* will know how mine-strewn an area this is.

Yet the last three chapters of this book - *The Story* - reconstruct the 
essentials with a sureness of judgement and an economy of line that I 

found breathtaking( ̂7) This last point was made in the context of comp

aring Dodd* s work with others in which Jesus was, for example, portrayed 

as a Zealot freedom fighter; such works "Rest on assumption piled on 

dubious a s s u m p t i o n H e  commended the book; "It is a relief to be 

able to recommend a study from a first-rate scholar...that is solidly 

grounded as well as being essentially readable Even allowing for
the enthusiasm of a disciple and the nature of a foreword, there is no 

doubt that Robinson rates the book highly. This impression is confirmed 

by his use of it in "The human face of God". 1973, where it is the only 
Doddian work mentioned in the bibliography, even if others are cited in 

the footnotes. Yet, as Robinson noted, "The Founder of Christianity" 

was sweepingly denounced by H© Trevor-Roper.^^®) This book, then, is a
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popular one, yet not popular to the exclusion of academic interest. Mary 
in the churches received it almost as the ’last will and testament* of a 

great scholar.

Once "The Founder of Christianity" is read in a Doddian context 

certain well know emphases come to the fore. The book evinces that 

’unitive* approach to the gospels that is characteristic of Dodd, it 

continues the * complementary* approach discussed above, its view is 

* stereoscopic* to use the adjective from "Historical Tradition in the 

Fourth Gospel" and it is a contribution to the new quest looked forward 
to at the end of that volume. Thus Dodd asked and answered the question 

that he postponed at the end of that volume ; "Whether this or that state

ment in the Fourth Gospel is likely to be historically correct, or more
( 71 )or less correct than another such statement in Mark or Luke." It is

noteworthy that on a significant number of occasions Dodd opted for the 

essential historicity of the Johannine account. This was implicit in 

much of his later work but it marked a significant break with his earlier 

writings on the subject. It is equally important to note that the essen

tial Doddian position on the origin and purpose of the Fourth Gospel did 
(72)not change.

Early in "The Founder of Christianitv" Dodd latched on to the import

ance of considering the gospels as complementary and giving a stereoscopic 
view. He asserted the fundamental historical reliability of the synoptic

(73)portrait but argued that it was not totally adequate. Stressing that
the Fourth Evangelist drew from the same general reservoir of tradition 

as the synoptics, Dodd argued "There are sayings of Jesus recorded only 
in the Fourth Gospel which seem to bring into relief aspects his teaching 

slenderly represented, if at all, in the others and these may be of import-(74)
an ce to complete the picture." In this Dodd was partly consistent with the 
position in ""Historical Tradition in the Fourth Gospel" where he argued 

that "Passages which we should have no hesitation in recognizing as Johan

nine in doctrine, with no Synoptic parallel, are sometimes framed in
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purely traditional forms. There seems no reason to doubt that in such 
cases John did find in tradition a direct starting point for the devel-

development of his distinctive theology He was anxious not to claim

too much; "Such exainples allow of no positive inference, but they may 

rightly serve as a warning against a hasty assun^tion that nothing in the 

Fourth Gospel which c^not be corroborated from the Synoptics has any claim 

to be regarded as part of the early tradition of the sayings of Jesus 

Thus Dodd suggested that it was probably the case that much of John’s 
teaching can be traced to traditional sources "But I do not at present 

see any way of identifying further traditional material in the Fourth 

Gospel, where comparison with the other gospels fails us, without giving 

undue weight to subjective i m p r e s s i o n s I n  fact à number of re
viewers of "Historical Tradition in the Fourth Gospel" criticised Dodd 

precisely because the only part of the Johannine tradition that he evalu

ated was that with a synoptic ’parallel* . In the later "The Founder of 

Christianity" Dodd moved to the position suggested by A.J .B. Higgins that 

the authenticity of the Johannine tradition at those points where it can 
be checked leads one to suppose that elsewhere too this tradition is 

reliable. He wrote of those sayings found only in the Fourth Gospel that 

"It would be unwise to neglect them, though to make use of them in a
/ 70 )

strictly historical investigation calls for some critical tact." This

sentence also underlines Dodd’s intention in this book of pursuing an 

historical investigation and it is as such that the book must ultimately 

be judged. _ '

To turn now to "The Founder of Christianitv" as an exaiqile of the 

new quest of the historical Jesus. In the third chapter, "Personal traits", 

a very sensitive portrait of Jesus is drawn# Without discussing this 

chapter in any detail, some significant points emerge. Obvious Doddian 
stances are -to the front in the conclusion that "The reported sayings of 

Jesus bear the stan^ of an individual mind."^^^) There is no possibility 

that "They are merely the product of skilful condensation by early Christian



teachers; they have the ring of o r i g i n a l i t y N o t  only is this the 

conclusion that one would expect from Dodd, but in this chapter he argues 

well for it, yet within this chapter he also argues that apocalyptic was 
in no real sense characteristic of Jesus. This is much more debatable.

It seems to spring, as much as anything else, from Dodd’s own uneasiness 

with apocalyptic. If'this conclusion is true, much modern understanding 
of the background of Jesus is very wide of the mark. An obvious example 

of a scholar who takes apocalyptic very seriously as part of the back
ground of Jesus is J. Jeremias. Dodd’s argument is not convincing; "This 

’ apocalyptic’ imagery, then, though it may be said to fall in with the 

’pictorial* manner of speaking to which he (Jesus) inclined, is not charac

teristic of Jesus. It was something that he shared with many others. What 

is characteristic and distinctive is the realism of the parables.

This is to overestimate the uniqueness of the parables and to underestimate 

the significance of apocalyptic generally and^more specifically, the apoca

lyptic imagery of some of iiie parables. From "The Authority of the Bible". 

1928, Dodd had been impressed by the significance of the parables. In the 
same book he disclosed an uneasiness with apocalyptic, yet strangely in 

that book he warned a generation against letting go too easily and quickly 

of apocalyptic;

"It is part of this time-relativity that Jesus, like the prophets, 

could not but make use of the thou^t-forms of His age. Some of 

his teaching, for example, is cast in the mould of an eschatol- 
ogical outlook which is distinctly that of the first (Century and 

alien from our own thought. It is almost certain that this element 
has been exaggerated by His reporters, and it is highly probable 

that in various ways our records of His teaching are more deeply 

coloured by their milieu than the teaching itself was. ( my 
italics j ̂ Yet it is not to be thought that even in a perfectly 

accurate report it would have appeared entirely free from such 

colouring.
It is significant here that ’ eschatological’ is a synonym for ’Apocalyptic’
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This is not a synonym that is natural* Dodd consistently considered the 
career of Jesus to be eschatological; this is a significant part of the 

classical Doddian stance already outlined. There is no doubt that Dodd 

was ill at ease with apocaly^ptic. Despite all his interest in the Johan

nine writings Dodd showed absolutely minimal interest in "The Revelation 

of John". Even here,"in 1928, Dodd showed a maturity of judgement and 

openness to the nature of the Gospel records for he would not follow the 

earlier liberalism in denying that there was any apocalyptic in the teach

ing of Jesus.

Yet a comparison of Dodd with Jeremias is instructive for both 
scholars have studied the parables of Jesus in great depth and have found 

much of the characteristic teaching of Jesus there. Jeremias, with a 
greater knowledge of first century Judaism, including sectarian Judaism, 

has been much more able to place apocalyptic in its proper place as part 

of the background of Jesus. It seems that Dodd, the classicist, could 

not understand apocalyptic nor indeed its relevance to the understanding 

of the background of Jesus. Maybe Dodd was assisted in this course by 
his understanding of the Fourth Gospel as the most penetrating expression 

of the teaching of Jesus for in this gospel apocalyptic plays far less 

part than in the synoptics. More significantly it appears again that 

Dodd, once he moved beyond the primary task of recovering and describing 

a Johannine strand of the tradition, was very vulnerable to the subject

ivity that he so feared once one moved on to the secondary task of making
/ 83)judgements of historical probability.

Also in his latest book Dodd returns briefly to his early interest 

in psychology when discussing John 5*6—8; "There is another story about 
a man who had given way to a chronic disability, and for some years had 

nursed a grievance about it (’Someone else always gets in before me.')
*Do you want to recover?*, Jesus asked, 'Then pick up your bed and walk* • 

compassionate, certainly, but bracing too."^^^^ The question of what 

actually happened is avoided. It is clear that Dodd seems to think in
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terms of psychological illness here. The incident is cited as the second 

example which illustrates the contention that

< ^Many stories in the gospels illustrate his sensitive response

to such need, whether the trouble was physical or moral. By his 

sympathy and compassion, but also by the strength which they felt 

in him, he inspired his patients with a new confidence - with 

'faith*, a term which in the gospels included both trust in the 

goodness of God and the courage and firmness which derive from

Much in this chapter recalls the complementary approach set out 

firmly in "The Portrait of Jesus in John and the Synoutics" ; this has 
already been outlined. There is an unsolved problem in this complementary 

approach. Dodd freely admits that the Johannine sayings of Jesus are'part 

and parcel* of a Johannine theological interpretation of Jesus; a develop

ment in which the Fourth Evangelist has followed an accepted Greek pattern; 

"He gives what may appear to be revelations about the inner life of Jesus, 
in words of Jesus himself, but they must often be read rather as John's 

interpretation, sometimes indeed expressed in theological language which 

would have been strange to the circles in which Jesus actually moved."

If this is so, how and to what extent may they be used in "an attempt to
/ Qv)understand the mind of Jesus?" Where they can be corroborated from

the Synoptics this would seem legitimate; this is so of the points that 
Dodd makes in this chapter. He noted that "We cannot miss a pervading

( 88)sense of dedication to a mission, which at times was a terrible burden.
The 'Driving Force* of this mission, to use Dodd's phrase, is to be found 

in the mutual knowledge of Father and Son, which, although it is developed 

theologically in the Fourth Gospel, may seem also in Matthew 11 .27=Luke 

10.22 where it is "A spontaneous statement" Dodd goes far beyond

this. His" implicit position reflects a long-held view that the Fourth 

Gospel is the most penetrating and mature interpretation of the signifi

cance of J e s u s . ) Dodd believes that it belongs to the essential nature
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Jesus responsibly. Since this is so, the Christian gospels may be used

in a complementary fashion; any other course of action would appear to

deny that the gospels were Christian gospels. In the case of the mature

Fourth Gospel we are confronted by the fact that "John is making explicit
( 91 )what must be read between the lines in the other gospels©” While this

was said specifically of Jesus's consciousness of his authority, it remains 
true of other important areas. A feature of “The Founder of Christianity" 

is Dodd's extensive use of the Fourth Gospel throughout. It has often 
become the standard by which the synoptics are judged though there are 

occasions when the Fourth Gospel is interpreted so that it conforms to 
the synoptic presentation of Jesus. Thus the belief that the Fourth 

Gospel is the author! ta tlvel^l'Grpr station of the significance of Jesus 
becomes the reason why the Johannine tradition is preferred in a re- 

contruction of the life and teaching of Jesus< This position seems to be 

assumed, not argued for. It springs essentially from Dodd's conception of 
the nature of the Fourth Gospel©

In the chapter "The Teacher" some familiar Doddian emphases appear * 

There is, for example, the emphasis on 'Realised Eschatology': "If we

survey the whole body of the parables we cannot but observe that a large 

proportion of them have a consnon theme which we might describe as the 
arrival of 'Zero hour*, the climax of a process, bringing a crisis in

(92)which decisive action is called for." The majority of the texts cited
are from the synoptics but John 4*35 is also interpreted in this way; "As 

harvest is the culminating point of the agricultural year, so this ("The 

hour with which Jesus and his hearers were faced at the time of speaking")
(95)is the climax of growth." It is indeed possible that this might have

originally been a parable of the kingdom and, as Lindars argues, "It is 

the same idea of the eschatological event being realized in the present 
as we found in John's 'the hour ,is coming, and now is* in verse 

but the whole is embedded in a very difficult context which does not
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demand that the 'Others* are the prophets. It would appear that here 
too there is the unsatisfactory situation inherent in a complementary

use of the gospels. In this chapter Dodd made use of the complementary 

approach to judgement and authority established in "The Portrait of Jesus 

in John and the Synoptics." More interestingly it was in this chapter 

that Dodd noted a possible polemic against Qumran, when Jesus said "You 
have learned that they were told * Love your neighbour and hate your enemy' , 

But what I tell you is this * Love your enemies'" he may well have had in 
mind those who followed The Manual of Discipline. This is a rare occasion 

when Dodd acknowledged that the Dead Sea Scrolls and the community from 

which th%r came may have been a part of the context of the teaching of 
Jesus. It would be unwise to draw any conclusions from this single inst

ance and Dodd's work remains unsatisfactory in that he failed to give this 

part of the context the serious treatment it merited at the time he was 

writing.

It was in the same chapter that Dodd correctly argued that Jesus's 

critics "Rightly divined that his teaching threatened the integrity of 

Judaism as a system in which religion and national solidarity were insep
arable ."^ T h i s  was also seen to be part of the background for a small 

part of the Johannine tradition in "Behind a Johannine dialogue." It is 

harder to understand why Dodd failed to see any connection between the 

threat Jesus posed to Judaism so understood and the threat that the 
Johannine community itself posed to Judaism* Apart from the one refer

ence in "The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel" there is little sense 

of continuity between Jesus and the community in which the Gospel was 
produced in this regard. Whereas much later historical criticism has 

been involved in the quest for the historical Johannine community,Dodd 

apparently could only use the Fourth Gospel in a quest for the historical 

Jesus. Dodd was certainly correct in seeing that opposition to Judaism 

so understood was an important part of the context in which Jesus worked.

This understanding is developed at some length in the chapter "The people
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of God". Jesus moved within the prophetic interpretation of history;

"In the prophetic tradition of history, Israel dies to rise again. In 

terms of the existing situation, the present Jewish establishment is 

doomed; the true people of God will emerge from its r u i n s D o d d  

argued that this idea was expressed in several metaphors; for example, 

in the words that Jesùs is alleged to have spoken about the destruction 

of the temple. This statement was clearly an embarrassment to his foll

owers. Dodd argues that we must not accept the Marcan/Matthean state

ment that it was a false statement, but accept the Johannine version that 
Jesus did so speak. He maintains that we must "Recognise that the saying 

is, like so many others, figurative; the Temple stands for a way of reli

gion and a community embodying it. The manifest disintegration of the 

existing system is to be preliminary to the appearance of a new way of
( 97)religion and a community embodying it." This may well be so but

there is no mistaking some Johannine redaction. It is more significant 

from the standpoint of our study to note here a change in the Doddian 

understanding. He did not repeat the explanation offered in "The Inter

pretation of the Fourth Gospel" where he argued that the imperative might 

well reflect a Hebrew form and have a conditional meaning; "If this temple 

is destroyed, I will raise it up in three days."^^^^ In this work, too, 
he observed that John, by associating the pericope with the resurrection, 

was making explicit what was implicit in the synoptics.

The final three chapters of the book are an attempt at a recon

struction of the life of Jesus;
"I have essayed an outline, and an interpretation, of the course 

of events, so far as this may be inferred from data in the 

four gospels. Inevitably this is to some extent conjectural. 
Informed conjecture, a legitimate tool of the historian, is often 

an'indispensable tool to the historian of antiquity. For the 

result I do not claim more than a degree - as it seems to me a 

high degree - of probability



As Robinson saw it, Dodd's primary instinct, that of the historian re
turned to crown this book* The first notable feature of this outline is 

the extensive use made of the Fourth Gospel© This fulfils the claim made 

at the end of "Historical Tradition in the Fourth Gospel" I n  his 

use of the Fourth Gospel for this purpose, Dodd is unique among the so- 

called 'new questers* * To this outline we turn briefly.

As Dodd had attempted, over forty years before, in "The Authority 
of the Bible" , he reconstructed the environment in which Jesus grew up 

from the situations described in the parables. The importance of the 

Fourth Gospel is seen even here. Whilst the early Dodd had seen no para

bles in the Fourth Gospel, he now attached some great importance to the 
life of Jesus in the carpenter's shop. This sprang, of course, not only 

from information in I»îark and Matthew, but primarily from Dodd's discovery 
of the parable of the 'Apprenticed Son*. This may seem a fairly trivial 

point, but it serves to illustrate the importance attached to the Fourth 

Gospel in this reconstruction, and also as a warning for there is abso
lutely nothing in the parable that even suggests that Jesus had the carp

enter* s shop in view, Dodd himself had argued that the experience of the 

'Apprenticed Son* was a ' commonplace* in the ancient world. There is 

little doubt that the importance attached to this parable is evidence of 

a predilection for the Fourth Gospel in this reconstruction. This is not 

surprising for not only had Dodd spent so many of his later years with 
the Fourth Gospel but he believed that it was the fullest expression of 

the significance of Christianity. Nonetheless it is discontinuous^ with 

his earlier statements on the subject. Certainly it shows Dodd's willing

ness to change his opinions but he overvalues the Fourth Gospel at the 

expense of the Synoptics in this reconstruction.

It is as though what Dodd wrote specifically of the Johannine
i

Passion narrative - "It appears then that the Passion-narrative is given 
in the main as a straightforward story, with only a mi nimum of intruded 

interpretative elements*’ -is applied to the entire Johannine historical
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scheme. Time and again, positions implied in "Historical Tradition in 
the Fourth Gospel" are accepted. This makes explicit what was implicit 

ithere,'that the Johannine tradition and presentation where it can be 

weighed was not found wanting. Thus Jesus is seen as * an ally or even 
l i e u t e n a n t * o f  the Baptist, that because of the success of his miss

ion in Judea, Jesus has to leave for Galilee, but this Galilean ministry

was much less successful than he had hoped. As in "Historical Tradition 

in the Fourth Gospel". John 4*43 and the Synoptic parallels are inter

preted in this way, with no attempt to discuss the difficulties that

Johannine redaction of this saying presents. In one way this mission 

was not without its popularity for the whole Galilean ministry culminated 

in the attempt to make Jesus king. John 6.15 is the sole surviving wit

ness to this, and Dodd argued, as he done many years before, that "The 

fiasco of the abortive rising...had resulted in widespread desertions."^

In this context, Jesus sought a pledge of loyalty from the Twelve; as in 

"Historical Tradition in the Fourth Gosoel" so now Dodd argued that these 
desertions prompted Jesus to ask, "Yfill you also go away?" To this quest

ion "Peter* s profession of loyalty in an equally natural r e p l y T h i s  

was cited as classic instance of an occasion "Where the Johannine tradition 

appears to supplement the Synoptics in the sense of clarifying points left 
obscure."^^^^^ The essential, historicity of the Johannine accounts of the 

visits to Jerusalem is accepted, another instance of John complementing 

the Synoptics. On the other hand, the Synoptics have correctly placed 
the Cleansing of the Temple; John has moved it for theological reasons.

It was this episode that forced the authorities to act.
"The debate was wound up by the High Priest Gaiaphas who stated 

the case bluntly as he saw it: *It is more to your interest that 
one man should die for the people than the whole nation should be 

destroyed.* In the nature of the case this cannot be taken as 

anything like * minutes of the proceedings*, but there is little 

doubt that it accurately sets out the case as the priest saw it."^ 

This was perhaps a less trenchant defence of the authenticity of the
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saying than was offered in "The Prophecy of Caiaohas". Judas remained 
an enigma. In Doddfs reconstruction the Johannine tradition is pref-
f; • ■erred since the Synoptics show signs of the inevitable legends that would 
come to surround such monstrous treachery. Some psychological possibilities 

are canvassed but in the end John 13*2 "Is about as far as we can get."̂ "**̂ ^̂  

Dodd asserted that the' Jews were not competent to pass a death sentence.

This was affirmed by all the Passion narratives and Dodd seems content 

with the essential historicity of the trial as seen through the Gospels, 

provided we note that the evangelists
"Vfere not concerned with nice points of legal procedure, nor indeed 

with chronological precision.Their narrative faithfully portrays 

the movement of the drama with its fundamental unity and continuity, 

even though in fact the interval between the arrest and the session 

of the council, and between that and the trial before Pilate may 

have been more considerable than appears.
The Johannine tradition may have especially good information in the trial 

scenes since Dodd accepts the essential historicity of the disciple being 
known to the High Priest: this is "A hint that he (John) has good informa

tion at this p o i n t . T h r o u g h o u t  the reconstruction of the trial the 
Gospels are used to complement each other. There is some substance in 
both the political and religious charges. The blasphemy charge consisted 
mainly in the claim to forgive sins and the assertions, as suggested in 

John 5*18 and 10.33 and 36, that God was his father in a way that he was 
not the father of all Israelites. Politically there was a charge in terms 

of being king of the Jews. Whilst Dodd agreed that John cannot have had 

access to the acutal words of Jesus about his lack of followers in arms, 

this "Defence would have been a valid one, corresponding to the facts, 

and Pilate could easily have drawn the inference for h i m s e l f . I n  

his consideration of the Resurrection narratives, Dodd was not sure

whether John 20.1-20 was a Johannine construction or "As near first-hand
(ill)evidence as we could hope to get." Initially he favoured the former
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alternative because of the number of significant Johannine themes, but 
ultimately he opted for the latter conclusion. Finally, Dodd noted that 

ipie Resurrection narrative is unlike the rest of the Holy Week drama, which 

had the form of a connected narrative whereas the Resurrection narrative 

more naturally has the form of a number of detached incidents and in 

atten^ts to weave the* incidents into a single whole John and Luke show 

signs of artificiality.

There is throughout this book, then, the normal Doddian stress on 
Christianity as a historical religion and the importance of the Incarn

ation as the fulfilment of history. This involved Dodd in a quest for the 
historical Jesus for there can be no other logical outcome of his position.

A great deal of Dodd* s work from the 1950* s (and indeed, some from much 

earlier) were preparatory to this quest. Yet, even allowing for Robinson’s 

reminder that only a professional scholar can sometimes realise how good a 

popular book is, and our own reading of it in the context of Dodd’s more 

technical works, this is not a satisfactory quest© We have argued that 

the reconstruction is unsatisfactory partly because Dodd has fallen victim 
to the subjectivity he so feared and also because the con^lementary use of 

the Gospels (on which this book depends so heavily) is misconstrued. It is 

natural to apply some of Dodd’s own words to it; "In the pre-critical 

period the aim of the student was to ’harmonise* it (the Fourth Gospel)
(112)with the other three."' ' In this book Dodd ’Harmonises* the Synoptics 

with the Fourth Gospel all too frequently. To be frank, in this book Dodd 

has, for the most part, been * pre-or it ical* . At Ibe end of "Historical 

Tradition in the Fourth Gospel" Dodd suggested

The enterprise of working towards a dear and well based concep

tion of the historical facts upon which our religion is founded 

is a promising one, and the mood of defeatism which for some time 
prevailed is rightly beginning to give way to a more hopeful re

sumption of the * quest of the historical Jesus* . These larger 

tasks I have not essayed in this book, which is designed to clarify
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one particular source of evidence, so that it ma}’’, as I hope, 
be available for use towards the great end of our studies.

The definitive Doddian emphases are to be found in this quotation; the 

fact is that his attempt at "the great end of our studies" is unsatis

factory and may call in question some of the definitive emphases# This 

is so because of an early and late inconsistency to which we now turn.

An early and late inconsistency.

Characteristically Dodd is concerned with facts, the term ’Facts* 

occurs frequently in his writings. He has been criticised for this under

standing of the nature of Kerygma. H. Perrin provides us with an appro

priate example. In his review of "Historical Tradition in the Fourth 

Gospel" he wrote <
"Perhaps the best way I can make my point here is to refer to the 
New English Bible translation of 1 Corinthians 15*3; *I handed on 

to you the facts that had been'imparted to me.* Vfhether or not 
Dodd is directly responsible for this translation it certainly 
represents his understanding of the essential nature of the kerygma, 
but it is not the only possible understanding and there are many 

who would reject it. Certainly there is no direct justification 

for 'facts* in the Greek text."^^^^^
Perrin went on to criticise by implication Dodd* s understanding of the 

essential factual or historical nature of the ancient tradition behind 
the Fourth Gospel. Whilst the major discussion will come later, it is 

necessary to indicate Dodd* s understanding of the evangelist* s philo

sophical presuppositions;
"To a writer with the philosophical presuppositions of the evan

gelist there is no reason why a narrative should not be at the 

same time factually true and symbolic of a deeper truth since 
things and events in this world derive what reality they possess 

from the eternal Ideas which they embody© Thus the very nature 

of the symbolism employed by the evangelist reflects his fundamental
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Weltanschauung. He writes in terms of a world in v/hich phenom
ena - things and events - are a living moving image of the eternal, 

and not a veil of illusion to hide it, a world in which the Word 
is made flesh.

Even here there is still stress on the factual and event character*

Dodd has not been totally consistent. In his review of Bernard's 

commentary Dodd was impatient with Bernard* He argued that

"Dr. Bernard will not have it that the evangelist is an allegorist.

He does right, no doubt, to reject many of the more fanciful alle

gorical interpretations of ancient and modern commentators but in 

insisting on bald literalism he surely raises a barrier agaiinst 

the true understanding of a writer who, on any showing, well under
stood the value of symbolism 

Dodd did less than justice to Bernard's discussion. Although the section 

is entitled "Not an .allegorist", Bernard carefully distinguished between 

Christian and non-Christian allegorists; for the former facts are import
ant* Thus Bernard wrote of the Fourth Evangelist; "He is not only a hist

orian, but he is an interpreter of history."^^^^^ This means that primar
ily "The evangelist intended to present narrative of fact, of the truth of 

which he himself was fully p e r s uaded."^^Here  Dodd and Bernard have 

an identical picture of the Fourth Evangelist but from his criticism of 

Bernard we see Dodd less convinced of the historical nature of the Fourth 

Gospel than he became* In "The Founder of Christian!tv" Dodd argued.
"This use of symbolism is fundamentally poetical* It is not a 

flight into fancy* It means that facts are being viewed in depth, 
not superficially. This must be taken into account when we consider 

the stories of the miracles which have so large a place in some 

parts of the gospels* In the Fourth Gospel they are treated frankly 

as ̂'signs', that is symbols. Not that John thought that they did 

not happen but their happening was of less interest to him than 

their meaning....If anyone chooses to read the miracle stories as
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pictorial symbols of the power of spiritual renewal which the 
first Christians found in their encounter with Jesus, without 

 ̂ raising the question whether it all happened just like that, he

is not far from the intention of John at least, and possibly of
others.

Here, too, Dodd asserted "The question of their (the miracles) factual 

accuracy has not the importance sometimes attached to Some forty

years before this Dodd put forward a similar view but with more concern 

for historicity;
"Lastly I come to the Gospel according to John# It is generally 
agreed that it was written later than any of the others. And on 

the face of it it is very different. It is full of theology, of 
which there is only a minimum in the others....In fact, the Gospel 

is not in the first place a story of Jesus at all, but an inter
pretation of His life and teaching in the light of certain theo

logical or philosophical ideas... .When I say that the story of 

Jesus had become a symbol, I do not mean that he did not believe 

that it happened. He was that kind of mystic who believes that

what happens in this workaday world is a way into the eternal, if
you have the key. And he firmly believed that through what Jesus

(121)said and did and was, God had offered His own life to men."
Here Dodd wants the same qualifications for 'Mystic* and * symbol* that 

Bernard wanted for *Allegoiy*..

In the "Founder of Christianity" there is a strange flight from 

that concern for historicity that so often characterises Dodd* s work.

Where he is concerned with the resolution of the problem it usually comes

in terms of events carrying their own meaning with them;

"Either the interpretation through which the facts are presented 

was imposed upon them mistakenly - and in that case few facts 

remain which we can regard as strictly ascertained — or the inter

pretation was imposed by the events themselves, as they were
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experienced in sn historical situation, and gave rise to historical 
consequences - and in that case we do knov/ in the main what the 

 ̂ 'facts were."(^^^)
If we turn to Dodd* s handling of the feeding miracle we find that it 

is strangely unsatisfying. The episode was the turning point of the min- 

5try as Dodd understood it, yet it is not certain whether the feeding of 

the five thousand is a sign or mystery. Dodd seems very concerned that 

we do not assume that it is a miracle^ He is suspicious of any att
empt "To make the story intelligible or credible by rationalising it."^^

With insight John has interpreted it eucharistically but what of the 
nature of the original event? Dodd suggests that "The three earlier 

gospels get little further than a naive wonder that so little should have 

fed so many. John knows the answer at which the church arrived after much
(125)pondering in the light of later experience: * I am the bread of life.*"

True indeed, but that hardly helps in a reconstruction of historical events. 

Moreover, it shows Dodd evading the crucial question at the very point 

where he found it embarrassing.

In "The Founder of Christianity" there is a blend.of the early and 

classical Dodd and the blend is not altogether satisfactory. There is 
here an impatience with certain questions of historicity; this recalls 

the early Dodd but it is utterly out of line with the classical stance.

It is difficult to decide whether this deviation involves withdrawal from 
the classical stance. There is a confusion in this latest book and it 
would be unwise to draw any firm conclusions. V/hat it does suggest is 
that ultimately Dodd could not offer what his classical position demanded. 

Revelation demands event plus meaning, and at times Dodd is not interested 
in the historicity or factual nature of the event* Dodd's attempt at a 

'new quest*, then, on a most important issue belies his classical stance.

Yet it still remains the most likely possibility that his classical stance 

should not be judged by this rather unsatisfactory book.
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Dodd*s understanding of the saorament of the Eucharist and Christian
Preaching.

'r . '

As we have seen, Dodd* s understanding of the world-view of the

Fourth Evangelist allows for the broadly s a c r a m e n t a l . I n  part, he

would have agreed with S.S* Smalley that
"If we say, as we are doing, that John is a sacramentalist, this

does not mean that he is concerned only about the two sacraments

of baptism and eucharist. Rather, he is concerned about *the
sacramental* - the fact that since the incarnation there can be

a new dimension to life, and that is in the time of Jesus, so now,
„(127)the spirit can give life to matter in a qualitatively new way 

Whilst, Smalley argues for this since the Incarnation, Dodd believed that 
this had always been there. The new dimension since the Incarnation has 

been the sacramental re-presentation or remembrance of specific events of 

the life of the Incarnate one. It is-to this possibility that we turn as 

we review Dodd's understanding of the Eucharist. This understanding springs 

from the prior understanding of the historical nature of the events of the 

Incarnation.

There is no doubt that the Eucharist was important for Dodd. In 
a letter written just before his engagement to Phyllis Terry, an Anglican, 

he wrote, "She has found her way through to a religious position in which 

we find common ground and can help one another ; and in the Sacrament we 
both find our s t r e n g t h . T h i s  was not, of course, the only or indeed 

the major reason for Dodd's placing so high a value on this sacrament. 

Personal and theological interest neatly coincided. It is, perhaps, 
worth noting that in placing so high a value on the Eucharist Dodd was 

not typical of his denomination.

VThp-e this discussion will major on the understanding of the sacra - 

ment qua sacrament in the context of Dodd* s understanding of the authority 

of history, it will broaden out into a discussion of his very favourable
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review of Cullmann* s "Les Sacrements dans l'Evangile JohanrpQue: La vie 
de Jésus et le culte de l'eglise primitive" '̂*

Dodd's first Biblical article, published in 191*1, was entitled 
"Eucharistie Symbolism in the Fourth Gospel" This is important in

its own right and in the on-going assessment of his Johannine work since 

it also raises the possibility that as early as 1911 Dodd was interpret
ing the Fourth Gospel in Platonic categories. To this article we turn 

later© The definitive Doddian stance may be seen from "The Eschatological 
element in the New Testament and its permanent significance", " The 

Eucharist in relationship to the fellowship of the church"^^^^^ "The
background of the Fourth Gospel",  ̂̂ "History and the Gosnel"  ̂̂ and

f 1"The Prologue to the Fourth Gospel and Christian worship" whilst the
(l3ésame understanding is to be clearly seen in "The Parables of the Kingdom"

Any discussion of this definitive understanding of the Eucharist insofar 

as it does not bear directly on the Fourth Gospel, must of necessity be 

brief. Whilst the occasion of the paper must be borne in mind (it was 

presented to a gathering of English and German theologians at Chichester 

in 1931) the value that Dodd saw in the Eucharist may be seen in the con

cluding sentence; "The Eucharist, rather than the episcopate, is the true 
sacramentum unitatis^ ̂ Within this article two of the dominant, fea

tures of Dodd's theology may be clearly seen) "The historical and the 

mystical elements of our religion are perfectly fused in the Sacrament."^ ^ ' 

Dodd emphasised the eschatological character of the Eucharist; "As the 

hope of the imminent Parousia faded, the transmutation of eschatology 

implicit in the preaching of Jesus was carried through, and the Eucharist 

remained and remains the repository of all that was permanent and real in
( 1 59)the eschatology of the early church." There may be a latent platonism

in the assertion that "Hence the Church at the Table of the Lord is a sort 
of enclave of the supernatural order within the order of * this world'© 

Gathered with their glorified Lord the people of God 'taste the powers 

of the world to come.'"^^^^
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Dodd^then, argues-that it is necessary to understand the escha

tological background of the Eucharist; "In its origin and in its govern

ing ideas it (the Eucharist) may be described as the sacrament of real

ised eschatology.^^^^ ̂ As he develops this, classical Doddian emphases 

come to the fore; "Above all, in the sacrament of the Eucharist the Church 
re-capitulates the hi^oric crisis in which Christ came, lived, died and 

rose again, and finds in it the 'efficacious sign' of eternal life in the 

Kingdom of Cod."^^^^ At times Dodd has a deficient understanding of 

'Remember* with its rich Biblical and liturgical associations; "Vfhen we 

cite the words 'This is my body' and do quod ipse auctor facit, we, the 

Church, remember His speaking and acting thus#"^^^^^ For most of the 

time Dodd is aware of the rich associations of 'Remember' ; a few examples 

must suffice. He argued,
"Vfe seem justified in concluding that from an early date the break

ing of the bread was associated with the realized presence of the 

risen Lord..©.It is in this (the Pentecostal experience in which 
present and future are held together) atmosphere that we must place 

the primitive Sacrament of the Breaking of the Bread. Its escha

tological character we have already noted; it looked forward * till 
He come*. But it also expressed the conviction that Christ, risen 

and triumphant, was even now with His people, sharing with them the 
benefits of His finished work."^^^^

The definitive Doddian stance emerged clearly;
"All through, the remembrance of the coming of Christ in history, 

and the hope of His eternal Kingdom, are inextricably bound together 
with the sense of His presence with His Church. The worshippers are. 

placed within that moment at which the Kingdom of God came, and 

experience sacramentally its coming both as a fact secure within 
the Mstorical order and as the eternal reality whose full meaning 

can never be known to men on e a r t h . " T h e  definitive expression 

of this view is to be seen in "History and the Gospels".
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"In its central sacrament the Church places itself ever anew within 
the eschatological crisis in which it had its origin. Here Christ 

 ̂ is set before us incarnate, crucified and risen, and we partake of

the benefits of his finished work, as contemporaries with it. V/e 

are neither merely recalling a story of the past, nor merely express

ing and nourishing a hope for the future, but experiencing in one 
significant rite the reality of the coming of Christ, which is both 

His coming in humiliation and His coming in glory....This contempor

aneity must not be confused with the timeless *now* of the mystics. 

For that which the Church experiences is not just an eternal reality 
symbolically set forth under the forms of space, time and matter.

It is a slice of the actual history of the world....It happened 

and we are there. ( i t a l i c i z e d  in the original.)

He argued elsewhere "A non-sacramental Christianity tends to become non

supernatural, or else takes refuge in a mysticism which is not distinct

ively Christian because it has lost the living link with history^^

Thus, in the Eucharist Dodd found that perfect fusion of the experiential 
and the historical which was as much a part of his theology as it was of 

the theology.of the Fourth Evangelist.

Dodd's appréciation of Cullmann*s work.

Bultmann was among the scholars who argued that the Fourth Evangel

ist wrote to oppose the sacramental cultus of the Church. If this were so, 
then Dodd would have agreed with Kysar that the Fourth Gospel may well be 

entitled "John, the maverick Gospel" Kysar goes beyond Bultmann in

his assertion that "The evangelist had no access to the stories of the
(12origin of the sacraments and his Christian community did not observe them. 

Dodd* s first Biblical article contested such a position. He also opposed 

Bultmann* s theory; "The curious theory that the Fourth Evangelist intended 

to repudiate the sacramental cultus of the Church is one which has always 

called for a robust handling of the evidence, in face of general proba

bility  ̂ He opposed this theory not only on the grounds of general
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probability, but also because it rested so heavily upon the possibility 

of later interpolation into the text to make the Fourth Gospel conform 

to 'orthodox' Christian opinion and practice. Whilst Dodd was not, at 
this time, impressed by such theories, he knew the difficulties of attemp

ting to refute them; "To such an extent there is no direct reply, since 

no one can demonstrate that a passage is not an interpolation, provided 

it can be excised without leaving the context actually ungrammatical ^
The only possible reply was that offered with 'Complete s u c c e s s ' , b y  

Cullmann in demonstrating that "The sacramental idea....belongs to the 

basic structure of Johannine thought and gives cohesion to the whole pict

ure of the person and work of Christ which the Fourth Gospel offers.

So Dodd accepted, with enthusiasm Cullmann's argument that to understand 

the intention of the Fourth Evangelist we must note that "The events he 

records must be apprehended on two levels, as occurrences in the past, and 

as livingly affecting his readers in the present. The events are 'remem

bered' in this pregnant sense, and such remembrance is prompted by the 
Holy Spirit in the Church."^^^^ This is very close to the idea which 

Dodd himself had put forward in "The Eucharist in relation to the fellow

ship of the Church"and elsewhere. As Cullmann developed the argument we 

read "In the latter period it is the Church's acts of worship which provide 

the setting in which the events of the past become the medium of God's 
saving act in the present. In the life of the Church the two sacraments 
which are the centre of Christian worship play the part which is played 

by the 'signs' in the records of the life of Jesus."^^^^^ With two criti

cisms Dodd proceded to concluded a laudatory review;

"Especially valuable, perhaps, is the demonstration which Dr. Cull

mann has given at various points that the and the sacraments
have in common an eschatological reference. Thus he shows (with 

reference to Apoc. iii.20) that the feast of Cana is at once a type 

of the eucharist and an anticipation of the messianic banquet... ©

Dr. Cullmann has made an important contribution to the understanding
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both of the life of Jesus and of the Christian cultus in their 

mutual relations as contemplated in the Johannine presentation 
of the Cospelo"(^^^)

Dodd valued Cullmann* s work more highly than did many of his colleagues 
for whom Cullmann was something of an *ultra-sacramentalist*. Dodd recog

nised here a certain'amplification of ideas that had always been congen
ial to him, although, so far as I can detect, he made little use of Cull

mann* s work in any of his own subsequent work on the Fourth Gospel. It is 

also fair to note that British .scholarship generally_ was favourably dis

posed towards seeing sacramental tendencies in the Fourth Gospel. Examples 

are provided by Barrett, Hoskyns and Lightfoot. So, in this regard, Dodd 
was typical of British scholarship, although no one has so warmly welcomed 

Cullmann* s work. It is, moreover, hard to agree that Cullmann* s work, 

important as it undoubtedly is, is the definitive refutation of Bultmann* s 

position. This is so because there is the problem of differentiating 

between the broadly sacramental and the specifically Christian sacramental. 

That refutation is to be found in Dodd* s understanding of the Christian 

sacraments and Christian preaching,

"Eucharistie Symbolism in the Fourth Gospel".

While the alleged Platonism of this article will be discussed later, 

it is discussed here as Dodd* s first published understanding of the Euchar

ist. Dodd argued that the Fourth Gospel is "The product of a period when 
the ordinances of the Church were already well established, and when the 

symbolism of the sacraments was generally recognised, although not yet 

fully d e v e l o p e d . . " T h u s  the Fourth Evangelist was not free to create 
his own symbolism but free to develop it.^^^^^ In his explanation of the 

Fourth Evangelist* s omission of the Eucharistie character of the Last 
Supper, Dodd argued that the feeding miracle became "An alternative hist-

1 ( 1 59)orical embodiment of the eucharistie idea." It is important to note

the sense in which 'Historical* is being used here; in the sense that the 
early Church interpreted the feeding miracle eucharistically.
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Dodd argued that "It was this secondary form of the eucharist meal that 

is made central in the Fourth G o s p e l . T h e  element of wine does not 

appear while * blood* is mentioned * casually* and for the sake of * sym-
(162  ̂ 'metry* . The topic of the discourse is food which abides unto eternal

life.(^^^) Dodd argued that this association of the Eucharistie feast 

with eternal life is hot new; although it does not appear in Paul or the 

Synoptics, it may be found in the Didache, which in all probability is 

more primitive than the Fourth G o s p e l . ^ H e  concluded "The author of 

the Fourth Gospel therefore appears to be combining for the first time 

two early ideas which attached to the Eucharist; that of feeding on the 
flesh, or on the body, of Christ and that of spiritual food conferring 

i m m o r t a l i t y * " A s  the exposition proceeds, Dodd notes that;

"The next step is make it clear that no material manna is meant; 

the manna was itself a symbol and a promise: *The real bread from 
heaven( 0 â j>T0S O tK, Tou ovfooiou o iXijOtVOq)
—' c . )as opposed to the merely figurative, is 0 K oCTc d̂oCVVCoV tK ToV

' O U J o ^ / O ü  KcCL T 4 0  KOrjĵ Cd

*he* (or * that* ) which cometh down from heaven and giveth life to 

the world."

Dodd argued for a *mystic* feeding on Christ in the Eucharist. We have

already noted the qualifications that Dodd wanted for * Mystic* ; they are

not present here where he argues "In fact, to feed upon Christ is to 

receive His'life into oneself, just as Christ Himself has the life of God 
the Father in Him, (vi.57)« He who in this sense feeds upon Christ has

' (167)found the food of iJDmortality, and will live for eternity."
Dodd was impressed by the omission of certain features. Init

ially he was concerned by the omission of any thought of the unity of 

believers which is a prominent thought both in Paul and the Didache. More 
significantly in terms of the classical Doddian stance that the Fourth 

Gospel is the most penetrating expression of Christianity another omission 
is "There is no reference to Ihe coming Kingdom, of vhich the holy supper
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was a foretaste....In the Fourth Gospel the idea is faintly reflected 

only in the allusion to the 'last day*, in which the eternal life conveyed 

by the mystic feeding upon Christ will be consummated. This change is quite 

in accord with the general tendency of the book."^  ̂ Moreover, Dodd arg

ued that the emphasis, which in the earlier accounts had fallen on the * cup 

saying* , is replaced h y  the symbolism of the vine; "But by the use made of 

it he excludes the most striking feature of the cup-symbolism in the earl

iest tradition. The symbolism as he employs it permits no reference to 

the shed blood of Christ, a reference which is prominent in the early 

accounts of the s u p p e r . T h e  omission was deliberate;

"The 'highest* doctrine of the subject hitherto promulgated had 

centred about the sacrifical significance of the Cup. The author 

of the Gospel wished to concentrate upon another side of euchar

istie thought....John....is preoccupied, not with sacrificial 

theory, but with his doctrine of mystical communion. It is not 

a redemptive transaction that determines the attainment of eternal 

life* (or * salvation*) but the communication of the divine life of 

Christ to the believer."  ̂̂

John accomplished this partly by the introduction of the figure of the 

vine "But the weight of his re-interpretation rests mainly upon a fresh 

exposition of ideas latent in the neglected symbol of the bread."

Paul had seen in this no more than the unity of believers; an idea that 

Dodd described as "Quite n o n - t h e o l o g i c a l " P a u l ’s main interest had 

been in the sacrificial nature of the Eucharist, an idea much more easily 

developed through the * cup symbolism* •

Thus, Dodd placed before his readers the notion of two radically 

different understandings of the Eucharist in the early Church. Whilst 

there is no doubt that the classical Doddian understanding of the Euchar

ist is not to be found here, and,indeed, there are emphases that are 

strange when set in the wider Doddian context, there is still some emphasis 

on the Incarnational. There is here implicitly the classioal Doddian



21
picture of the brilliance of the Fourth Evangelist as an interpreter;

"Here then was a rich vein of ChristiEUi thought as yet almost 

'< completely unworked. This John makes his own. Eternal life

or salvation, comes by the communication of the life of Christ, 

the eating of His 'flesh*. In order that this might be possible 
Christ * gave Hujs flesh for the life of the world* or to use equiva

lent expressions from other parts of the Gospel * laid down His 

life* for men (x.11;xv.13) or 'dedicated Himself on their behalf* . 
(xvil.19) On the part of men, this life is appropriated through 

dtCiJfiOCy the contemplation of Christ in His eternal being as the 
Son of God; ; and throughTTLCYL^ythe response of the human person

ality in the act of faith to the vision so presented."^^^^)

Dodd's understanding of Christian Preaching.

As he had emphasised the 'Real Presence* of the Christ-event in the 

Eucharist, so too Dodd emphasised its presence in Christian preaching;
"The kerygma itself is no more than a rehearsal of the history in

which the Kingdom of God came The Gospel itself can never be

other than it was at the beginning. Paul's description of his 

preaching to the Galatians - 'before whose eyes Christ was plac

arded as crucified* - indicates what the character of the preaching 

at its centre must always be: it is re-presentation of the history 

of Jesus: it is designed to place the hearers in the very presence 

of the historical event and so to expose them to the power of God 

which worked in that event." ̂ ̂
This emphasis also finds its classic expression in "History and the Gospel": 

"The Church in proclaiming this Gospel is the instrument of a 
divine intervention in history which is not limited by the unworthi— 

ness of the instrument.... ©But this divine intervention which is 
mediated by every preaching of the Gospel is the same that was 

accomplished in the death and resurrection of Christ... .Vfe set it 

down, then, that the relation of the Church to history is in the



first place to be sought in its preaching of the Gospel, an act by which 
the Church itself lives, and by which it mediates the power of God to every 

g e n e r a t i o n . T h i s  view corresponds precisely to the nature of the Apost

olic Preaching that Dodd himself had discovered. Naturally, he was to relate 

preaching to the Sacraments;

• "The Church itself is an historically continuous and self-identical 
society, whose beginning lies in particular facts of the past, with

out v;hich it has no meaning. To these facts Gospel and Sacrament 
bear witness. The Gospel recites the historical events of the death 

and resurrection of Jesus Christ, by which our redemption was eff

ected. In the central sacrament of the Church we recall and set 

forth these events. Vfe recall them, but in the recalling of them 
they are made present too, since there is in them that which trans

cends the division of time into past, present and future. Yet they 

remain historical© Our approach to the eternal God, therefore, is 

not purely * mystical* . It is mediated through historical events 

vrhich are re-enacted in our worship."^

Since Dodd emphasises the *Real Presence* of these historical events 

in the preaching, it is appropriate to make a contrast with Bultmann. As 

is well known, Bultmann took a much more sceptical view of the possibility 

of the use of the Gospels for a recovery of the historical events of the 
ministry of Christ; " I do indeed think that we can know almost nothing con

cerning the life and personality of Jesus, since the early Christian sources 
show no interest in either, and are moreover fragmentary and legendary, and 

other sources about Jesus do not exist©** Yet Bultmann argued too,for

the importance of preaching;
"The salvation occurrence is nowhere present except in the proclaim

ing, accosting, demanding and promising word of the preaching© A 
merely. * reminiscent* historical account referring to what happened 

in the past cannot make the salvation-occurrence visible. It means 

that the salvation occurrence continues to take place in the pro c i t 
ation of the word. The salvation-occurrence is eschatological
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occurrence just in this fact, that it does not become a fact of 
the past but constantly takes place anew in the present

i-
Recently^ Kysar has made an easy and inaccurate contrast between

( 179)Dodd and Bultmann. Of the position of Dodd, outlined above, Kysar

writes, "I should draw attention to the past tense used in the description, 

especially in the las-é verb - the power of God worked. Christian preaching 
is primarily a pointing to the past."^^^^) Yfhile Dodd*s position is cert

ainly not identical with Bultmann* s, Kysar has not only misunderstood- the 
essential difference but has offered a false understanding of Dodd* s own 

position by offering a less than complete quotation by omitting that part 
of it which is patently capable of a dynamic understanding,and by choosing 

to emphasise the significance of the past tense rather than "Designed to 

place the hearers in the very presence of the historical event and so 
expose them to the power of God which worked in that event." He has also 

omitted from consideration Dodd*s dynamic understanding of ttie Eucharist. 

YYhat is at issue between Dodd and Bultmann is. the very real question of 

the necessity of historical events for revelation. If we do indeed know 

nothing about Christ, it is, on Doddian grounds, impossible for there to 

be either revelation or Christian preaching. This is the essential differ

ence between Dodd and Bultmann. YThilst Dodd may not have found existential 

categories attractive, yet, with his understanding of the dynamism of both 

preaching and the sacraments, Dodd is indeed not far from Bultmann in 
emphasising the "Proclaiming, accosting, demanding and promising word of 

the p r e a c h i n g ^ ^ ^  Can this not be described in Doddian terms as expos

ure to "The power of God which worked in the event?"^^^^^

Similarly, Kysar has made an inaccurate contrast between the escha

tologies of Dodd and Bultmann. He argues that
"Dodd*5 * realised eschatology*, which utilizes the categories of 

Heilsgeschichte to mark the decisive fulfilment in the Christ 
event, points to the past to declare that the *Age to come* has 

indeed become reality. Bultmann* s * existential eschatology*, on
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lamation of the Word, and in the categories of existentialism

r declares that the eschaton awaits the believer in his life or 
death decision regarding the kerygma. The difference thus would 

seem to root in the respective philosophies of history operative 

in the concepts of eschatology. Dodd* s positivistic understanding 
of history necessitates a concern for that which is *past*. That 

concern is entirely absent from Bultmann* s position. His exist

ential understanding of history gives to the category of the *past' 

a new meaning, one which essentially remoulds the past into the
present.

Kysar is right to draw attention to the Doddian emphasis that the Christ-
event is the definitive event of history, indeed its fulfilment, but he

is totally amiss in his understanding of this as involving a mere looking
!

back to the past. He has entirely overlooked the significance of the 

emphasis that "Yfe enter (. italics ) rather into the full meaning 
of history at its c e n t r e . C e r t a i n l y  Dodd and Bultmann operate with 

different philosophies of history, but it is wrong to describe Dodd* s as 

* positivistic* . What is much more to the point is that they operate with 

very different philosophies of revelation.

Some of Dodd's work anticipates that of D.A. Aune in "The cultic 

setting of realised eschatology in early C h r i s t i a n i t y The thesis 
of the book is presented in the section entitled "Worship in the Spirit 

as a propleptic experience of eschatological e x i s t e n c e F o r  Aune 

the Eucharist is central; "The eucharist undoubtedly forms the central 

moment of this setting within the cultic worship of the community in which 
the exalted Jesus, now present in Parousia splendour, pronounces both 

blessing and woe, salvation and judgement through the cult personnel.
Aune finds this understanding primarily in the Fourth Gospel and the Odes 

of Solomon, which he considers a Christian book. He devotes by far. the 

largest part of his study to the Fourth Gospel. He comments that the usual
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approach to the problem of eschatology in this gospel is to state what 

by now is a ’ corrniionplace* of New Testament criticism, that "Realised 

éschatology achieves a greater dominance in the Gospel of John than any 
other New Testament book."^^^^^ One problem is to account for the juxta

position of the realised and futuristic eschatological statements (but 

this is a general New'Testament problem) but, as Aune rightly sees,
"The focal point of the problem of Johannine eschatology is not 

the task of solving the paradoxical juxtaposition of present and 

future statements - although that certainly is an aspect of the 

problem - but rather the task of understanding the significance 

of the dominance of the realised aspect of eschatological salvation 

within the Fourth Gospel.
Some scholars speak in terms of * reinterpretation', 'transvaluation*

* transmutation* and the like. Behind most of these arguments is the assump

tion that the Fourth Evangelist was concerned to make an essentially Heb

raic concept comprehensible to the Greek world. Dodd wrote of both * trans

formation* and * transmutation*;
"It is not therefore accurate to say that the Fourth Evangelist 

has abandoned the eschatological setting of the original kerygma.

He has transformed it by altering the perspective. The formula 
often used, that John has turned eschatology into 'mysticism* (if 

that is the right word) is based upon a fulfilment of history, 
within history; and this Is the essential burden of ‘éschatology in 

its present form."^^^^^
In this the Fourth Evangelist is not venturing upon something new;

"His formula COptC K«cu vuv £cTLV,with the emphasis on the
VUV IcTTi/V , without excluding the element of futurity, is, I 

believe, not merely an acute theological definition, but is essen

tially historical, and probably represents the authentic teaching
(191)of Jesus as veraciously as any formula could."

In part, Dodd could have agreed with Aune, "That not only did the
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expectation of the Parousia with its attendent constellation of imagery 
affect the present actualization of that event within the cult, but the 

way in which the Parousia was actualised in present cultic experience... 

also radically affected the way in which the Parousia was conceptualised 

as a future e v e n t . " D o d d  would have agreed that the present experi

ence of Christ in the'cult and the re-presentation of the Christ event in 
the cult had an effect on the way in which the Christ event was described 

but not only would he have stressed the historical nature of the events 
more clearly than Aune, he would also have diminished appreciably

the reference to the Parousia. In the cult "The hour comes and now is" 

is a present experience.

Certainly there is in Dodd* s understanding no mere looking back 

to the past.

Can Dodd* s theology be described as Platonic?

It is indeed possible to describe Dodd's theology as Platonic.

Some of his statements invite such a description;
"It is obvious that it (the Fourth Gospel) has an affinity with 

Platonic thought . Ylhen John speaks of * real bread* as distinguished 
from ordinary loaves, of the 'real vine* and 'real light*, a Plat- 

onist would readily understand him to be speaking of the eternal 

'ideas* in contrast to their phenomenal representatives. It is 

not necessary to suppose that the Evangelist was acquainted with 

Plato's writings."(^^^)
Moreover, he can argue that "The mediation of the eternal through the 
temporal is the presupposition of the sacrament^^ Certainly it is

not inconsistent with his understanding of the world view of the evan
gelist. Nor indeed is it other than compatible with the title of the 

Harvard tercentenary volume, which neatly encapsulates his view of Christ

ianity in particular, it was called "Independence, convergence and borrow

ings in institutions, thought and art." Dodd's article was entitled 

"Hellenism and Christianity". There is no doubt that Dodd thought that
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Platonism was thoroughly compatible with Biblical thought, but Dodd did 
not rest there totally. In his contribution to the Harvard tercentenary 

volume Dodd argued that the Fourth Evangelist went considerably beyond 

the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews,

"It is clearer than ever that the Christian Gospel, while accepting 

the Greek conceptions as its fitting vehicle, is challenging the 

Greek mind to re-think the problem of the relation of time to 

eternity. The author of the Epistle to the Hebrews has done little 
more than state the problem by placing side by side the historical 

and the suprahistorical character of the work of Christ. The matter 
is carried a step farther in the Fourth Gospel. The author of this 

work....has deliberately and expressly transposed the Christian 
Gospel from eschatological categories derived from Judaism to 
mystical categories derived from Greek thought - whether derived 

directly from Greek sources or from Hellenistic Judaism is a quest
ion beside the point 

The paragraph concludes "What we have here is a strikingly successful attempi 

to make an harmonious and unified whole out of elements of Jewish and Hell

enistic t h o u g h t . " ^ ^ H a d  Dodd's thought ended there, there would have 

been no doubt that Dodd would have accepted the label 'Platonic* but as 

he was to write later - and I think this is the classical stance - "This 

means that we are concerned with something going far beyond a mere fusion 

of Hellenic and Hebraic thought. Like Abt Vogler, who in his music made 

* of three sounds not a fourth but a star*, John has made out of two hemi
spheres of thought and experience, joined in a single term (Logos) a new

( 197)category to comprehend a new and unique fact."

Any. discussion is made difficult by the lack of a satisfactory def
inition of 'Platonism*. In Barrett's words,

"Plkto, however, in the first century''after Christ was both more 
and less than a great personal teacher of a philosophical system; 

he was an atmosphere, absorbed though not understood by many who
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had never read his works* He had given definite expression to 
the notion of a real world, invisible and eternal, of which the 

j world of appearance and time-sequence was but a transient and

imperfect copy. Out of this contrast came the conception of mind, 

far superior to flesh, and the ideal life of abstraction and cont

emplation, in .which the mind freed from matter and fixed upon the 

truly real, became one with God, the Idea of the Good."^^^^)
Dodd had given a similar 'thumbnail* sketch.

The significant point is that Dodd* s understanding of the import

ance and reality of the Incarnation and his understanding of the Eucharist 
are in effect the reversal of Platonism.

"The Christian Gospel...affirmed that sudi knowledge (of God) is 
given by the Son of God who came to earth in the flesh - that is 

to say in an actual, historical human life. The world of our 
ordinary experience is consequently no longer a realm of mere 

illusion, but is capable of becoming a means of communion with 

the highest realities. That the Christian faith is thus rooted 
in the concrete, the actual, the historical has been a constant 

theme all through the «pistle^i- Now at the end the author empha
sises the other side; it is at the same time concerned with the 

supra-Bistorical, the eternal and the ultimately real."^^^^^

In this conviction the Fourth Evangelist and the author of the First 

Epistle of John are at one© This classical Doddian understanding can 

easily be demonstrated; "But whether XoyoÇ as rational principle, or AoyoS 

as word, is most prominent in any given context, it is always as incarn

ate (italicized in original) that John finds the XoyoSto be the revelation 
of the eternal God."^^^^^ Again,

"From the standpoint of the history of religion it is not the 

Logçs-dootrine of the Fourth Gospel that is its new and original 

contribution to religious thought, and not its speculative philos
ophy at all; it is the annoucement that the revelation of the



Godhead is to be sought in words and deeds, the life and death 
of a Person who taught in Palestine and was crucified under Pontius 

;■ Pilate, Prom this central idea the whole scheme of Johannine thought

proceeds, and by it the conceptions he derives from non-Christian
(202)sources are remoulded into a Christian theology."

As he put it, writing''of John 1.14-, "This challenging statement, with all 

its implications worked out in the Gospel story, dislocated the whole philo
sophical scheme (my italics), and built up out of its own elements a radi-

(203)cally new kind of religious philosopty '

As Dodd understands this philosophy insofar as it is represented
in the Fourth Gospel, - and it is for Dodd classically represented, there,- ii

cannot accurately be described as Platonic. It is Incarnational. In this

it is one with the insistence on the authority of history and the stress

on the specifically Christian nature of the sacraments of Baptism and

notably Eucharistie. What Platonist could accept this?

"From a Hellenistic point of view the climax of the argument, so

regarded, would be sheer anti-climax. For the aim of any such
argument in a Hellenistic writer would be to show how the eternal

readity, after being contaminated with matter in nature and in man,
is released from ^ 1  such contamination and restored to purity of

essence. But in the Prologue the relapses (as it would appear

to a Hellenistic thinker) into matter (ovp^ ) at the crucial point.
But for John this point is really crucial, in the sense that it is

the point from which alone (my italics) we can truly discern
and acknowledge the reality of the divine glory, whether in nature

{ 204.̂or in human history."

While it has been argued that the classical Doddian understanding 

of the Fourth Evangelist does not allow for him to be called a Platonist,
I I -

there are points in Dodd* s understanding that have led certain scholars 

so to consider the Fourth Evangelist. This has also led some of these 

scholars to consider Dodd himself as one who joined together Hebraic and
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Hellenic concepts in the interests of making Christianity comprehensible 
to our world. This discussion will be concluded with a brief view of
i- ■ ’these positions, but it must be firmly stated at the outset that, whilst 

we agree that Dodd has so welded these concepts, the result would not 

inevitably be Hellenistic generally or Platonic specifically. It could 
only be so if the Hebf'aic were subsumed by the Hellenic,

Kysar argues that Dodd*s very first Biblical article is significant 
in this respect; we have already discussed it with reference to Dodd*s 

understanding of the Eucharist, and so our discussion here is limited to 

the possibility of it disclosing a Platonism in Dodd and the Fourth Evan

gelist, Kysar argues that **A careful reading of Dodd* s first published 

study of the Fourth Gospel...will disclose that even in 1911 Dodd was 
determined to understand Johannine theology in terms of Philonic-Platonic 

c a t e g o r i e s . I n  a footnote he directs us specifically to the concept 
of but it would appear that Kysar has in fact not seen the signifi

cance of Dodd* s understanding of the Fourth Evangelist* s teaching. It is 

not just the concept of but of andTTicttSJ "This contemplation
of Christ and this faith in Him are symbolised in the eating of the Bread, 
which is His f l e s h . Y T h i l s t  it is not possible to see the classical 
Doddian understanding in its fullness, there is enough to suggest that it 

is not totally Platonic;
’’Eternal life, or salvation, comes by the communication of the life 

of Christ, the eating of His * flesh*. In order that this might be 
possible Christ * gave His flesh for the life of the world*, or to 

equivalent expressions from other parts of the Gospel, *laid down 

His life* for men....On the part of men, this life is appropriated 

throughBiW^tpc, the contemplation of Christ in His eternal being as 

the Son of God, and through TTtCTt̂  , the response of the human
1 (207)personality in the act of faith to the vision so presented.**

There may indeed be a degree of latent Platonism here but the devel

opment of this idea in Dodd* s later writings needs to be considered.
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This is to be found in Dodd* s understanding of the Xoyo^ ; the classical 
expression of this is to be found in summary in "The Prologue to the 

Fourth Gospel and Christian worshiu" where he maintained "That term (logos) 

brings together two distinct modes of human thought and experience, the 

Hellenic and the Hebraic. Both modes enter into Christian worship."

An identical view is expressed in "The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel" .

A double root for the term is suggested and from this double root springs 

one of the characteristic features of the Gospel. "His (the Fourth Evan

gelist* s) Logos is not simply the uttered word or command of God: it is 

the meaning, plan or purpose of the universe, conceived as transcendent 
as well as immanent, as the thought of God, formed within the eternal Mind

(209)and projected into objectivity." From this comes one of the most

characteristic features of the Gospel; "..the argument constantly moves 
on two levels, and the prima facie meaning carries with it a further 

meaning, which comes to light only when the passage is re-read in view of 
the gospel as a w h o l e . S o  we find "The Logos became (italicized in 

original) the Occp'Ç or human nature which He bore. The life of Jesus is 
the history of the Logos, as incarnate, and this must be upon the stage 

of limited time, the same thing as the history of the Logos in perpetual 
relations with man and the world It has already been demonstrated

that in the classical Doddian position the Incarnation is crucial.

Kysar has mistakenly considered the early Doddian articles as though 

they were definitive for Dodd* s later understanding. Once he had embarked 

upon this course, he could make his case easily. It can be illustrated 

from one of Dodd* s writings in 1925. "The eschatological element in the 

Hew Testament and its permanent significance." There we read,
"But in more progressive circles (contrasted with those of the. 

Apocalypse and the Synoptics apocalypses) particularly those which 
were under the influence of the Apostle Paul, the feverish impatience 

of the first days gradually subsided into a calmer faith in the 

absolute reality of the Lord* s presence and power even here and now.



combined with a certainty that the goal of an absolute sovereignty 
of Christ would one day be achieved©••©In this gradual reduction 

‘ of the original emphasis on eschatology there was the opportunity
for the change which the coming of Christ had made to be more fully 

appreciated. That mystical union of the Church with her Lord,, which 

meant so much for Paul, was a feature proper to the miraculous age 

when the revelation of the Messiah had already loosed the bands of 

the obsolete world-order. In proportion as this aspect of Christ

ianity received emphasis the expected return of the Lord diminished 

in importance. In the Epistle to the Ephesians the thought of the 
Church as Christ’s mystical body is already on the way to supersede 

the hope of the Parousia and the Fourth Gospel completes what Paul 
had well begun. Here the mystical communion of the Christian with 

his Lord is timeless, independent of the march of events. Vfe have 

all but passed over into a form of religion which substitutes del

iverance of the soul from the evil world for the hope of world— 

salvation. Later, as the Church became neo-Platonist in the main 

tendency of its philosophy, though retaining the expectation of a 

Last Judgement, the attainment of individual salvation through 

sacrament and the entry of the individual into bliss at death
(212)practically replaced the sense of the divine purpose in history."

Dodd saw some gains here; "Probably most of us are conscious of a certain 

sense of relief from fantastic ideas which we cannot share as we follow 

Paul and John in the development of Christian thought away from pure escha- 

tology©"^^^^^ It is just as important to note that Dodd felt there were 

losses as well. The very first loss mentioned was that of "A very firm 

grip on history, which saved it (the early Church) from the mystical 

vagueness of much contemporary r e l i g i o n T h i s  * firm grip on history* 
characterised Dodd* s own theology and that of the Fourth Evangelist as he 

understood it. The classical Doddian position is here in embryo, even if 

there is much that is also loosely ’Platonic* /
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"Christian thought cannot rest in a pure mysticism, to which the 
objects of ordinary experience are mere illusion* Nor does it 

 ̂ see in the movements of the world (with some modern philosophers) 

merely the thrusting of blind instinct into the unknown It sees 

in history the real working-out of a divine purpose - not a rigidly 

determined destiny, but a true personal purpose morally conceived, 

in which we can share 

YThilst it would be idle to pretend either that there has been no movement 

in Dodd* s thought since 1923, or that it finds its classical expression 

there, there is no doubt that neither Dodd* s own theology nor that of the 

Fourth Evangelist, as he understands it, can be called Platonic, precisely 

because there is both an authority of History and more significantly a 
reality to history. As we conclude this discussion we note that Kysar is 

correct in his assertion that "His (Dodd* s) interpretation in general is 

an effort to synthesize the Hebraic concept of reality as historical act 

and deed and the Platonic concept of reality as eternal Idea finding ex

pression in particular f o r m s . I t  is our contention that in both 

his ovm theology and that of the Fourth Evangelist as he understood it 

the Hebraic finally dominates precisely because of the crucial nature of 
the Incarnation. Moreover, Kysar has ignored Dodd*s claim that the earliest

Christian theology with its application of prophecy guaranteed'the essential
c
Hebraic character of Christian theology however widely Creek categories 

might be used for its expression.

Certainly Dodd* s understanding of the Fourth Evengelist enables him 

to interpret the Fourth Gospel here in Hebraic categories and there in 

Greek categories. It is equally true to assert that the interpretation 

starts from the specifically Christian understanding. Kysar was not wrong 

in asserting that "The historical judgement that the fourth evangelist 
welded the ̂Platonic and Hebraic perspectives into one for the propagation 

of the Christian faith may suggest Dodd* s own commitment to both of these 

perspectives and his interest in articulating the Christian faith by means



of a blending of these p e r s p e c t i v e s . " W h a t  is deficient in the whole 
of Kysar*s discussion is that he does not allow for the primacy of the 

distinctively Christian, as Dodd understood it, in his articulation of the 

Christian faith. It cannot be stressed too much that this cannot be 

labelled, with any accuracy, F^atonio but ought to be labelled Incarna
tional# '

A comparison of C.H. Dodd*s and B.C. Hoskyns*s understanding of Christianity 
as a historical religion as seen in their Johannine work.

This is a natural comparison. During much of the period that 

Hoskyns was wrestling with the problem of the meaning of history in a 

specifically Johannine context, Dodd, in a number of significant articles 

and books, was wrestling with implications of Christianity as a historical 
religion. It has been argued that Dodd* s understanding influenced his 

Johannine work and that he found the essential solution classically ex
pressed by the Fourth Evangelist. Moreover, the two scholars were to

gether at Cambridge in this period and for part of the time Dodd was 
working out his position in conscious dialogue with Hodkyns. Whilst 

there are considerable differences between the two scholars, Dodd did not 

wish to differ radically from Hoskyns; "In saying this ( criticising 
Hoskyns for not taking the problem of historicity seriously enough), how

ever, I do not wish to depart from Hoskyns* s solution of the theological-
( 218)historical problem." / One contention of this comparison is that the

differences are as fundamental as the similarities. Within this study
W.F. Howard's review of Hoskyns's commentary will also be used in order

to show how more than one British Johannine scholar reacted to Hoskyns's
work. One major problem is that Hoskyns's work is fragmentary in that he

died before it was completed. Although the major outlines of his position

are dear, these will be supplemented by Davey* s essay, composed from
Hoskyns's hotes and entitled "The Fourth Gospel and the problem of the

(219)meaning of history." , Hoskyns's position will be outlined and then 
the coup arisen attempted.

Hoskyns had been working out his position for some time; indeed
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in chapter one it was suggested that his review of Bernard* s commentary 
could well he understood in this way. For our present concern the crucial.

ĵ oint may easily he summarised* As Bernard understood it "The Gospel is 

History and Interpretation; not history interpreted hut history and 

interpretation. • .The weakness of the commentary is that it introduces 

into a Gospel which is all of a piece a distinction which destroys the
(220)unity of the whole and of each section*"' * Hoskyns argued that a whole

generation of commentators went down the wrong road; "Brought up on the

background of the last generation, we never escape from the problem of
( 221 )historicity* It haunts us always," * hut this is to evade the essen

tial problems that the Fourth Evangelist confronts us with; "The author 

of the Fourth Gospel, with greater theological insight, presses upon his 
readers the far more important, far more disturbing problem of history(2 2 2)itself and its meaning."' ' Indeed, this is the purpose of the Fourth 

Gospel. It is also the purpose of Hoskyns* s commentary©

"The purpose of this commentary can now be defined* It must endeav

our to hear and set forth the Meaning which the author of the Gospel 
has himself heard and seen in the concrete, historical life and 

death of Jesus of Nazareth, in His separate actions and His audible 
words* The purpose of this commentary is to barricade the roads 

which seek to solve the problem either by regarding this Meaning 

as an idea of the author or as somet^ng which itself belongs to-the
mere hearing or sight of an eyewitness, regarded as historian, for
in that case his faith would not be merely irrelevant, but actually 

suspect, since the eyewitness who believed could not be accepted as 

an impartial eyewitness* The purpose of this commentary is also to 
barricade the roads which lead to a disentangling of history and 

interpretation* This triple barricade does not, however, originate 
in some perversity of the author of this commentary, but because 

these barricades have been erected by the original author of the 
book, the meaning of his book must remain closed to those who tear(2 2 3)down the barricades which he has so carefully erected."
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Like Dodd, Hoskyns has found the epitome of his own understanding in 
the thought of the Fourth Evangelist. The position quoted above comes 

towards the end of the long introduction, encapsulating the position set 
out in the first paragraph;

"He (the author of the Fourth Gospel) insists with the whole power 

of his conviction that what he records is what actually and really 

occurred (my italics). His Gospel, like the others is a 
* bodily* gospel. But, and this is the problem of the Fourth Gospel, 

the author has so presented the * sensible* history of Jesus that 

his readers are confronted in that history, and precisely there, 

with what is beypnd time and visible occurrence, with the veritable 

Word of God and with the veritable life of eternity. If this be so, 
it is illegitimate for us to suppose that we are interpreting the 

Gospel, if we for one moment think that we have solved the problem
of the Fourth Gospel by maintaining either that the Evangelist has

' . . . ' ■identified his idea with the Truth of God or his spiritual experi
ence with the eternal life of the Spirit of God, or that he has 

simply equated what aiy observer might have seen or heard of Jesus 

with that which eye hath not seen nor ear heard of the glory of God* 
This would be to make of the problem of the Fourth Gospel a problem, 

whereas it is in truth the problem of all problems, for it is con

cerned with the relation between time and eternity, between what is 

finite and what is infinite, between phenomenon and reality, in 
fact between men and God* But the surprising factor is that the 

Problem of all problems is presented to us, forced upon us with 
the urgency of an ultimate demand, not by transferring us into the 

realms of speculative philosophy or even of spiritual experience, not 

by passing from a moral Jesus to a metaphysical Son of God*** 

but by confronting us with the precise and bodily history of Jesus 

from whose * belly* flowed rivers of living water, who came not by 
water only, but by water and blood, by whose blood men are saved



(  2.2.Ll )and whose flesh they must eat."
There is here an' insistence on the genuine historicity of the events 

described in the Fourth Gospel. Yet there is tension in Hoskyns's position, 
formally he agrees that the history of Jesus is where God is made known to 

men, yet on other occasions he does not seem at all concerned with the 

historical character "of that revelation.

Before we probe this tension, a tension that Hoskyns does not recog

nise, we will set out the tension that Hoskyns does note. Observing that 

the rich eschatological language had all but disappeared from the Fourth 

Gospel, Hoskyns continued,
"And yet, the removal of the formal eschatological tension does not 

mean that all tension has been removed from the teaching of Jesus.
It is not that the author of the Fourth Gospel, unlike the more 

primitive Christians, stood confronted, not by the end, but by 
centuries of Christian and non-Christian history rolling out in 

the distant perspective before his eyes, so that the urgent divine 

imperative has been inevitably weakened. The tension in the Fourth 
Gospel is, if such a thing were possible, even more acute. The 

Fourth Gospel describes an ultimate tension.....The tension between 

God and men. It vibrates and is set in motion at the point where 

trembling and arrogant human life is met by the Life that is eternal; 
at the point where men are confronted by Jesus, son of man and - son 
of God."(^25)

Thus he concludes "The Fourth Gospel is less an Apostolic witness to history 

than an Apostolic witness to that which is beyond history, but which is, 

nevertheless, the meaning of the * Jesus of history*, and therefore the 
meaning of all h i s t o r y H e  concludes that tbye non-historical 

must not be dismissed as Johannine interpretation since "It is, rather, 
the veritable meaning of the history that has been set forth...The meaning

(227)of the history of Jesus preceded and conditions its occurrence."

This being so, Hoskyns could not rest in the solutions offered by either
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radical or conservative critics;

"Explain the ’But* which the Gospel sets against our solutions and 

r -which pulls away the cup just when it is at our lips, and we shall

have solved the riddle of the hook. The *But* which we here en

counter is, however, no * sneaking, evasive, half-bred sort of con

junction* whicji the honest interpreter is able to remove; it is, 

rather, the expression in a literary document of the restlessness 

of human life; it is the ’But* of an author vibrating under the 

tension of the relation between God and man, a tension which he has 

encountered in the figure of Jesus of Nazareth and of which he can

not be rid. For this strictly theological tension can be resolved 

only in the resurrection, in the resting places which Jesus has 

prepared in His Father’s house, in the advent of the Holy.Spirit
(228)of God, who is the teacher of the final and ultimate Truth©"

This is very powerful writing, so powerful that on occasions essen
tial postions are clouded in the sheer power of the words. It is ’dialect

ical* , a word typical of the Barthianism of the nineteen-twenties by which 
Hoskyns was so influenced. For Hoskyns the Fourth Gospel is a theological 

work. As Barrett argues, Hoskyns and Davey have given classical expression
(229) . ^to this truth. Like Dodd, Hoskyns attempted to do justice to the

unique character of the Incarnation. To use Dodd’s words, "Thus the hist

orical situation in which Christ lived and died is also the moment at which 

what is beyond history takes command of history and gives to it an ultimate
(230)or ’eschatological* character."

This position appears to demand that as clear an attempt as possible 

be made to discover what were the actual events of the life of Jesus and 

as full an account as possible of the teaching of Jesus be set forth© Dodd 

saw that this was demanded by the Gospel itself; "The question of the 

relation between the Johannine presentation of the story of Jesus and what 

actually happened is raised not only by the notorious divergencies between 

John and the Synoptics, but by pronouncements of the Fourth Evangelist
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himself; ’The v/ord v;as made flesh’: ’The flesh profiteth nothing’."
At the conclusion of the long section on "The historical tension of the

Fourth Gospel", Hoskyns offered this solution,

"The visible, historical Jesus is the place in history where it is 
demanded that men should believe, and where they can so easily dis

believe, but where, if they disbelieve, the concrete history is 

found to be altogether meaningless, and where, if they believe, 

the fragmentary story of His life is woven into one whole, mani

festing the glory of God and the glory of men who have been made

by Him. There is no escape from history possible for the author

of the Fourth Gospel, just as there can be no historical materialism 

in the presence of Jesus. He says, and He means, that men must eat 

His flesh and drink His blood, that they must be brought into full 
relationship with His stark historicity. But this relationship has 

no meaning and remains unprofitable unless the Spirit be veritably 

encountered there, unless that precise life is met by the Life that 

is eternal. The V/ord became flesh - dangerous language when divor

ced from its context in the Fourth Gospel, for the author does not 
mean that the Spirit was turned into flesh and therefore becomes 

profitless, or that the Spirit or Word of God became a thing visible 
to the historical eye. He does mean, however, that the flesh of 

Jesus was the place where men did, and still do, believe and dis
believe; where the division between those who believe and those 

who do not believe becomes an ultimate division between the children 

of God and the children of the Devil. Any relative distinction 

between faith and unbelief is unthinkable."^ ^

Yet what does Hoskyns mean by "Entering into a full relationship with His 

stark historicity*’?-.: Not a great deal, presumably, unless he is going to 

dismantle one of the barricades which he believes the author has set. To 
enter into a relationship with that ’ stark historicity’ must imply a dis

mantling of the barricade set against the separation of history and inter

pretation. Moreover, for the unbeliever, "The concrete history is altogether



meaningless." So in the last analysis the whole Gospel inexorably rein
forces the major theme; the theme of "The non-historical that makes sense 

Of history.

If pressed at this point, Hoskyns’s solution certainly leaves some 

questions unanswered; not least when he asks "How can non-historical truth 

be set forth save in hon-his tori cal terms?"^^^^^ Arguing that if the "Flesh 

of Jesus, if His appearance on the field of history were exhausted in hist
o r y " , t h e  Jews were right and indeed the Gospel proclaimed by the

Church a blasphemy, Hoskyns suggested that the evangelist wrote to rescue
his readers from "So grave a misunderstanding of the Jesus of history" 

by refusing to "Throw the Jesus of history to the w i n d s " b u t  "By in

sisting that the tradition itself has a meaning peering out of it at every 

point, a meaning which is ’beyond history’, and which alone makes sense of 

h i s t o r y H e  argued that the Fourth Evangelist has done this with a
freedom which is "Nothing less than staggering to us who have been brought

up within the strait fetters of the ’Historical Method*, who have completely 
lost the sense for the Problem of Theology, which is to set forth the non- 

historical truth that underlines all history and which is almost apparent 

in the life and death of J e s u s Ylhy "almost apparent" V/hat does 

Hoskyns imagine the Fourth Evangelist was trying to safeguard? It may well 
be that one of Hoskyns’s pupils, G.E.B. Cranfield, also one who moves nat

urally within the Barthian theological tradition, although the later Barth 
seems to be his mentor more than early Barth whose works Hoskyns knew so 

well, has taken the argument a satisfactory step beyond his teacher. 
Cranfield writes of a messianic veiledness which seems to do justice both 
to Hoskyns’s theological insight and also safeguards the event-character 

of the Incarnation;
"God’s kingly intervention in the person, works and words of Jesus 

is a secret (musterion) in the sense that it can only be recognised 
by God-given faith (dedotai). This secret of the kingdom of God 

is the secret of Jesus’ Messiah ship and the secret of his divine
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Sonship. God’s self-revelation is indirect and veiled, (\7hile 
the eye of faith sees through the veil and grasps the secret, for 

f "the unbeliever, so long as he remains an unbeliever, the veil is

unpenetrated, and everything is still en parabolais.) By this

veiled revelation men are placed in a situation of crisis, a sep

aration between faith and unbelief is brought about, and the blind

ness and sinfulness of men are shown up to what they are...The rev

elation is veiled for the sake of man’s freedom to believe 

As this position is developed throughout his commentary Cranfield shows 

greaft interest in the question of historicity and he does not find the 

Marcan tradition wanting here. Dodd also rightly questioned Hoskyns at 
this point; "VThen, therefore, we have acknowledged that the Fourth Gospel 

is concerned with the non-historical that makes sense of history^ I do not 
see hov/ we can be prevented from raising the question (answering it is 

another matter) ̂ what value is to be assigned to the record of facts of 
which sense is to be made?"^^^^ ̂ Yet Hoskyns argues that if we demand 

that an evangelist only narrates observable history, we are "Demanding of 
him that he should not be an evangelist Yet it appears that Hoskyns

in his sheer exhilaration at being free from the problem of historicity 
never realised fully that the question of historicity is an important part 

of the investigation of the Gospels. To be frank, Hoskyns seems to have 

been enabled to avoid facing the question by a retreat into the dialectical.

Hoskyns apparently did not want to say that the Fourth Evangelist 

invented stories to be treated as a l l e g o r i e s . I t  is not surprising 
that this had to be emphasised for, to use Dodd’s words, "He (Hoskyns) 

also insists that an occurrence must often be related in a form which is 

factually untrue, in order that its inherent meaning may be brought out.’*^^^ 
Dodd and Howard probed this understanding in different areas. For Hov/ard 

the whole problem climaxed in the narrative of the raising of Lazarus.

Howard was unhappy with the treatment of both Hoskyns and Davey, the 

latter’s discussion being what he believed was Hoskyns’s position.
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Howard noted that Hoskyns had argued that neither this miracle nor that 
of the healing of the man horn blind "Are introduced as proofs of a doct

rine or as symbolical illustrations of Christian mysticism; they constitute 

the revelation of the power of Jesus, and the truth is manifested in hist
orical action." (my italics)^.^^§l>7/ard also noted that Hoskyns had argued 

very differently in the case of chapter nine;

’̂The story of the blind man is not, therefore, the outcome of the 

desire to give concrete embodiment to the idea of Jesus as the Light 
of the World, but is rather the outcome of a very complicated and 

complete fusion into one narrative of the experience of conversion 

to Christianity, of controversy with the Jews which was caused by 

the success of the Christian mission, and of the traditional accounts 
of healing of blind men by Jesus.

There is some tension between the position of Hoskyns in the last two quot

ations. In the * complete fusion* of the latter, the question of historicity 
is obviously relegated to a comparatively unimportant place. It cornés as 
no surprise to read;

"The raising of Lazarus is related as a sign that the hour has come 

when the dead shall hear the voice of the Son of God: and they that 
hear shall live. Like all the other acts of Jesus, it is a parable 

of His victory over the world (xvi.1l), and of the consequent passing 

from death to life of those who believe in Him. The Fourth Evangel

ist here provides the theological framework in which it is possible 

for him to record, and for his readers to understand, the raising 
of Lazarus

This leaves the question of historicity unanswered and indeed not raised. 
Howard was correct in criticising Hoskyns at this p o i n t . A l l  this in 

spite of the fact that Hoskyns noted the Fourth Evangelist emphasised the 
historicity^ of the narrative Hoskyns knew that this narrative
"Presents the historian with a very delicate p r o b l e m . " H o s k y n s  was 

obviously very ill at ease in handling this problem; he suggested there
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might be some connection with the Lucan parable of Dives and Lazarus 
but he asserted that "The attention of the reader is not meant to rest 

upon a miracle once wrought by Jesus. The form of the record of the 
raising of Lazarus suggest the freedom that results from the mighty act 

of God by which the Christians have passed from death to life."^^^^

Despite his knowledge'that the Fourth Evangelist stresses the historical 

nature of the event, Hoskyns will not grapple with the question of histor

icity at this very point where it presses most strongly upon the reader of 
the Fourth Gospel.

Moreover, in probing the interpretation of the raising of Lazarus, 
Howard was following the path laid down in the commentary, for this miracle 

dominates the early part of Davey* s essay. In this essay the question is 

asked, "Did Lazarus rise from the dead?"^^^^V Davey observed that,

"This is almost always the first question that is asked of anyone 
who lectures or writes about the Fourth Gospel. It is, moreover, 

essentially a right question (my italics), not merely because so 
much seems to stand or fall with the answer to it, but because the 

conscious purpose of the Fourth Evangelist seems to be to force his 
readers back upon the history - the flesh - of Jesus, in which, 

according to this account, the raising of Lazarus played so vital 
a part."(^^)

This ’right question’ is never answered; a two-page discussion ends just 

when one is expecting an answer, with the assertion that "It is at this
point that it is necessary to pass from the immediate consideration of the

' '
raising of Lazarus to the more fundamental and general problem of the 

relation between chronological history and the meaning of history as it is 
presented throughout the Fourth Gospel

This is to avoid altogether the problem of what is the chronological 

history. Dodd is correct in his assertion that "The problem of ’ historicity* 

has a place of its own within the larger ’problem of history’ (to use 
Hoskyns’s e x p r e s s i o n ) M o r e o v e r ,  the commentary itself, in places, 

forces one to the same position;
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"It is now possible to summarise the attitude of the Fourth 
Evangelist to history. His Gospel is consciously created by his 

 ̂ recognition of the supreme importance of the history of Jesus,

which not only mediates all that is to known of God, (my italics) 

butyalso, in so doing, confronts man with the last things of God 

now (italicized), in the history through which man is passing, 
and so relates the whole world in which he stands to God."^^^^^

There is no other conclusion than that Hoskyns has not been entirely 

consistent here. There is no doubt on the one hand that he realised that 
Christianity is a historical religion yet he was not prepared to consider 

the vital question of the historicity of the Christ-event, which as we 
have seen, "mediates all that is to be known of God." Does not this posi

tion demand that the historicity of the words and works of Jesus be estab
lished? Can there be, on these terms, any revelation if these are not 

historical events?. Is not Hoskyns asserting here the classical Doddian 

position that, "History is event plus meaning"? It may be that Hoskyns’s 

inconsistency was partly caused by his great understanding of the escha

tological nature of the history of Jesus, but even this demands a greater 
emphasis on the actual historical nature of the Life of Jesus;

"In Jesus the world is confronted by the End. This does not mean 
that the eschatology of the earlier tradition has been transmuted 

into an inner present mysticism; it means that the Evangelist 
judges the heart of Christian eschatology to lie less in the ex

pectation of a second coming in the clouds of heaven than in the 
historical fact of Jesus, in His words and actions; there the final 
distinction is made between life and death."

There is much here that echoes Dodd, but again Dodd has been the more con- 
sistent in seeing the implications of this for the problem of historicity, 

even if, ds-we have argued, his own reconstruction leaves much to be desired, 
As we have argued, Dodd clearly saw that Hoskyns’s position depends
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ultimately upon the unique character of the Incarnation and the confront

ation of the world hy God in Christ, For this to be a meaningful position 

there Has to be a quest for the historical Jesus and some disentangling of 

the triple barricade. Thus Dodd was correct in arguing that some dismant

ling of the barricade is possible;

"Nor do I think that the Evangelist himself has made the ’barricade* 

quite as impassable as might appear. There are pericopae which 

Form-criticism can recognise as belonging to the strata of tradition 
represented in the Synoptic Gospels (such as the healings at Beth- 

esda and Siloam). In such case we must surely say that the Evan

gelist is presenting us with * raw material* . We are, of course, 

expected to read such narratives in the light of the Gospel as 

whole, and they then ’make sense* as they did not before;- but the 
existence of such * raw material’ seems to be a fact of some import-
a n o e . " ( 2 5 9 )

Although Dodd asserted that he did not dissent from Hoskyns’s "Funda

mental solution to the theological historical p r o b l e m " ^ , there are very 

significant differences between the two scholars. The most fundamental is 

the possibility of historical events as a medium (indeed the medium) for 

God* s self revelation. It is notable that Dodd writes generally in terms 

of the supra-his tori cal, with which the historical is intimately related, 

whereas Hoskyns writes of the non-historical. Moreover, whilst Dodd in 
his review of Hoskyns* s commentary, frequently refers to the "problem of 

Historicity", I doubt whether he does so naturally. More naturally he 
would refer to the challenge or the possibilities of historicity. As we 

have argued, his primary instincts were those of the historian, and he 

believed that the Biblical records, once subjected to the historical 
method of study, yielded firm facts upon which our religion is based.

In his enjoyment at being liberated from the "problem of historicity", 

Hoskyns never fairly faced the fact that his own position also depended 

upon some real factual base to the Christ-event. Dodd also criticised



Hoskyns for almost totally ignoring the Hellenistic background of the 
Gospel, Whilst we have argued that Dodd has over-estimated this, there 

is no doubt that Dodd has seen very clearly that in his assertion that 

"The Word became flesh" the Fourth Evangelist was offering a remarkably 

different valuation of history than that generally current in the Greek 

world at the time/^^'^ Of this Hos^ns is apparently unaware. For Dodd, 

as for the Fourth Evangelist, there is an authoriiy of history, and with 
it the demand that the question of historicity be squarely faced. Much 
of Hoskyns's work seems to be designed to prevent this question being 
faced. In an answer that on other grounds would have appealed to Dodd,

Hoskyns argued that.
"The test that we must in the end apply to the Fourth Gospel, the 

test by which the Fourth Gospel stands or falls, is whether the 
Marcan narrative becomes more intelligible after reading the Fourth 

Gospel, whether the Pauline Epistles become more transparent, or 

whether the material presented to us in the New Testament is break

ing up into unrelated fragments. If the latter be really and 

finally the case, we must then go back and speak of Johannine and 

Pauline theology. Once again we should be compelled to speak of 

the simplicity of the synoptic gospels, of the compexity of Pauline
( 262)ideas, and of the unhistorical mysticism of the Fourth Gospel."

Dodd did applaud the centripetal approach of Hoskyns but in this case it 
certainly prevents the question of historicity being asked and indeed shows 

some of the dangers inherent in such an approach© It is the wrong test to 
apply if the problem of historicity is the question being discussed.



The Authority of History.

Although, of the scholars discussed, Dodd seems to be the most 

consistent in his handling of this question, problems still remain. Dodd's 
own reconstruction is unsatisfactory. It also remains true that much of 

Dodd's work now seems so dated because, whereas rightly, much current 

Johannine scholarship is concerned with the quest for the historical 

Johannine community, Dodd ignored this, except for a few comments. None 

of the scholars discussed has a satisfactory understanding of the issues 

involved©
"If history and interpretation together form the meaning of revel

ation, then historicity does matter because the interpretation is 

mere fancy without it. VHiat neither Dodd, nor Hoskyns, nor Bultmann 
seem able to express is that history and interpretation interact to 

produce a third category; that is, existential conviction, which 
itself becomes part of history with a life of its own© This reduces 

the necessity for the truth of the historical facts, as what one 
has now seen is what one puts into the pool of ongoing endeavour of 

apprehension^
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Historical Tradition in the Fourth Gospel.

Hailed by G-.B. Caird and J.A.T, Robinson as Dodd* s greatest book
(a)yet, "Historical Tradition in the Fourth Gospel" was published in 1963.

In t]dis chapter this book will be examined in its relationship to the 

specific Doddian context in which it emerged, in the context of the *New 

look* at the Fourth Gospel and in the light of contemporary reviews

It is necessary at the outset to realise that Dodd*s aim in this 
book is modest. This is not to criticise the aim, but to state it, since 

a good many of those who have so enthusiastically embraced the * new look*, 

have tended to see in the book what is not there. In Dodd*s words,

"In the ensuing investigation we are not asking, infthe first 
place, Tfhether this or that statement in the Fourth Gospel is 

likely to be historically correct, or more or less correct, than 
such another statement in Mark or Luke; not, in the first place, 

whether the Johannine picture as a whole is more or less probable 
than that of the Synoptics. No doubt we must, in the long run, 
take responsibility for our judgements of historical probability, 
a responsibility which no serious historian can avoid, with all 
the risks of * subjectivity* ; but there is here much useful invest

igation of a more * objective* kind that can be done before we come 
to that."(^)

The investigation is continuous with Dodd* s studies going back as
A

far as 1921, "The Close of the Galilaean Ministry". The book itself had 

its origins in the Sarum lectures of 1954“55i between these years and 19^3 

there is a specific Doddian context provided by a series of important 

articles. Before this, there was the unsatisfactory appendix in "The 

Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel" and in 1952, in "According to the 

Scriptures", the demonstration that the Fourth Evangelist hald access to 

a tradition with a use of testimonies independent of the Synoptics. His 
testimonies were drawn from the pre-canonical tradition and the Fourth



Gospel merits serious attention as an entrance to that tradition. In 

embryo here, then, is the essential Doddian thesis, but Dodd was at work 
on the investigation before this. In one sense the book can be traced 

back to 1938, when, in "History and the Gospel" he announced his intention 
of examining P. Gardner-Smith*s thesis set forth in "St. John and the 

Synoptic Gospels" , 1938. In his last year as chairman of the Cambridge 
New Testament Seminar, Dodd presented to that body a number of issues 
which were dealt with in "Historical Tradition in the Fourth Gospel"^^^

So there is a period of twenty-five years in which Dodd was specifically 

concerned with this investigation, one which reflects a long-held convict- 
ion.

The Doddian context 1954'~63.

In 1954, Dodd published "The Dialogue Form in the Gospels 

In the opening paragraph of that lecture he described the form critic as 

one who is concerned to establish the character of the tradition at phe 

earliest date at which we have access to it. He is not primarily con
cerned with the factual truth of the r e c o r d . T h i s  is exactly the 

stance that is also adopted in "Historical Tradition in the Fourth Gospel" . 
He was convinced that this preliminary task was of considerable importance 
to the historian.

In the lecture, Dodd argued for the recognition of colloquy or 
dialogue as a form. In one sense this was nothing new, as Dodd acknow

ledged, for M. Alberts discussed a group of colloquies, which were con

cerned with the controversy between Jesus and his,opponents, in his 

"Die S.ynoptischen StreltgespracheV 1921* Dodd suggested that Alberts 

had not gone far enough. If he had been successful in identifying one 

type of controversy, he was wrong in omitting all those where there were 
signs of genuine dialogue. Dodd identified a good number in the Synoptic 

Gospels, in which "There is genuine development of a theme through the
(7)controversial dialogue between the interlocutors." Among the examples



given are the Tribute Money of Mark 12.13-17 and the dialogue with the
man of great possessions in Mark 10.17-27* Dodd suggested that the actual

historical setting for these was the Ministry of Jesus. Dodd observed

that in the Fourth Gospel "The use of dialogue is even more ubiquitous

than in the Synoptics, and on a far more elaborate scale. Dialogue is

employed, as in the Synoptics, to exhibit the teaching of Jesus, to bring

out its meaning, and to illustrate it by way of contrast with other views.

There is, then, a broad similarity but an analysis of typical Johannine

dialogues demonstrates a sharp contrast in form between these and those 
( 9)in the Synoptics. In the Fourth Gospel the dialogue is initiated by 

Jesus. The interlocutor demonstrates either blank incomprehension or crude 

misunderstanding and his only positive contribution is by way of Johannine 

irony. Dodd maintained that the problem is to account for this difference 

in form. The problem cannot be solved by arguing that "Whereas the Synop

tics preserve many of the traits of oral tradition, the Fourth Gospel is a 

highly literary work,"^^^^ lie did not, of course, deny that the Fourth 

Gospel is such a work, but went on to suggest the Fourth Gospel shows signs 

of the character of oral tradition in other forms. The example he gave was 

of aphorisms and sequences of aphorisms. Moreover, Dodd asserted that "The 

typical Johannine dialogue could not have been derived by any amount of

merely literary manipulation from the Synoptic model. Their formative
11 )principles and. motives are different." Dodd found these in the Hellen

istic world, and specifically in the Hermetic literature; "It seems, then, 

that the evangelist has moulded his material into forms based upon current

models of philosophical and religious teaching, instead of following the
(12)forms represented in the Synoptic Gospels." Dodd found here, additional

support for his understanding of the Fourth Evangelist as the 'Master Propa

gator* of Christianity to the Hellenistic world.

Vfhence did the Evangelist derive the material that he so moulded? 

This has been discussed earlier and we need just repeat the conclusion

that the Fourth Evangelist "Had at his disposal a still fluid tradition.



not yet crystallised into fixed forms, which he could deal with as he 

c h o s e . ' This is one of the metaphors descriptive of the tradition 

that is to play a significant part in "Historical Tradition in the Fourth 

Gospel." The one example that Dodd gave in this lecture was a comparison 

of Mark 8.11-21 and two Johannine passages in which there is a demand for 

a sign, chapter two, with references to the destruction and raising of the 

Temple and chapter six with reference to the death and exaltation of Christ

in verses 51 and 62. Following the method that he was to use extensively

in "Historical Tradition in the Fourth Gospel" , Dodd denied any dependence 

on Mark and Matthew;

"I cannot bring myself to believe that the evangelist had before 

him the passages in Mark and Matthew, and carefully unpicked them 

in order to weave the material into a different fabric. Yet it is

clear that he was working on material which the others also had.

The most probable conclusion, as it seems to me, is that all three 

evangelists (or, if you will, their immediate sources) had before 

them a fluid unformed tradition in which the reminiscences and 

reflections were already mingled, and that each formulated the 

material after his own fashion.

Here, in embryo, is the Doddian thesis. If we accept the thesis 

that the Evangelist is following a design current in Hellenistic religious 

circles, we are encouraged to seek for "Elements of tradition which he was
(15)incorporating in these alien forms." ' Where comparison is possible 

with the tradition known to us through the Synoptics we can be sure of 

the identification, but there is also the possibility that "The still 

fluid tradition of the teaching of Jesus known to John included also mat

erial of which the Synoptic evangelists have taken no account, but which 

is of such a kind that it can be integrated with the Synoptic tradition."^^ 

Here, too, is the implicit understanding of the superiority of the Synoptic 

Gospels in terms of the preservation and presentation of the tradition.

Dodd was no innovator in this area. There is, for example, the list
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( 17)of Aphoristic sayings compiled by Drummond and Howard* s appendix 
on "The Style and Structure of the Teaching of Jesus" in which the mater

ial for such a discussion was set out at some l e n g t h , b u t  Dodd*s 
article was significant, reflecting both the critical mood of the times 

and the way in which his own work would develop.

In 1955 Dodd published "Some Johannine *Herrenworte* with parallels
(19)in the Synoptic Gospels". With minor alterations this was incorporated

in "Historical Tradition in the Fourth Gospel." In this article Dodd exam
ined four Dominical sayings which have parallels in the Synoptics and asked 

"Whether, if there is no general presumption of literary indebtedness, the 

phenomena are such as to suggest indebtedness, or whether they rather point 

to independent use of common oral t r a d i t i o n T h i s  was a significant 
study; • John 13*16, 12.25, 13*20 and 20.23 are compared exhaustively with 
their parallels in the Synoptic tradition and in no instance can a case be 

made out for literary dependence. To prove literary dependence "Some spec
ific evidence is required - some striking or unexpected identity of language, 

for example, or some agreement in an apparently arbitrary arrngement of 

m a t e r i a l ^

Vfhilst we cannot work through the examples here, in each case the 

most probable explanation of the evidence is that the Fourth Gospel is not 

dependent on the Synoptics. To cite the conclusion of the first comparison, 

which is typical of a well argued article,
 there is no convincing reason to be discovered in the known

tendencies of this author for the alteration he must have made if
John 13*16 depends on Matthew 10.24-25 On the other hand, not

only the differences between Matthew and Luke, and perhaps even the 
variant readings in Matthew, might be accounted for if we assumed 

that this saying circulated orally in variant forms, and that the 
parallelism of slave-master, apostle-sender on the one hand, and 

that of disciple-teacher, slave-master on the other, was established 
at a primitive stage of tradition, while a third and simpler form
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of the oral tradition to the effect, *A disciple is not superior 
to his teacher; at best he may be like his teacher*, was taken up

by Luke and may possibly have influenced the shorter text of 
Matthew

Dodd, in his discussion of John 12.25, argued that "This very fundamental
( 23)saying had a place in many separate branches of oral tradition." ' This 

may have been caused by varying attempts to translate the original Aramaic. 

Dodd here, however, ventured a rare value judgement; "if we were permitted 
to speculate which of the Gospels preserves a form nearest to the common 

original, I believe John would be a good guess; but such speculation must 

always remain inconclusive."^ Wiat is significant here is. that this is the 

beginning of many value judgements in favour of the authenticity of the 
Johannine tradition and its value in the reconstruction of the life and 
teaching of Jesus that were to characterise the later Dodd.

At the end of this exhaustive discussion, Dodd had no hesitation in 
concluding with regard to these four sayings that "John is to be regarded 

as transmitting independently a special form of the common oral tradition,
(25)and not as dependent upon the Synoptic Gospels." The conclusion is

significant not simply because it is well argued, but because he reversed 

an opinion that he had previously held. What also emerges from this article 
is Dodd* s insistence on oral tradition and he argued that the early churcli 

was not the bookish community that much nineteenth century (and indeed some 
twentieth century) scholarship insisted. Dodd never discussed the differ

ence, if any, this would malce to his understanding of tradition. Maybe 
the oral nature of the tradition allows for the fluidity that seems to be 

a part of his understanding, although he did allow, right at the end of 
"Historical Tradition in the Fourth Gospel", that there might have been 
written a i d e - m e m o i r e s . I t  is difficult to account for Dodd*s dislike 
of written sources as such. It was as though he was unable to conceive of 
them other than as finished products within the canon, or that it was simply 

a reaction against much literary source criticism of the Fourth Gospel©
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An equally serious omission was the absence of any discussion of Scandi-
(27)navian work on the nature of the tradition in its oral form.' In this 

understanding the oral form is so * fixed* that in all essentials an oral 

tradition functions as a written one insofar as the fluidity of the trad

ition is concerned.

1955 also saw the publication of "The appearance of the risen Christ;
(28)an essay in form criticism of the Gospels." In this article Dodd sugg

ested that we might accept the form critics* distinction between the * concise* 

and the 'circumstantial* type of narrative. This distinction will serve for 

a discussion of the post-resurrection narratives. For our present concern 

we note that Dodd argued that the * concise* narratives "Reflect directly
( 29)the corporate tradition of the primitive Church" whereas the * circum

stantial* allow more scope to the individual writer. In his discussion of 

pericopae which have often been thought to be misplaced post-resurrection 

narratives -although none has sufficient formal similarities for the case 

to be sustained -Dodd considered John 6.16-21 and Mark 6.41.51 « He also 

considered the possibility that this could be one such misplaced post

resurrection narrative, but it would be difficult to argue for this from 

the Mar can form. This has consequences for our present concern;

"If we are to assume that Mark represents the earlier stage of 

this narrative, we should be disposed to infer that John has assimi

lated it to the form of the post-resurrection narratives. But does 

Mark, necessarily, in every case represent a more primitive stage 

of the tradition than John? I doubt it. There are in this case 

some grounds (which I will not discuss here) for believing that 

John is following an independent tradition which is in some respects 

more original than Mark*s.

He maintained that in both Gospels "The incident is firmly welded into its 

context, more firmly, indeed, than most of the pericopae belonging to the 

Galilaean Ministry."  ̂  ̂ Finally, in our present context, Dodd argued

that,
"Formally, there is nothing to distinguish the narratives we have
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been examining from the 'Paradigms* and other concise narratives

on the one hand, and the *Novellen', or 'Tales*, on the other, 

which occur in other parts of the gospels, and they merit the same 
degree of critical consideration not only in their respect as wit
nesses to the faith of the early Church, but also, as ostensible

(32)records of things that happened."

Here again is Dodd*s interest in the factual nature of the tradition 

and also the recognition that that tradition has a perspective.

The most significant of these articles was "A 1* arri^re-plan d*un
C 33)dialofflie Johannine" published in "1957* This built upon his previous

study, "The Dialogue form in the Gospels", by repeating that the Johannine 

dialogue is built upon Hellenistic m o d e l s , y e t  within a few years 
Po Borgen was to analyse a Johannine Discourse, 6.31-58, and to conclude 

that John's method is based on the homily pattern knov/n to both the Pales-
(35)tinian Midrashim and Philo. This comparison is important in view of

Dodd* s purpose in this study; "Granted that the literary form of these 

dialogues is the original work of the Fourth Evangelist, how far do their 
character and contents point to any known situation in the early Church as 

providing their background or * Sitz im Leben*, and how far are they related 
to the contents of the other parts of the gospel tradition.**^^^^ This 

discussion had a bearing upon the wider problem of the value of the Fourth 
Gospel as a source of historical information for this dialogue is "One of

( 37)the most powerful and carefully composed in the Fourth Gospel."' '

Dodd knew that many scholars saw in this dialogue a reflection of 

the bitter relationships between Church and Synagogue at the end of the 

first century. He was not convinced by this argument because, in the 
first part of the dialogue, verses 31-47, "A group of Jews who have been 

described as 'Believers', are accused of attempted murder and roundly 
denounced as children of the d e v i l . I f  the dialogue reflects the 

situation at the end of the first century, why should the Synagogue be 

represented by 'believing* Jews? As the analysis proceeds by way of
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it is argued, by a comparison with the Acts of the Apostles and the 

Epistle to the Galations, that Jesus is addressing Judaising believers, 

those who are not simply Jewish by origin but who "Also take what we may
(39)call a Jewish-national standpoint." ' He suggested that this is how the 

readers of the Fourth Gospel "Aquainted with the situation in the Church 
of their time"^^^ would understand the 'believing Jews' of John 8.30-31.

In Ephesus at the turn of the century I Thus like Paul, John is found to 
be involved in the Judaising controversy;

"If therefore we enquire for the 'Sitz ira Leben*, or historical 

situation within which this dialogue may have taken form, a reas

onable hypothesis would be that it goes back to the struggle waged 
throughout the latter half of the first century in defence of the 
supra-national character of the Church against those who sought to 

maintain within it the traditional privilege of the Jews." ( )
Dodd sought to underline tliis argument by maintaining that the three points 

on which the dialogue turned - I) liberty and servitude, 2) descent from 
Abraham and 3) sonship to God - were also used by Paul in Galatians. The 

treatment in each case is different “*"The difference of treatment, however,
(42)is not less marked than the community of theme," - and in this partic

ular case, as Dodd observed, "John is not *deutero-Pauline*

Once the Sitz im Leben has been discovered we can see 

"The genius of the Fourth Evangelist (who) has lifted the whole 

argument (especially in the closing verses, 42-47, where the charac

teristic marks of his authorship are strongest) to a level where its 

local and temporary aspects recede, and the issues Eire universal 
and radical: truth and reality, the death-desire that spring from 

the lie and bring incapacity to hear the Yford, and, finally, a man* s 

ultimate relation to God."^^^
It is possible that here Dodd has confused the situation in which the Johan

nine tradition was being formed or moulded with a different situation when
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the Fourth Gospel was published. The period of the development of that 
tradition might conceivably be coterminous with that of the Judaising

controversy whereas the period of the publication of the Fourth Gospel
is not. To this we return later©

For our present concern, there is more to this article. Dodd asked
/ I f" \

"Do we not catch here the echoes of an earlier tradition?" This trad
ition may be seen in Matthew 7*21 and more clearly in Matthew 3*7-10 and 

Luke 3*7-9, which is part of the Baptist's preaching. It is here that 
"We have....a very simple statement of the position which underlies the 

subtle and elaborate argument of John 8.31-47*^^^^ Dodd was not over 
concerned by the fact that these words were attributed to the Baptist;"

....it seems clear that the primitive Church tradition preserved sayings 
of the Baptist as an integral part of its tradition along with the sayings 

of J e s u s . " H e  maintained that the distinction between these two classes 

of saying was not always strictly maintained and,in any event, there are
/ I q\

sayings of Jesus which reflect the standpoint of the Baptist.

Thus, whilst the immediate Sitz im Leben is the Judaistic controv
ersy of the early Church, in fact the ideas of this dialogue go back to 

the earliest stratum of the Gospel tradition; "Here and, I believe, else
where the Fourth Evangelist has reached back to the primitive testimony, 

by-passing in large measure the theological development associated with 
the name of Paul, to find a solid basis for his own theological inter
pretation of the Gospel

Pertinent questions remain to be asked of Dodd* s position. There 
seems to be a tension between the picture of the Evangelist as Dodd class

ically understood him.- and it is implied in parts of this article -and 

the picture of the Evangelist as one involved in the Judaising controversy. 

Dodd seems to have realised this, for in a footnote he argued that the 
Judaising controversy might have gone on longer than is generally thought 

and also that the Johannine dialogues may have developed over a period of 

years before they found their place in the Fourth G o s p e l . podd never
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returned to discuss this situation, and his work is the poorer as a result

and again suggests that he could not change his picture of the Evangelist

nor embark upon the quest for the historical Johannine community that
some of his work suggested was the next move. Dodd knew that John's
situation was not Paul's;

"It is to be noted in the first place that the questions which

are extremely prominent in Paul are not mentioned in John, notably
those of circumcision and of the continuing obligation of the

Mosaic Law. The sole question is whether the Jewish Christians
are or are not loyal to the teaching of Christ....It may be that

by the time, or in the circle, in which John wrote, these questions

were no longer alive, or it may be that he considered them merely

consequential and not fundamental issues. In any case he does not
C 51 )stand here on the Pauline ground."

It is indeed hard to conceive of the Fourth Gospel as born in the period

of the Judaising controversy for in the whole of that period a lapse into
Judaism was possible for the Christian, whereas in the Fourth Gospel Judaism

is no longer an option for the believer. The weakness of Dodd's method
here is similar to that determination to recover the Johannine tradition

where it has Synoptic counterparts. John's ecclesiastical situation can
Only be recovered, it seems, where it is held to coincide with what we

know of the ecclesiastical situation from the Acts of the Apostles and
the Pauline Epistles. Although it is strictly outside the scope of this

study, it is worth just mentioning the sort of analysis of the Johannine

ecclesiastical situation that has been undertaken by so responsible a
(52)scholar as R.E. Brown. Dodd could not undertake this study because

of his understanding of the Fourth Evangelist as the 'Master Propagator' 
of Christianity to the Hellenistic world and it is significant that he 

saw the genius of the Fourth Evangelist most clearly in his raising of 

local issues to universal issues©

Serious criticisms from a slightly different angle were made by
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(  5 3 )J.A.T. Robinson in "The destination and purpose of St. John's Gospel'!̂
He argued "In the Judaizing controversy the crucial question was 'Who is 

the true Christian? (Need he observe the whole Law to qualify?) In the 
Johannine controversy the question is rather 'Vfho is the true Jew? (is 
sonship of Abraham automatic by race?)"^^^ Robinson found the Pauline 
parallels to the Johannine dialogue in Romans 2.17-29 (VJho is the true 
Jew?) and Romans 4.9-22 (VJ'ho is the true son of Abraham?) and in each 
case Paul is addressing Jews not Judaizers. He suggested "All the cont- 
troversies in the Fourth Gospel take place within the body of Judaism.

The issues raised by the Judaizers are essentially frontier (italicized) 

problems - of whether in a frontier situation like that of Antioch one
( 55)lived as a Jew or as a Gentile. But John is not faced with this problem*!

One does not have to accept Robinson's conclusions about the destination 

and purpose of the Fourth Gospel for his criticism of Dodd's position to 
remain pertinent. The Pauline passages that he provides are at least as 

natural as those suggested by Dodd and the essentially Jewish context is 

more satisfactory than the double Sitz im Leben suggested by Dodd. There 

does seem to be here, and elsewhere in his writings, a strange antinomy 

between Dodd's understanding of the origins of the Johannine tradition 
(or the initial stages in the composition of the Johannine dialogues) 

which look in a Jewish rather than a Hellenistic direction and its ulti
mate publication in a work directed very much towards the Hellenistic 

world• •

Vfhatever criticisms might be made of Dodd's arguments here, this 

was a very significant article, very much reflecting his work at this 

period. It is, perhaps, worth wondering whether Dodd, a pacifist, could 
have found polemical intent in the Gospel# He can write of alien elements 

being mastered but it does appear that anything that might be considered 
polemical is ultimately raised by the Fourth Evangelist to that position 

where it naturally reflects the ultimate relation of man to God.
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In 1962, Dodd published "Une parabole cachée dans le quatrième 
{Evangile" In fact this parable was discovered after the chapter on

Parabolic Forms in "Historical Tradition in the Fourth Gospel" had been 

written. In finding parables in the Fourth Gospel, Dodd retracted argu

ments that he had previously held, most recently in "The Interpretation of 

the Fourth Gospel" In "The Parables of the Kingdom". 1935, there are few

references to the Fourth Gospel, and none of these suggests the possibility
of finding parables in the Fourth Gospel, while in "The Gospel Parables".

1932 there is not a single reference to the Fourth Gospel. Vfhilst too much
must not be made of this, it indicates that at periods in his career Dodd 

was very much a * child of his times' so far as the Fourth Gospel was con
cerned. By the time he had completed this article, Dodd noted that Bult- 
mann had seen three parables in the Gospel and that Robinson had argued 
that in 10.1-5 there are two parables of Synoptic type partly fused and

C 57)partly confused. Dodd found the parable of The Apprenticed Son in

5.19-30 which is one of the best argued and composed. Johannine pieces.
The parable may be found in verses 19-20a. "The background of the picture 

is to be sought in a society in vfhich crafts are hereditary, the techniques 
being handed down from father to son."^^^^ Dodd demonstrated how the image 

of the 'Apprenticed Son' could be found extensively in the literature of 

the period. From 20b the elements of the picture are allegorised so that 

the father and son of the parable become God the Father and Christ, the son.

This parable, in terms of content, falls into the class of parables
( 59)known to us in the Synoptics. Moreover, "Its form has synoptic analogues"* 

these are in terms of negation, affirmation and explanation and the parallel 

with Luke 8.1é and Matthew 5*15 is provided along with other partial para

llels. Dodd concluded that this parable was drawn from the general reser
voir of primary tradition. Dodd vfas inclined to go further than this;

"If it is true that Jesus was himself bothTEKTwV andlt<TbVdS uîoÇ, then ib Is 
hardly too bold a conjecture that we may have here an echo of his ovm 

words, recalling memories of his youth when he learnt his trade in the
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family workshop at Nazareth.**^Here, implicitly, is Dodd's unwitting 
testimony to his belief in the historical value of the Christian tradition.
Of course, it may be so but Dodd had himself demonstrated that the picture 

of The Apprenticed Son was a common one. As we have seen, in the closing 

stages of his career, Dodd came to value this particular parable very highly. 

It is difficult to see why this should be so; it might perhaps be because 
the image is a commonplace in the ancient world, or because the parable was 

found embedded in a great Christological section or perhaps most signifi

cantly because of that leap of conjecture that has enabled Dodd to treasure 
here memories of Christ in the workshop in Galilee.

In the same year Dodd published "The Prophecy of Caiaphas; John 
11.47-55" Here too, we are confronted by a passage which claims to 

be historical, yet has theological content, and stands at a pivotal point 
within the Gospel;

"It not only establishes the fact that Jesus is to die, but it 

also states the purpose of his dying: he dies ‘to gather into one 
of the scattered children of God*. Similarly in 12.52 by dying 

Christ will draw all men to himself, and in 10.15-16 (by dear 
implication if not totidem verbis) he dies to bring in his other

sheep, not of this (the Jewish) fold, so that there may be one

flock as there is one shepherd. Our pericope, therefore, brings 
us near to the centre of Johannine theology. We are in the pres

ence of one of the most characteristic and distinctive ideas of 
the evangelist, without precise parallel elsewhere in the New Testa
ment

Dodd maintained that "The words in which the idea is expressed, tvoc 70c 
T C K voC Toy Ogou tV (5*2L) , are introduced as a corollary

to a proposition which is very far from suggesting any such idea: IjU^tXXev
l̂f|(n&u$ xTToWqiTKtLV Sirtj) TOO ^«(63) continued by

suggesting that "The transitional phrase, 00)̂  uirê  Tcu t & V o u s i s  obviously 

designed to give the desired turn - a quite arbitrary turn - to a maxim 
which is itself not congenial to this e v a n g e l i s t D o d d ,  then, argued
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that the Evangelist received this pericope of Caiaphas from a source and 
turned it to his own use by the addition of the transition^ phrase and 

verse 52*

Dodd asked whether it was possible to recover the source* Arguing 
that we must examine this passage as it ended at verse 51 before John took 

it over, Dodd suggested that in terms of structure or pattern it resembled

a 'pronouncement story*, using Taylor’s label since it "Is descriptive, 

comprehensive and begs no q u e s t i o n s . T h i s  passage is unique in that 

the culminating saying is not uttered by Jesus. Thus, while the passage 

has the form of a pronouncement saying familiar in the Synoptics, it is 

nonetheless alien to that tradition. Dodd went on to ask "Then is there 
any evidence to suggest that the Fourth Evangelist worked with a tradition 
which, while broadly similar in formation, did not adhere so rigidly to 
the canon which appears to have governed the formation of the Synoptic 

tradition, viz, that at all times Jesus should be clearly portrayed in 
speech or in a c t i o n ? " D o d d  demonstrated that there are passages in 
the Fourth Gospel in which Jesus does not appear in person, but there is 
little similarity with the compact unit of narrative that is to be found 

in 11.47-53#^^^^ Finally Dodd considered 3*25-30 which also has some 

points of contact with the traditional pronouncement story in that the 

scene is briefly set, a short dialogue follov/s which leads up to the para

ble of verse 29 which is itself interpreted in the pregnant saying of the 
next verse. V/hilst there is some Johannine elaboration here, Dodd affirmed 

"This might well be accepted as a not impossible unit of tradition of typi

cal form."^^^^ Then in this instance the pregnant saying is attributed to 

the Baptist. This recalls the situation in "Behind a Johannine dialogue" 
where John was working with a tradition which attributed the saying to 

Jesus and the Synoptics with one that attributed it to the Baptist.
This is no real parallel to the situation in 11 .47-52 where the 

significant saying is attributed to an enemy of Jesus. Despite this,Dodd 

was sufficiently impressed by its affinity in form with the tradition that 
he was encouraged to seek a possible milieu in which it took shape. The
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passage culminates in the pronouncement "That it is expedient for you 

that one man die for the people, and that the whole nation should perish".

As Dodd saw, "It is in form a general maxim: the sacrifice of an individual 

is never too high a price to pay for national s e c u r i t y T h i s  is given 
precise application in terms of Jesus dying for the nation, the qualifying 

phrase being the Evangelist’s. Dodd found the milieu;
"The death of Jesus is regarded as the means by which the Jewish 

nation may be saved from disaster; it is a^üT^oV for Israel© It 
is the same conception that underlies Mark 10.45, only treated in 

a purely secular spirit, and looked at from the opposite side: In
Mark the XuTpoV is willingly offered, in the pronouncement of Caia
phas it is exacted by means of judicial murder; whereas in Mark it 

is (vaguely)àvTLTfoXXtoV, in John it is precisely vTTSpTOV ifrVooS 
Dodd was sure that this XuTfcV -concept of the death of Jesus can only have 

arisen in "A Jewish Christian circle still acutely conscious of its solid-
(71 )arity with the 'commonwealth of Israel* as a whole." ' This conclusion 

was supported by the High priest* s being understood as a prophet;
"A Christian circle it must have been, in which a saying which 

could be taken as expressing the interpretation of the death of 
Jesus as was welcome. Equally clear it was Jewish, for

such a valuation of the office of high priest, even when its occu

pant was unworthy, could hardly have persisted among Christians
(72already aware of a distance between them and the Jewish community." 

Dodd must have been aware of counter arguments in terms of the dramatic 

and literary skill of the Evangelist. He outflanked such arguments dec

isively;
"The words of Caiaphas are accepted as true prophecy, and this 

is taken so seriously that they occupy the place in a * pronounce
ment story* which is normally given to a Herrenwort. Behind all 
this we seem to discern an early Palestinian Jewish Christianity 

still within the body of the Jewish nation, and sharing in general



2 5 b

its beliefs and religious attitudes, including the mystique of

the Jerusalem priesthood and temple, which in the main line of

Christian thought faded rapidly before the concept of the spirit-
(73)ual temple and the high priesthood of Christ.**

This is almost exactly the opposite of the Cullmann thesis that Johannine 

Christianity is in close touch with a sectarian Jewish group opposed to 

the temple. This was a brilliant article but notably in the last part 
too great a strain was placed on an argument from form alone, and it is 

doubtful whether form critical criteria had been sufficiently applied to 
this gospel for this argument to be convincing. From this discussion,

Dodd concluded that "The Fourth Evangelist was in a position to draw, 

directly or indirectly, upon a source of information deriving from a very 
early Jewish Christian circle still in close association with the syna
g o g u e . T h i s  was supported by three other examples of where John was 
drawing upon material of a similar kind;-

1) the disciples must be prepared for death at the hands of 
fellow Jews and for expulsion from the Synagogue - already 

discussed very briefly in "The Interpretation of the Fourth 
Gospel",

2) the examination of Jesus by the High priest is non-theological 
in character and accords with the statement in the Babylonian 

Sanhédrin 43 that Jesus was executed because he * enticed* and 
*led astray Israel*

and 3) John and the same tractate date the execution of Jesus on Pass- 

over Eve.^^^^

Yet there is evidence to the contrary which Dodd also mentioned in this 

article. Among the examples mentioned are the implication that the High 
Priesthood was an annual office and a misunderstanding of the position of 

the Pharisees so that they are made to appear to be an * estate* of tlie 
Sanhédrin like the Priests.

This article is the nearest that Dodd comes to accepting Robinson* s
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thesis that all the controversies of the Fourth Gospel take place within 
Judaism. Indeed Dodd* s position here has the beginnings of ideas that 

were taken up so readily by J.L, Martyn in "History and Theology in the 
Fourth Gospel", 1968. As we shall argue later, Dodd was prepared to allow 

for the Jewish character of the tradition yet was never prepared to seriously 
consider the possibility of a Jewish character for the completed Gospel.

So many later studies seem more acute than Dodd* s in this direction. Vfhile 
Dodd had given up the search for sources behind the Fourth Gospel, signifi

cant new avenues were opened in studies like W . Nicol*s "The Semeia in the
(77)Fourth Gospel: tradition and redaction" . Whilst we cannot summarise

this study in any depth, it is an example of where both tradition and re

daction are thought to be Jewish. In some ways stimulated by Dodd*s work 
in "Historical Tradition in the Fourth Gospel". Nicol separated - he care
fully distinguished this method from reconstruction - a signs source. He 

suggested that
"It seems probable that S (the sign source) incorporated missionary 
preaching for the Jews. The decisive difference between S and John 

is not that John is not Jewish any longer. It seems to me that John 
is hardly less Jewish than 8....the point is that the significant 

difference between 8 and John is that John writes of the Jews in 

such a hostile way that the Gospel rather seems to be the opposite
( 78)of a missionary book for the Jews."

It is possible that this could be due to a geographical change but it 
really seems that another and more significant cause must be found for the 

polemical attitude to the Jews in the Fourth Gospel. This may be most 

easily found in the situation caused by the expulsion of Jewish Christians 

from the Synagogue.

These articles, all published before "Historical Tradition in the 

Fourth Gospel", show Dodd working in one direction, the discovery and des
cription of a Johannine tradition. All these articles helped demonstrate 

the independence of the Fourth Gospel from the Synoptics. Some of them
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show Dodd convinced of the Jewish nature of the tradition, without asking 
on occasion what relevance some of this material would he to the ’Master 

Propagator* of Christianity in Ephesus in the final years of the first 

century - at the earliest - while others show the evangelist working with 

an ancient tradition, thus implicitly posing the question of the nature 
of the tradition and the Evangelist’s relationship to it*

The English-speaking context.

In the opening pages, setting "Historical Tradition in the Fourth 

Gospel" in its context, Dodd drew upon his earlier works, notably "Thirty 

Years of New Testament Study". 1950, and "Present Tendencies in the Criti
cism of the Gospels". 1952. For many in previous generations, the histor

ical tradition behind the Fourth Gospel was the Synoptic tradition. We 
have already reviewed the seminal work of Gardner-^mith who had re-opened 

the possibility of using the Fourth Gospel as an independent authority for 
the reconstruction of the life and teaching of Jesus. Dodd acknowledged

(79)that this book "Exercised an influence out of proportion to its size" 
yet he seemed less generous when he wrote in terms of its "Crystallising 
the doubts of m a n y G a r d n e r - S m i t h  placed subsequent scholarship in 

the position of having to argue for the dependence of John on the Synoptics 
rather than for its independence. Yet the picture did not change over

night. The commentaries of C.K. Barrett, 1955, and R.H. Lightfoot,1956, 
and the "Introduction to the New Testament" of W.G. Kummel claimed that 

John was dependent on the Synoptics. C.A. Goodwin maintained that John 

used the Synoptics as he used the Old Testament quoting both from memory 
and with some accuracy  ̂ J.A. Bailey argued that John knew and used 
L u k e , b u t  the critical opinion was moving towards Gardner-Smith. In 

1959 Robinson quoted from a paper that Dodd read to the Cambridge Theo

logical Society in which he stated "The presumption of literary dependence 

of Jolrin on the Synoptics no longer holds."^

Gardner-Smith had re-established the possibility that the Fourth 

Gospel might be used in a ’Quest of the historical Jesus’. There had



always been an inclination in English-speaking scholarship to use the 

Fourth Gospel in this way. and,as we have seen, Dodd was never prepared 

to Write off totally the historical value of the Fourth Gospel. It was 

otherwise on the continent. Brown complained that "The post-Bultmannians 

take for granted that in John we have the kerygma so super-imposed upon 

Jesus that very little of what Jesus says or does can be taken as hist- 

orical."(^^^ Brown urged that "A re-introduction of some of this Johan

nine material into the nevi quest would perhaps give body to its sketch of 

the historical Jesus."^^^^ For him the publication of "Historical Trad

ition in the Fourth Gospel" was significant; "That a serious volume can 

be written on historical tradition in John by a scholar of Dodd’s stature 

is a sign that a change is setting in."^^^^ Yet even now this ’change* 

has not been universally accepted. In the second edition of his commen

tary Barrett asserts "I do not believe that John intended to supply us 

with historically verifiable information regarding the life and teaching 

of Jesus, and that historical traditions of great worth can be disentang

led from his interpretative comments

T .¥. Manson ©

The more typical attitude in the English-speaking world in the 

period just before the studies by Dodd with which we are concerned may 

be illustrated in the main from the writings of T.W. Manson. In 1947, in 

a series of lectures entitled "The life of Jesus; a study of the available 

materials" , he attempted with some success to refute the view of Kirsopp 

Lake among others that "John may contain a few remnants of true tradition 

but in the main it is fiction."^^^^ It was in this article that Manson 

divided the Fourth Gospel into Aramaising and non-Aramaising portions - a 

view already considered in another context - and he argued that most of 

the words of Jesus are, as expected, to be found in the Aramaising sections. 

V/e recall that one of Manson*s arguments in favour of identical authorship 

for the Fourth Gospel and the First Epistle of John was that in the Gospel 

the Evangelist had no alternative but to incorporate some of the tradition.



Manson was impressed by the work of Gardner-Smith, Further he argued 

that the Fourth Gospel was fundamentally Hebraic. He referred to an 

earlier article in "The Journal of Theological Studies" - "The Argument 

from Prophecy" i n  which he argued that the Fourth Gospel was depend

ent on primitive Palestinian traditions. Relating John 19.18 to Exodus 

17.12, he suggested that a deliberate parallelism was drawn between Jesus 

and Moses, who held his hands aloft at the battle of Rephidim and he sought 

to show that the first century Palestinian Rabbi, Eliezer ben llyrcanus, 

attempted to refute the Christian claim. He also argued that the brazen 

serpent as a type of the crucified Christ went back to the preaching of 

Palestinian Christians. Manson was impressed by the links that Dodd had 

established between the First Epistle of John and the sayings of Jesus, 

notably those that are to be found in the M s t r a n d . T h e  links are 

strongest with the tradition associated with Antioch; "iU.1 these lines 

of argument converge on a single conclusion; that we should consider 

seriously Sanday's suggestion that there was 'an anticipatory stage of

the Johannine teaching, localised in Syria, before the Apostle reached
( )his final home in Ephesus»’" Manson suggested that this tradition

might be traced back ultimately to Jerusalem and that it found its liter

ary form in the Epistles and Gospel of John. If so, then v/e must reckon 

with the possibility that the Fourth Gospel "Contains some material, per

haps more than we yet realise, whose value for historical purposes is as
( 92)high as anything in the Synoptics."

In this lecture, Manson offered an image which has some advantages 

over Dodd’s better knovm one of a reservoir. He wrote in terms of streams 

of tradition; "These streams of tradition have their original sources in 

Galilee and Jerusalem (including Judea and Peraea), the scene of the Min- 

stry; and in the course of their flow they form,as it were, small lakes of
(93)standing tradition at various centres of Christian Church life." He 

located the first of these standing lakes at Antioch around 50 A.D., here
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may be located "Q", and some ten years later a Johannine tradition and 

another which v/e may call M. In all Manson found five such lakes. It is 

outside the scope of this chapter to discuss this lecture in any detail, 

but it is worth noting that in.1947 a significant British scholar argued 

that the Fourth Gospel must not be neglected in the reconstruction of the 

life and teaching of Jesus. Some nine years later, in his contribution to 

the Dodd Festschrift, Manson acknowledged that this was now generally rec

ognised in British scholarship.^ I n  a sentence which Dodd would have 

applauded, Manson argued "Vfe are driven back to the business of treating 

the Gospels - in wholes or in detail - as historical documents, using all 

the resources of exact scholarship and strict historical method for the
( 95)task." Dodd* s work was a significant contribution to this task

The extent of this growing consensus may easily be seen. In 1958, 

J.E. Davey argued "The unhistorical in John is the embroidery of what is 

historical....The nucleus of the picture of Jesus and His teaching is fact, 

history not doctrine....therefore the Fourth Gospel has not a little to 

contribute to a historical reconstruction of the Ministry and personality 

of J e s u s . A . M .  Hunter maintained that the Fourth Gospel is a primary 

source for information found nowhere else* he offered six p o i n t s . I n  

the same year, 1959, A.J.B, Higgins gave two lectures at Wycliffe College, 

Toronto, which were published as "The Historicity of the Fourth Gospel" .

This book will be considered later. We note his conclusion that "John is 

independent of all the Synoptic Gospels, but is familiar with traditions 

at points similar to theirs and with widely different traditions... .The 

sources or traditions used by the fourth evangelist deserve at least as 

much respect as those employed by the S y n o p t i c s H e  urged that we 

must be on our guard lest calling John's Gospel the Fourth or the latest 

led us to believe that there "Is little or nothing in it that is primi-
(99)tive." This consensus spread to North America. R.E. Brown’s five-

stage model of the compilation of the Fourth Gospel is well known. In

1962 in The problem of historicity in John", he argued "The categorical



2b4
rejection of the historicity of John can no longer be maintained."^

Yet he knew that "Vfe may still find writers stating that the Fourth Gospel

cannot be seriously considered as a witness to the historical Jesus, but

these represent a type of uncritical traditionalism which arises with age,
( 101 )even in heterodoxy."' His commentary is marked by a willingness to

take the Johannine tradition seriously in respect of historical, social 

and geographical details found only in the Fourth Gospel.

The "New Look" and the impact of Qumrar.

The article which does more than anything else to summarise the 

position and mood of English-speaking scholarship in this period, was 

J.A.T. Robinson’s "The New Look on the Fourth Gospel". 1959. He deliber

ately put his case tentatively, and it involved for the most part the 

questioning of five pre-suppositions upon which the then orthodox critical 

opinion r e s t e d . T h e s e  five pre-suppositions were:-

"(l) that the Fourth Evangelist is dependent on sources, including 

(normally) one or more of the Synoptic Gospels. (2) That his own 

background is other than that of the events and teaching he is 

purporting to record. (3) That he is not to be regarded, seriously, 

as a witness to the Jesus of history, but simply to the Christ of 

faith, (4) That he represents the end-term of theological develop

ment in first-century Christianity. (5) That he is not himself 

the Apostle John nor a direct eye-witness.

Each of these ’Pre-suppositions’ had, in the past, been argued for and 

demonstrated more or less to majority satisfaction. Robinson saw the "New 

Look" characterised by a "certain impertinence, which insists that it may 

be worth asking other, often apparently naive, questions, which these pre

suppositions would rule out as ones that the Gospel was never meant to 

a n s w e r . O u r  discussion of these pre-suppositions will be brief.

By 1957, when this lecture was delivered, there had long been a 

movement towards recognising the independence of the Johannine tradition, 

of this no more need be said, Robinson correctly observed that "In Jolin



we are dealing with a man who is not piecing together written sources but 

planing his stamp upon the oral tradition of his community with a sover

eign f r e e d o m . " ^ T h i s  position invites certain questions. Among these 

are the relationship of this tradition to the rest of primitive Christian 

tradition, and the problems of recovering it from John’s presentation of 

it in and for his community. There is an insistence on the primitive 

nature of the Johannine tradition and a recognition of the Evangelist as 

a creative artist working within the needs of a community. Many of the 

early supporters of the ’New Look’ were so impressed by the first consider

ation that they never paused to consider the second.

Robinson’s discussion of the background of the Evangelist is marked 

by two insights. He suggests that

"The Evangelist is writing for a non-Palestinian situation" and 

"His language has echoes and overtones which would evoke a response, 

and were intended to evoke a response, in circles far wider than 

those within which the words and works of Jesus himself were circum

scribed. It is essentially the Gospel for those who have not seen, 

because they were not there to see."^^^^^

If this is the environment of the Gospel, nonetheless Robinson doubted 

whether the Johannine tradition could be located there for both the trad

ition and the Evangelist should be found in southern Palestine in the short 

interval between the crucifixion and the fall of Jerusalem.^

The influence of the Dead Sea Scrolls was significant. Again 

Robinson’s judgement was acute,

"They are important for Johannine study not because they offer 

closer or more numerous parallels with the language of the Fourth 

Gospel than any other literature. I doubt really if they do © They

are decisive, in my judgement, because for the first time they

present us with a body of thought which in date and place (southern 

Palestine in the first century BG-AD), as well as in fundamental, 

and not merely verbal, theological affinity, may really represent
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an actual background, and not merely a possible environment, for 
the distinctive categories of the Gospel 

There were others who claimed far more for Qumran than was justified. An 

example is provided by Hunter, for whom the essential Jewishness of the 
Fourth Gospel had been established by the scrolls. He suggested that the 

one essential difference between Qumran and the Fourth Gospel is the 
C h r i s t . H u n t e r  rushed too enthusiastically to the ’New Look’ but, 

since Qumran is in the area where Dodd located the Johannine tradition and 
the sectarians were active in the period before the fall of Jerusalem, 

Hunter’s value judgment will be compared with that of other scholars.
In 1958, K. Stendahl edited a collection of essays, "The Scrolls

(111)and the New Testament": * it was an attempt "To furnish the interested
reader with a manageable collection of articles on different aspects of the 
relation between the Dead Sea Scrolls and the New T e s t a m e n t . " ^ H e  

suggested that the scrolls demonstrated the essential Jewish nature of 
Johannine and Pauline t h o u g h t . ^ I n  his essay, "The Qumran scrolls and 

the Johannine Gospel and Epistles" R.E. Brown detected many parallels
between the Scrolls and the Johannine literature, the most significant 

being that a modified dualism is common to both. Within this basic simi

larity there is also a vast difference;
"It should be evident that the basic difference between the two 

theologies is Christ. Both believe in the creation of all things 
by God. Both conceive of the world as divided into two camps of 

light and darkness, and see these camps arranged under personal 
leadership. For Qumran the leaders are the two created spirits 

or angels of light and darkness....for John, however, the leader 
of light is the uncreated Word, while the leader of evil is the 

prince of this world. For Qumran the struggle between the forces 
is still on an equal plane, although light will shine victoriously 

at the end; for John light is already conquering darkness. Both 
the literatures maintain that all men are to be assigned to either 
of the oanq)s. Yet throughout the Qumran literature there is a 
curious mixture of determinism and free will, while John is quite
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clear that men remain in darkness because they obstinately turn 

away from light. And, finally, Christ is also the point of differ

ence between Jolin and Qumran with respect to the ultimate constit

uent of the sons of light* If the terminology and ideology are 

often the same, St. John*s whole outlook has been radically re-
(115)orientated by the revelation that is Christ."

At this point in the essay. Brown suggested, with specific reference to 

the modified dualism, that "In no other literature do we have so close a 

terminological and ideological parallel to Johannine usage but he

was not sure that these similarities are "Sufficient to posit dependence 

of St. John’s outlook upon Qumran i d e o l o g y " . I n  the second part of 

the essay seven other similarities are considered but again the

considered conclusion is that "There remains a tremendous chasm between
(119)Qumran thought and Christianity." Once this point has been emphasised,

Brown argued "The argument for interrelation between the Johannine writings 

and the Qumran literature is indeed s t r o n g " ^ y e t  he warns "The ideas 

of Qumran must have been fairly widespread in certain Jewish circles in
(121)the early first century." Brown is prepared, nonetheless, to accept

the consequences in terms of date and authorship of the Fourth Cospel, 

believing it to be neither late nor of Hellenistic background.

In the same volume, 0, Cullmann contributed "The significance of
(122)the Qumran texts for researclri into the beginnings of Christianity" ; 

in the next year he published "A new approach to the interpretation of the
(123)Fourth Cospel." ' Both these essays reflect a thesis, which received 

classical expression in "The Johannine Circle": "That there existed,

on the edge of Judaism, a sort of Jewish Gnosticism which, judged extern-
(125)ally, must be considered the cradle of Christianity." The importance

of Qumran was neatly summarised; "But until now, we have lacked the outer 

frame of reference within which it would be possible to conceive of a 

connection between primitive Christianity and this specially slanted sort 

of J u d a i s m . T h u s  Cullmann suggested a triangular relationship between
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nonconformist Judaism, the Johannine group and that of Stephen. Further 

it is asserted that Johannine Christianity is not a unique phenomenon 

within primitive Christianity for there are also links with the Epistle 

to the Hebrews and these types of Christianity are found to have their 

origins in Palestine. For our present concern, we note that this approach 

underscores the primitive nature of the Johannine tradition, its Palestin

ian origin and it offers an explanation of the presence of Hellenistic 

ideas. He maintained that "The type of Cliristianity represented by John’s 

Gospel is as old as that represented by Synoptic Christianity. These two 

types of Christianity must both go back to the very origins of Palestinian 

Christianity for they correspond to types of J u d a i s m , S y n o p t i c  Christ

ianity being held to correspond to official Judaism. Interestingly Cullmann 

suggested that there was some opposition between Joiin’s church and Qumran, 

chapter ten carefully distinguishing the martyred teacher of Righteousness 

from Christ.^

In this essay Cullmann was not concerned to show the state of schol

arly debate but rather to use recent discoveries to demonstrate the plaus

ibility of a thesis that had, in essentials, already been worked out. As 

it stands, the links that Cullmann suggests -mainly in terms of attitude 

to the Temple and Samaria--betvveen the Fourth Gospel and Qumran are not 

that convincing.

Robinson was among those who thought that the scrolls had rehabili

tated the Fourth Evangelist’s picture of the Baptist; ’'The discovery of 

the Scrolls has not only made us review the historical accuracy of the 

account of the Baptist furnished by the Fourth Gospel: it has revealed 

that in theology (italicized) the language and outlook of Qumran have 

striking affinities not merely with the Baptist but even more with those 

of the E v a n g e l i s t . H i s  considered verdict was that "The new evidence 

has not changed the whole picture; but it has changed the perspective. The 

other influences fall into a different place and many of them will, I believe
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be seen to be more important for understanding the reception (italicized) 

of the Gospel than for interpreting its background or assessing its purp-

ose."(l30)

Of the third pre-supposition - that the Fourth Gospel may be taken 

seriously as a witness to the Christ of faith, and not the Jesus of history - 

we need say little here. The ’’New Lo'ok*' was prepared in theory at least, 

to use the Fourth Gospel in a new "Quest of the historical Jesus". Like 

the Synoptics, the Fourth Gospel was a witness to the Christ of faith but, 

in an argument that recalled a Doddian emphasis, Robinson maintains that 

for the Fourth Evangelist "The Christ of faith includes the Jesus of hist- 

o r y . " ( l 3 l )

The fourth pre-supposition maintained that the Fourth Gospel stood 

at the end of the scale of theological development in the New Testament. 

Robinson contested this, accepting Dodd*s idea that the eschatological 

teaching of the Gospel had been spared the "Progressive apocalypticization
(132)of the message of Jesus" which may be seen in the Synoptics. This

was a contentious area in which to seek to demonstrate the case. Moreover,
f

Robinsons argument here is not satisfactory for it seems to imply that 

theologising of the tradition developed at the same pace everywhere for 

the argument amounts to saying that the Fourth Gospel must be primitive 

because it has not undergone this development. The more satisfactory 

understanding, then as now, was that Christian thought developed differ

ently in many places due to all manner of considerations, chronology being 

but one such consideration.

The case could have been developed in a less contentious area than 

eschatology. In 1945, E.R. Goodenough published "John, a primitive Gos- 

pel"(^^^) He offered a number of reasons in support of this contention 

of which the most important was "If Colossians and Romans could have been 

written by 55 A.D., so far as our knowledge of any theological ’develop

ment* is concerned John could have been written just as early."^^^^^ As 

stated, it is doubtful whether his case stands for in each instance an
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effective counter argument can be offered but, at least, it was signifi- , 

cant in forcing scholars to face the possibility that the Fourth Gospel 

could be both theologically mature and early enough to stand close to 

primitive tradition.

The fifth pre-supposition was that the author could not have been 

the Apostle John, nor indeed, an eyewitness. Robinson acutely observed, 

citing the title of one of Bultmann's books, "The History of the Synoptic
'( 135)Tradition" , that in Synoptic criticism the centre of interest was the trad

ition and the community behind it whereas "In the Fourth Gospel, hov/ever, 

the Evangelist filled the eye."^^^^^ This may well reflect the fact that 

the question of authorship- and also the authenticity of the Gospel with 

which it had been indissolubly linked - had been the battleground of a prev

ious generation. Oddly at the very time that there was a growing interest 

in the Synoptic evangelists themselves, there was also an interest in the 

Johannine tradition and the community behind it. As Robinson argued, "The 

decisive question is the status and origin of the Johannine tradition.

There was a readiness now to consider the possibility that "There is real 

continuity, not merely in the memory of one old man, but in the life of an 

ongoing community, with the earliest days of Christianity.

Such, in very brief compass, was the context in which Dodd worked 

upon and later published "Historical Tradition in the Fourth Gospel" .
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"Historical Tradition in the Fourth Gospel" - Overview.

Dodd outlined the purpose of this massive tome; "The first quest

ion we are asking is this, can we in any measure recover, and describe a 

strain of tradition lying behind the Fourth Gospel, distinctive of it,
( 1 39)and independent of other strains known to us?" * Dodd attempted to 

distinguish between what might reasonably be considered editorial and 

what has been taken over from sources. Once this distinction has been 

made, it is a case of mounting a minute comparison between the latter 

and the Synoptic Gospels;

"In comparing, therefore, a given passage in the other gospels, 

we have to inquire whether there are coincidences of language or 

content going beyond what might reasonably be expected in works 

having behind them the general tradition of the early Church, and 

next whether there are many marked differences which might be acc

ounted for (supposing he were using the Synoptics) by known manner

isms of the evangelist, or his known doctrinal tendencies. If not, 

then there is a prima facie case for treating the passage as indep- 

dent of the Synoptics, and we have to ask whether it has character

istics, in form or substance, or possible indications of a Sitz im 

Leben, which would associate it with traditional material so far as 

this is known to u s . " ^ ^

So, in Wilder’s words,

"A recurrent procedure is to identify the distinctive features in 

the Johannine version of material related to the Synoptics, to 

demonstrate that such features cannot be explained by literary 

dependence, and to argue for the primitive character of such hist

orical tradition, always first setting aside traits assignable to 

familiar Johannine theology and style. Even where no Synoptic para

llels are present, material used by John can be shown to have cred

entials of primitiveness by formal criteria, whether short narratives

pericopes or sayings or parables. The case made for extensive roots
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of very early historical tradition behind John’s theological Gospel 

goes far beyond familiar arguments for the superiority of certain 

features of its chronology and t o p o g r a p h y ^  )

Thus the argument is essentially cumulative and interlocking. Occasionally 

complaints were voiced; "A certain amount of duplication and overlapping 

results from tliis method, and much space is also given to what would seem 

for the intended reader an unnecessary review of familiar Synoptic detail, 

not always directly relevant to the general thesis.**^

After the introduction, the Fourth Gospel is divided into two parts, 

"The Narrative" and "The Sayings": the first part is subdivided into three, 

"The Passion Narrative", "The Ministry" and "John the Baptist and the first 

disciples," whilst the second is subdivided into five; "Discourse and dia

logue in the Fourth Gospel", "Sayings common to John and the Synoptics", 

"Parabolic forms", "Sequences of sayings" and "Predictions." Our intention 

is to take soundings in some of these areas, move on to the conclusion of 

the book and finally to evaluate it, noting the impact that it had on cont

emporary scholarship. As much of the final evaluation will depend upon 

Dodd’8 understanding of the nature of tradition and the Evangelist* s rela

tion to it, this will be considered in a separate section.

The Passion Narrative.

In turning to the Passion Narrative first, Dodd was not only turning 

to the heart of the Gospel, but he was also turning to that area of the 

Gospel in which,from the thirties, he had seen an account essentially in

dependent of the Synoptics and one with few theological overtones. It may 

be said at the outset that many reviewers were more than satisfied. Typical 

was the reaction of Hunter, "This piece of the argument which covers the 

first one hundred and fifty pages I find very compelling,’’( ̂ D o d d  accept

ed the generally held form critical conclusion that the Passion Narrative 

is unlike the accounts of the rest of the Ministry in that it is an ordered 

whole in which "For the most part each incident is intelligible only in its 

place within the continuous sequence, depending on what has gone before and
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preparing for what comes a f t e r ^ ^ F u r t h e r ,  he noted that the Fourth 
Gospel follows the same pattern as the Synoptics "With no more variation 

from the common order than is to he observed among the Synoptics them

selves."^ This does not imply dependence. That John is essentially
independent was demonstrated from an argument that had been followed in 

"According to the Scriptures." Here, as there, the argument built upon 
the most searching examination of the use of testimonia, which "Give to 

tho narrative its specific religious and theological content, and they 
must have done much to determine the forms which the narrative assumed, 

even, as we must suppose, in the earliest oral tradition. So far? from 

being embroidery, they must be regarded as the firm scaffolding supporting 

the structure^  ̂ The testimonies for all four gospels are set out in
tabular form, of Mark’s seventeen citations, John has only four and to 
these he has added five non-Mar can ones, but none of these coincide with 

the non-Mar can testomonies in Matthew or Luke. Dodd was concerned to 
guard his flank and not to claim too much;

"As with Luke, we could readily understand that this evangelist, 

who is certainly less addicted to Old Testament quotation than the 

others, may have preferred to reduce the number, but it less easy

to see why, in that case, he should have added fresh testimonies —

unless, indeed, they are such as to give a different theological
turn to the narrative; but, as we shall see, they do nothing of
the kind."^^^^^

Few scholars doubted Beare*s verdict;

"It would be impossible to go through the discussion in detail, 

but the author seems to have given ample ground for his conclusion 

that ’There is embedded in the Passion Narrative of the Fourth 
Gospel an understanding of the Passion in terms of the righteous 

sufferer of the Psalms, the Suffering Servant of Deutero-Isai^h, 

and the martyred leader of Zechariah, which we have every reason 

to believe primitive, and which John may fairly be supposed to owe 

to pre-canonical tradition”'
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If there was any detectable weakness, Beare found it with regard to the 
Sufferir 

in this

g Servant. This was a view that was to receive increasing support 

period.

Thus Dodd condudad that there were three independent Passion Narra- 
tives% Mark-Matthew, Luke and John. The argument had been cumulative, no 

single piece of evidence was decisive but the strength of the cumulative 
argument is impressive.

Tjhe same conclusion was reached in his decision of the actual account 

of the Passion, again Hunter was impressed, "Then, taking in turn the various 
acts of the Passion drama, he adduces strong evidence for the view that 

John’s s.ccount of these events rests on a primitive scheme common indeed 
to all the evangelists but, in John, representing a third development of 

it along with the form behind Mark (Matthew) and Luke^^ Of the Pedi-

1 avium, Dodd argued that "Stripped of the theological commentary, which we 

may fairly attribute to the evangelist himself, it is a simple story about 

Jesus, enforcing by his example a lesson of humility and s e r v i c e ^
We are not allowed to regard it aS a dramatisation of the saying preserved 

in Luke 122.27 for this would be too restricted an understanding of the many 
comparable passages, both within the Synoptics and also behind Philippians 

2.6-11;
"lY/hen we reflect on the importance which precepts of humility and 
mutual subjection and service hold in various forms of catecheis, 
and the various ways in which such precepts are often related to 
the thought of Christ* s self-sacrifice, we shall be disposed to 

find in Phil. 2.1-11 not (in substance at least) a Pauline creation,
6ut one form of a very fundamental article of the Christian Didache,
!deeply rooted in the primitive tradition of the words, deeds and 
sufferings of Jesus Christ. We find it variously formulated, in 

aphorism, in dialogue, in extended passages of combined narrative 
and dialogue where the whole setting gives point to the particular 

saying, in cathechetical maxims, and, finally, in the kind of credal
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hymn (if such it he) which we have in Phil, 2. To these manifold 
forms under which this fundamental Lehrstuck might be presented 

we must now add what we may call the * exemplary story*, as we 
have it in John

This has been cited at length because it shows the extent of the reservoir 

of tradition that was available to the evangelists, but a fundamental 
question still remains unanswered. Dodd knew that the Evangelist had 
"Handled this unit after his fashion to suggest, through symbolism, the 
profoundly theological ideas which he wished to be in the mind of his 

readers in embarking on the story of Christ’s suffering and death" 
and we have to ask, even if Dodd did not think that he could answer it, 
whether this incident was handed down as part of the Passion tradition 
known to John, or, was it handed dov/n as an independent unit which John 

has incorporated into his Passion Narrative. There is another more imp

ortant question that might be raised of Dodd* s method, with his under
standing of an historical event as "An occurrence plus the interest and 

the meaning the occurrence possessed for the persons involved in it,"^^ 
should Dodd strip away the theological meaning? If he does, on his terms, 

is he left with an historical event?

Passing on to the arrest in Cethsem^e, Dodd argued "There is here 
no sufficient ground for inferring that the story of the assault on the 

slave was derived from the Synoptic Gospels, in spite of the striking 
verbal resemblences in the clause describing the actual blow."^^^^)

Dodd suggested variation within the oral tradition for to posit depend

ence on the Synoptics involves John being dependent on all, apparently 

preferring one to another quite haphazardly. John names both assailant 
and victim; there had long been an axiom that the presence of names was 
an indication of both lateness and fictitiousness. Dodd had no difficulty 

in demonstrating that no such general rule held for the New Testament.
For example, the omission of Mark's "Jairus" and "Bartimaeus" by Matthew

who substituted "Caiaphas" for Mark’s "High Priest". Dodd argued for the
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authenticity of the naming of Peter on the grounds of general probability;
"If we are to take account of the general probabilities of the situation, 

we should reflect that if there were two swords among the Twelve, as Luke 

says there were (22,38), it is more than likely that Peter had one of them, 
and if he had, he was (so far as we know him) not the man to let it rest in 
its s h e a t h ^ ^ T h i s  argument from general probability, established by 

use of all the Gospels, is used frequently in this book. It is as difficult 
to refute as it is to accept. A similar argument is mounted about "Maichus" : 
there may be here no more than a "Dramatic touch of verisimilitude"(  ̂ yet, 
since Dodd saw no reason to deny the truth of 18,15 ("A disciple known to 

the High Priest"), there is a channel "Through which knowledge of the man’s 
name might have passed into Christian t r a d i t i o n ^ ^ V i h i l s t  Dodd tends 
to accept this position, he concluded "So far as I can see we have no suff
icient evidence for accepting or rejecting the names of Peter and Mai chus 

as traditional^

The honesty of this conclusion indicates the problems that remain 

in the ultimate evaluation of the Johannine tradition. In the book there 

is nothing that takes us beyond the equation that ’traditional* equals * hist

orically accurate’ . In the particular case, discussed above, nothing of 
serious significance is at issue, but there are occasions when the tradition 

must be weighed. Two examples of this may be easily provided. With regard 
to the betrayal, Dodd argued that "It looks as if he (John) had followed a 
tradition which, as it knew nothing of the bribery of Judas by the priests, 
so also knew nothing of the crowning enormity of the traitor’s kiss."^^^^) 

There is something at stake here, maybe even a theological understanding of 
JesuS. In the Johannine narrative there is no need for Judas to betray 

Jésus. Dodd knew that John’s account might owe something to his dramatic 
skill and theological understanding but he warned against rushing to this 

conclusion. John has indeed insisted throughout his narrative that Jesus 
cannot be taken by surprise yet he has also made explicit what was implicit 

in the Synoptics, that "Jesus gives himself up to death by his own sovereign
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and the most we may argue is that "A theological motive..© 

has selected this element in the common tradition and isolated it for

special e m p h a s i s . " R e f e r r i n g  to "The Interpretation of the Fourth 

Gospel", pages 423-33, where he had argued that 18.9 is not the work of 
a redactor who misunderstood 17*12, Dodd suggested that we may accept the 
essential historicity of the Johannine narrative, "The Good Shepherd seeing 
the wolf coming, laying down his life for the s h e e p T h u s  Dodd con

cluded "The self-surrender of Christ to save His disciples from the police 
is, sub specie aeternitatis, no other than the sacrifice by which He saves 

mankind from darkness and d e a t h T h u s  to invert Dodd’s words, this 
is the historical that makes sense of the supra-historical. Having argued 

that we might well find genuinely historical elements here, Dodd was none
theless well aware that "Motives arising out of the Johannine theology have 
influenced this part of the Passion N a r r a t i v e E v e n  this admission 
does "Not foreclose the question Whether or not the evangelist was working 
upon materials derived from the t r a d i t i o n . " C e r t a i n l y  a tradition 

other than the Synoptic and the question of the value of the Johannine 
tradition cannot be postponed indefinitely. Dodd was able to find some 

support for the authenticity of the Johannine tradition in the reaction 

of the soldiers who came to arrest Jesus. Their reaction, which was that 

typical before a Theophany, can hardly be taken as historical but, Dodd 

suggested, that there might well be links with Psalms 34*4 and 26.2 which 
may have provided testimonies. Both psalms, as Dodd interprets them, 

refer to the Righteous Sufferer, a key figure in the Passion testimonies.

The most that this argument could suggest was that John’s tradition was 
independent of the Synoptics, although in touch with the key figure behind 
the developing understanding of the Passion, but the known theological 

tendencies of the Evangelist should have alerted Dodd to the real possi
bility that John may well have been dramatising his tradition at this point.

The second example is the involvement of the Romans in the arrest 

of Jesus. It may well be true that "This has no obvious theological or
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apologetic m o t i v e , " b u t  were the Romans so involved? At some point 
this question must be asked* %t is not enough to comment that this "May

or may not be derived from a special strain of the tradition*"

Dodd was too accomplished a scholar not to know that there were 
parts of the Passion Narrative that owed much to John’s theology* A, good 

example is provided by the story of doubting Thomas; even here we must 
recognise "A dramatisation (in oui’ author’s manner) of the traditional 

motive of the incredulity of some or all of the d i s c i p l e s , y e t  this 
pericope is dominated by a Johannine theme - that of seeing and believing- 

and he concluded that it had been welded into the narrative* Dodd found 

no theological motive in Jesus commending his mother to the Beloved Disciple. 
He was not sure that it was originally part of the Passion Narrative since 
it breaks the unities of time and space; "Analogy, therefore, would suggest 
the conclusion that the pericope we are now discussing did not form part 

of the Passion Narrative but reached our evangelist through oral tradir* 
tion."^^^^^ As Simon noted, Dodd argued that "Where John adds to the Syn

optics without contradicting them, there is no sufficient ground for re
jecting what he says."^^^^) VJhy not allow this here? Further, if the 

pericope shows no trace of Johannine theological interest, why should the 

Evangelist have inserted such an isolated pericope precisely here, unless 

he were intending to make a theological point?

Ultimately- Dodd concluded that there was insufficient evidence to 
demonstrate that the Fourth Gospel was dependent on the Synoptics* Much 

points to its dependence upon an independent strain of the tradition yet 
questions arise at this point. How strong is the essentially cumulative 

argument? Secondly, did Dodd allow sufficiently for the literary skill of 
the Evangelist? He had previously noted the dramatic character of chapters 

4 and 7“8, and in this book he suggested that John presented the trial in
(172)dramatic form, as it were with an outer and inner stage.^ ' YYhile he

was becoming convinced of the historical value of the Johannine tradition, 

was Dodd giving due consideration to the Evangelist’s use of it? I doubt
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it; "Subject to some measure of ’writing up* by the evangelist" 
is altogether too vague. In fact Dodd brought to the Passion Narrative 

a long-held belief that it contained nothing of symbolic or theological 
value, since John was content to tell us what happened. More seriously 
he evaded two very substantial difficulties. Yfhereas most scholars saw 

some theological motive in the handing over of the mother of Jesus to the 
Beloved Disciple, Dodd expediently removed this pericope from the Passion 

Narrative and at 19.29 he accepted a very improbable reading, partly due 
to his finding no Paschal symbolism in the Fourth Gospel, and partly due to 
his stress on the factual nature of the Passion Narrative. At both these 
points, Dodd has departed from the ’objective* approach that he so strongly 

commended and moved into the ’subjective* that he so feared.

Dodd was criticised on another front by Mil. Williams, who argued 
that it was methodologically incorrect to separate the Johannine Passion 

Narrative from the rest of the Gospel. In Mark such a separation might 
well be justified, but not in the Fourth Gospel where the "Passion narra

tive moves at the same leisurely pace as the rest of the Gospel,

"In contrast to Mark, which moves from the notice of the high priests’ 

determination to kill Jesus in 14.1 to its consummation with some rapid*» 

ity."(^^^) Of the dialogue with Pilate, Dodd wrote "It appears.....that 

the author’s imagination has been at work in the production of this in

tensely dramatic narrative."^Williams pertinently observes,
"But once it is granted that the evangelist has been composing 

freely (even if ’working upon given material’) and that this comp

osition must be distinguished from the rest of the narrative, then
the case for treating the Passion narrative as a self-contained 
outsize pericope falls to the ground. Any attempt to treat the 

Johannine Passion narrative like this has an obscuring effect both 

on the ’outside’ events - the observable series of events which 
brought Jesus to the cross - and the ’inside’ events - the communi

cation of his intention by Jesus to his disciples, and his preparation
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of them for what was going to happen in Jerusalem.

It was in "The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel" that Dodd first 

advanced in complete form the thesis that the Passion Narrative was unlike
( 179)the rest of the Gospel. ' Williams was one of very few to question 

this and to mount a considerable argument against it# Dodd’s methodology 

is suspect at this point.

The Ministry.

One hundred pages are devoted to a study of the ministry; the dis

cussion is conducted under five h e a d i n g s . D o d d  persuaded most of his 
reviewers of the independence of the Johannine account  ̂ Our major 

sounding will be taken in the last of Dodd’s sections, "Transitional 
passages and topographical notices." This is not the insignificant area 
that it might appear, for not only is it a contested area in modern Johan
nine scholarship, but also because Dodd’s discussion here recalls his 

earlier work in "The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel" and "The frame

work of the Gospel narratives", 1943•

Recalling his study of 1943, in the context of its being criticised 

by Nineham in "Studies in the Gospels, essays in memory of R.H. Lightfoot", 

Dodd summarised his position; "If the transitional passages in Mark....be 

written out consecutively, they form without any manipulation, a contin
uous outline covering a considerable part of Mark’s account of the Minis
try."^ If it be objected that this is natural since Mark would want
to provide his readers with such a framework, it must be noted that "The 

frame provided does not properly fit the pictures to be framed and at 
certain points the outline derived from the transitional passages is not 
consistent with Mark’s own arrangement of the pericopae."^^^^^ The frame

work, as well as the pericope, reached Mark through the tradition) as Dodd 
saw it, Nineham perceived this; "History, but not the direct testimony of 
an eyewitness, exercised control over this G o s p e l . D o d d  argued that 
the same was true for John - leaving aside some, for example 2 .23-25 and
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12.17-19 which are the work of the Evangelist - where there are seven 
transitional passages where

"We have good grounds for accepting the following as traditional 
data, summarising periods in the ministry of Jesus, with indica

tions of the places where they were spent: Jesus went down to 

Capernaum, and stayed there a short time. After this he went 
with his disciples to Judaea and stayed there, baptizing. Mean

while John was at Aenom-by-Salim, because there was abundant water
there, and people kept coming to him getting baptized Later,

Jesus left Judaea for Galilee, because, as he himself said, a 
prophet is not honoured in his own country. So when he arrived 

in Galilee he was welcomed by the Galilaeans ©o. .Again he went over 
Jordan, to the place where John had formerly baptized; he stayed 

there and many came to him....and from there he went to the region 

bordering on the Yfilderness, to a city called Ephraim, and stayed 
there with his disciples.

Dodd knew that these do not provide a totally coherent outline of the 
Ministry but nonetheless "This exiguous group of passages does afford some 

ground for concluding that they originally belonged to a single body of 
tradition, which, like the Marcan ’generalising summaries’ and ’itinerary 

fragments'/ recorded in bald outline the main movement of Jesus."

Higgins was impressed by Dodd’s arguments; "The independence of 
the Gospel of John is nowhere more strikingly illustrated than in its 
topographid i n f o r m a t i o n . " ^ D o d d  argued strongly in "The Interpret

ation of the Fourth Gospel" that we cant be sure that this topographical 

information had not been subjected to any Johannine ’moulding* For
Dodd, as for others, this topographical information is a sure sign of a 
southern Palestinian tradition - only two Galilean places are mentioned.

Dodd conduded that we can go beyond this and suggested that we may find 
here a tradition "Associated with a psychologically metropolitan outlook, 

in contrast to the strongly Galilaean standpoint and outlook revealed in



2b2
the S y n o p t i c s I t  would he difficult to demonstrate this ’metro
politan outlook’ not least because so much of it might be due to Johan

nine ’moulding’ . Here, again, Dodd has gone beyond what might be 'object
ively established - the existence of a tradition with an interest in the 

south-and tov/ards that feared 'Subjectivity'• In this area, Dodd followed 
the suggestion of R.H. Lightfoot, in his "Locality and doctrine in the 
Gospels". that there was a certain tension in the Resurrection Narratives 
between Galilee and Jerusalem. Dodd wondered whether this tension may have 

extended over the whole of the Mnistry; "The strain of tradition embodied 
in the Synoptic Gospels appears to be associated with the Twelve, most of 

them, if not all, Galilaeans. Was there another group of ’witnesses' to
( 190)the tradition, connected with Judaea and Jerusalem?" Of this Simon

(191)observes correctly, "Interesting more than fully convincing."'

There had long been a debate about the status and purpose of John’s 

topographical information. In the 1935 edition of his "introduction to_, 

the New Testament", Moffatt took issue with Arnold’s suggestion that it 
was valueless, John choosing the first name that came into his head and 

countered by insisting that the Evangelist must have had "First hand
(192)acquaintance with the topography of Palestine prior to A.D. 70" and

(195)that his geography is not symbolic.

Yet within a few years of the publication of "Historical Tradition 
in the Fourth Gospel" the belief that the geography of the Fourth Gospel 

was in some way ■ symbolic was gaining ground. In a footnote Dodd denied 
this; "John cannot be said to have any clear or consistent idea about the 

respective roles of Galilee and Judaea."^  ̂ He maintained that
"YYe hear nothing of ’making disciples’ in Galilee, nor are any 

Galilaeans said to have ’believed’ (with the exception of the 

family of the as Capernaum), though irwJT£0£tV is constantly

predicated of people in Judaea, in Samaria and in Transjordan.

In vii.1 Galilee is a refuge from the hostility of Judaea, and so, 

in a sense, in iv.1-5."^^^^^
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In his "Galilee and Judea in the Fourth Gospel"̂ "* Vf .A. Meeks considered 
and rejected Dodd*s thesis arguing that there is a geographical symbolism 

in the Fourth Gospel "Shaped by the apparently deliberate dialectic be
tween Jerusalem, the place of judgement and rejection, and Galilee and 

Samaria, the places of acceptance and discipleship,"^^^^) Meeks proceeds 
from the idea that the Johannine community believed that Jesus originated 

from Galilee© This belief caused some controversy between them and a Jew
ish group. The Johannine emphasis can be seen most clearly in 7•40-52*

Dodd argued that the tradition that the Messiah* s birth must be in Beth-
(198)lehem was Christian from the beginning. ' Meeks rejects this, counter

ing that Jesus* origins are an embarrassment to the Johannine community 

precisely because they know that the Messiah must be born in Bethlehem.
The Fourth Gospel does not know of the tradition of the birth of Jesus at 

Bethlehem. Barrett, however, argues that we may suppose that John was 
writing in his customary ironical style and that the earthly origins of 

Jesus are of little significance, Dodd had offered an identical explana

tion in "The Interpretation of the Fourth G o s p e l Meeks rejected 

such an explanation remarking correctly of Dodd's position that "It accords 

poorly with his hypothesis that John is a missionary tract addressed to 

educated pagans.'-^ Meeks argues that any such explanation "Fails to 

explicate the emphasis in the Fourth Gospel on Jesus' origins in Galilee©
It is not the case merely that his earthly place of origin is insignificant, 

for in John 7•49-52 itself his Galilean origin is emphasised over against 
the presumed origin of the Messiah and the unspecified but non-Galilean 

origin of the prophet ^

There are problems concerning the TTtCrpK of Jesus in the Fourth 
Gospel. The proverb, quoted in 4•44, known also from the Synoptic tradi

tion, demands that Judea or Jerusalem is the homeland of Jesus. In this 
chapter the Galileans welcome Jesus, verse 45, while in verse 50 "The man 
(the royal official from Capernaum) believed the word that Jesus had said 
to him." Meeks complained that Bultmann had interpreted this as rejection'.
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Dodd* s position is not far from this; "It is perhaps more significant 

that the statement that Jesus was welcomed by the Galilaeans leads to 

nothing. It is not required to prepare the way for the healing of the 
sou of the , which does not presuppose any general acceptance

( 202)of Jesus in Galilee - rather the contrary." This last remark suggests

that the Johannine tradition is being interpreted from a Synoptic stand
point. Dodd has considerable difficulty in handling this transitional 

passage;
"The conclusion, which I should, very tentatively, suggest is that 

in 4o1-3, 43-5 we are in touch with a fragment of ' framework* mat
erial which has been largely confused in the process of the comp

osition of this part of the gospel. It contains, be it observed, 
the only clear recognition in this gospel of a successful ministry 

in Galilee (except in so far as this is implied in the reference 

to the crowds in the introduction to the story of the Feeding of 
the multitude (6.20)"^^^^^

This caveat conceals what is apparently a very successful ministry. Further 

it is significant that five times in 4 #43-34 it is stated that Jesus left 

Judea and went to Galilee. There can be little doubt that so far as the 
Fourth Gospel is concerned the proverb is fulfiled "In the failure of * the 

Jews* to receive him (Jesus) on his first visit to J e r u s a l e m . " F o r  

Meeks, the presence of is significant for it enables him to link this
proverb with 1 .11, as indeed, Dodd had implicitly done in "The Interpre

tation of the Fourth Gospel" page 33lf • Meeks explicitly drew the conclusion 
that the proverb repeats 1.11; Jesus*TToCTpK hisi^t^ is Judea. Jerusalem 

in John is the centre of ’the world*, the place of decision. But the TTefTpLS 

is not Jesus* native land, but his own land."^^^^^ Thus when he goes to 

his native land, he is welcomed; "Verse 45 therefore becomes a paradigm 
of 1.12....The Galileans are those who receive J e s u s . " M e e k s  is able 

to support this contention from Dodd* s own arguments in "The Interpretation 

of the Fourth Gospel" where he argued specifically of the visit to Jeimsalem
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for the Feast of Tabernacles - and implicitly for the other visits as well — 
that it symbolised the coming of the redeemer/Logos to his own and his 

rejection by them. Dodd did not see in the acceptance of Jesus by the 
Galileans- a significant acceptance even if they did not truly under

stand Jesus - and the Samaritans, in another apparently successful mini

stry, a "Symbol of the redeemer* s acceptance by others, who thereby become

* truly children of God*, the real Israel."^^^^^

Dodd argued that the repetition in 4*43 of the statement that "Jesus 
left for Galilee", 4#3b, is an indication that "The Samaritan episode is 

intruded here into what was originally a single and continuous journey from 
Judaea to Galiliee Meeks had no difficulty in querying this since
the phrase is, as we have noted, used five times in the jSefcrtXticoS narrative 
creating the prima facie impression that the Evangelist is emphasising the 
withdrawal of Jesus from Judaea into Galilee. This is damaging to Dodd* s 
position, but much more so is Meek* s suggestion that all Dodd* s transit

ional passages "Belong within the larger theological symbolism of the 
gospel. Five out of the seven passages emphasise'the places where Jesus
* stayed*, * went about* or 'spent time* (2.12; 3*22f; 7.If; 10.48-42 and 

11.54)* The meaning of these passages is to be sought in the Johannine 
theme of Jesus* 'staying* ( ̂ tV6i)V ) with his d i s c i p l e s . i s  

never used of Jesus' visits to Jerusalem and Judaea. That jU-tVltV can be 
a significant theological term for John is obvious, but this does not 

necessarily mean that every single instance is theologically significant.
3.22 is the most interesting of these transitional passages since it con

tains the only occurrence of v/hich might well confirm Dodd's sugg
estion that this verse is drawn from pre-canonical tradition. Of the 

others, it v/ould be difficult indeed to conclude that there was either 
any theological meaning or any sense of belief, and in the last there are 

a number of manuscripts - the majority but the poorer - which read
which might be due to assimilation to 3*22. It is difficult to agree with 

Meeks* thesis on this evidence but problems remain with these transitional
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passages, Meeks argued that the Gospel might well reflect the situation 
in John's church* as Jesus met with opposition in the .south, so too, did 

John's Church, and as Jesus 'stayed' in Samaria and Galilee, so John's 
Church met with missionary success in that area.

Meeks may, or may not, be correct in his arguments, which have . 

points of contact with many recent theories, .  ̂ In what initially 
appears an insignificant part of his investigation, Dodd's discussion is 

open to damaging criticisms, yet these do not appear to be fatally damag
ing for Meeks has to explain the success of the Judean ministry in 3.22-26 

but Dodd's discussion of 2.23 is weak. On the one hand, he does not 

accept that this is a 'pure' transitional passage since it shows signs of 

the Evangelist's hand yet, on the other, he does not discuss in any sig

nificant detail why 'Believed on his name* should, in this context, appear 
to be associated with an inadequate faith, v/hereas in 1.12 it is certainly 

ubed of adequate faith, an alternative expression for 'Those who received 
him* .

This illustrates that there is one task of recovering the Johannine 
tradition and another of describing John's use of it. Dodd was much more 

successful in the former task. Indeed in this book he should consistently 
have kept to this task without venturing any value judgements. If he was 
to be successful in this passing of value judgements, then the discussion 

should have been much more thorough.

Throughout his discussion of the Ministry, Dodd employed exactly 

the same methods as he had done with the Passion Narrative. The same 
method had been used by Higginp with regard to 'The Official's Son*,

4*46-54 and chapter 6 with identical results; "The deposit of tradition 

is in no way basically and intrinsically inferior and in some points 

superior to the Synoptic parallels'* so that "The presumption is that 
other narratives, unrepresented in the other Gospels, were derived from 

trustworthy tradition."^^'*^^

We conclude this section by briefly mentioning points of interests
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reflected in the reviews. Dodd did not convince all scholars of the in

dependence of the Johannine account of the Anointing. Interestingly, three 
Roman Catholics, Bligh, Brown and Tav/ter, were among those unconvinced.

They were more convinced by the presence of verbal similarities than Dodd's 
attempts at explaining them; Brown suggesting a final editing of the Gospel 

by one familiar with the Synoptics whereas Bligh, - and for him this was a 
significant weakness in Dodd's case - argued that the use of the rare 
TFLOTTbkrjÇ and the aphorism about the poor cannot be accounted for either 

in terms of textual criticism or in terms of each evangelist using independ- 

ently an overlapping strand of the tradition. ■' This may, perhaps, be 

too simple a view of tradition; Linders considers the possibility that 
John might have "An independent version of the Bethany story which has 
already been influenced by unconscious assimilation to the other (Luke 7* 
36-50 which is set in Galilee) This is preferable to Dodd's sugg
estion that one incident lies behind Mark John 12.1-8 and Luke 7*

36-50.
Many reviewers were prepared to favourably consider Dodd* s suggestior 

that the origin of the First Sign is to be sought in a parable which in the 
cpurse of transmission has been worked up into a miracle story. Dodd had 

no difficulty in showing that the pericope .shows many signs of John* s theo

logical language, but we should expect this since John rarely fails to put 
his stanp upon the material. There is also evidence that the pericope 

belongs to the tradition but he maintained that "Its central.features
(213)appear to be of non-Christian origin." Indeed this story comes from

a late stage of the tradition but the development within the transmission 
had probably taken place before the Evangelist received it and "Exploited 
it for its symbolic value, thus in a sense restoring it to the status (of 
an image of the truth) which the (conjectured) original parable possessed"^^^ 

Here, unconsciously, Dodd’s understanding of the Evangelist as the one who 
proclaimed the most mature Christian theology is at work in the suggestion 

that he has 'restored* the original. There is another oddity here in that



288
the Christian tradition can take over something of non-Christian origin.
Dodd realised this for his assertion about the non-Christian origins 
concluded an argument which contained

"That a Christian evangelist should have consciously taken over 
a Dionysiac legend and transferred it, with the implication, *A 

greater than Bacchus is here* (as has been suggested), seems cont
rary to the whole ethos of the primitive preaching and gospel 

writing. The time was not yet when apologists could safely draw 
parallels between Christ and the figures of pagan mythology 

Yet, as Beare remarked, the emphasis is on * consciously* for Dodd would 

not dismiss the possibility that the story "May have been adapted to 

Christian use without any consciousness of its pagan associations."^^"*

Beare was exuberantly enthusiastic about the suggestion; "Could a scholar 

in the first bloom of youth show a more exuberant spirit of * nothing vent

ure nothing win*? There is almost a wistful ring to his confession that
(217)it is all conjecture." Dodd's discussion ignores what might be a

decisive Jewish background to be found, for example, in the wine of the 
Torah and the abundance of wine as a symbol of the Messianic age. The 

whole pericope is embedded in a section which deals with the superiority 
of Christianity over Judaism.

Dodd* s discussion of the Raising of Lazarus was similarly well 

received. He argued that John had thoroughly worked over the tradition 
but it is not an allegory nor does it owe anything to the Lucan parable 

of Dives and Lazarus. Indeed the story has something of the form of a 

healing pericope, and he compared it with the Mar can stories of the Epi

leptic boy and Jairus* s daughter. John's other healings have a basis in 
tradition, and there is no good reason for denying that this one too has 

such an origin, but Dodd suggests that there is no hope of reconstructing 

the story, precisely because John has so thoroughly worked it over©
Indeed "The probability is tiiat this story had never been fully fixed in 

any conventional pattern, but remained subject to the variations of a fluid
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and unformed tradition, out of which the evangelist took it, to give it 
a characteristic literary form dictated by the demands of his particular 

design."^^^^) This implies two types of tradition, one fixed, the other 

fluid, and the Evangelist is more bound by the former than the latter#

Whilst Dodd* s argument is generally convincing, it is worth recalling 

that for much British scholarship this episode was the focus of the dis
cussion of the problem of historicity of the Johannine narrative and it is 
conceivable that Dodd was predisposed here to discover something tradit
ional# For him 'traditional* generally meant 'historically reliable*#

Dodd's discussion did not do justice to the Johannine treatment by whidi 
"The whole story has become an allegory of the Passion, Death and Resurr
ection of Jesus, relating them to the experience of every man, whom Lazarus

(219)represents#" Here Lindars* discussion is more satisfying than Dodd's#
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John the Baptist and the First Disciples.

This sixty-four page discussion attracted a good deal of attention 

from the reviewers, not least because Dodd* s position here had been antici
pated in "The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel**. Like Higgins, Dodd was(2 2 0)impressed by the Johannine account. The majority opinion of the rev

iewers may be put in Brown* s words; "The most, interesting comparision is 

in the study of the Johannine narrative about John the Baptist, where Dodd
(221 )makes a very good case for John's possession of genuine tradition."

Others were concerned about Dodd* s refusal to face the possibility of 

polemic; "It is strange, however, that Dodd refuses to recognise the 
polemical element in the Fourth Gospel* s attitude towards the Baptist(2 2 2)circle, stressed by Baldensperger, Bultmann, Cullmann and others."
Such a polemic would have had relevance for an Ephesian community.

Dodd suggested
"That in giving his account of the ministry of John the Baptist 

and its relation to the Ministry of Jesus Christ the Fourth Evang
elist had drawn largely upon material which reached him in trad

itional form....There is singularly little in the relevant passages 
which bears any marks of the higly distinctive Johannine theology, 

and perhaps nothing at all which recalls the Hellenistic strain in 

it. On the other hand, we have noted several apparent points of 
contact with Jewish conditions, practices or modes of thought and 
language belonging to the first century. We are therefore encour
aged to believe that we have before us something more than an imagin

ative contruction serving dogmatic ends; that in fact this section 
of the gospel should be approached as a rendering - a somewhat free 

rendering it may be - of a tradition with a genuinely historical

At the end of the discussion, Dodd offered a seven-point historical sketch 
of the work of the Baptist, whose preaching was characterised by an escha

tology which stressed that a divine intervention was impending in which the
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Messiah was to be the central figure, indeed, he was already present 
incognito. Jesus, a follower of John, soon started a more effective 

mission than him. John quickly accepted this, recognising Jesus as his 
superior, finally recognising his as the Messiah. Mar\y of the Baptist's 
disciples naturally became the disciples of J e s u s . I n  this discuss

ion Dodd allowed that the Baptist had some affinity with the thought of 
Qumran, those who accepted Dodd* s conclusions echoed the words of Higgins, 
that they were "Important conclusions

We intend to take two * soundings* • Our first is in what Vawter 

described as "The interesting discussion of 1.15 and If we

understandTrjtoTô |w>urjV as "He existed before me", Dodd argued that it is 

very unlikely to have come from a tradition of the Baptist* s sayings and 
would most likely be understood as a theological interpretation of the 
Evangelist. In his discussion of this phrase Dodd turned to the rest of 

the quotation which "Turns upon the antithesis, offWT» ̂ These are
natural correlatives, meaning * behind*, * in front of*. They develop a

(227) 'secondary temporal sense: * after*, 'before'." ' He maintained that 
the only possible instances of this temporal sense in the New Testament 

is here and in the parallel passages Mark 1.7 and Matthew 3#11* Once more 
there is ev5.dence here of Dodd* s unitary understanding of the New Testament; 

why should New Testament usage, if there is ary such, determine Johannine 

usage? Dodd knew that the local sense would not fit John 1.15; the meaning 
is in terms of rank. This, he admits, has no parallel in the New Testament 

but is common in secular Greek and there is a parallel in the LXX of Genesis 

48.20 which expresses the precedence of Ephraim over Manasseh. Thus I.I5 
means "He who comes after me has taken precedence over me". A more 'pictur- 
esqud* way, to use Dodd* s words, of expressing this is found in 1.27. As 

with his discussion of the background of the Gospel, so here Dodd feels 

free to cite New Testament, Septuagintal and secular Greek usage as he 
thinks appropriate, This still ^oes not explain in what way Jesus is 

‘after* the Baptist. It was usually argued that it referred to later in time
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and Dodd agreed that this was a natural understanding of the saying in 
the Synoptic tradition, but if that were so here, we have "An imperfect 

antithesis; oirnrfo , * after* in time, |jw,irfoff6€,v, 'before* in rank."^^^^^
He conceded here that there may be a 'play on words' but he was impressed 
by the fact that this would then be the only occasion in the New Testament 
where oiîurto had a temporal sense • He suggested that when used with the 

genitive it refers "to the followers or adherents of the person named in 
the g e n i t i v e H e  urged that "The expression in John 1 .^0,

âv/qj? would in any other context almost certainly be under

stood as meaning * there is a man following me*, that is, among my disci

ples or a d h e r e n t H e  agreed that this meaning would be less suit

able in 1*15 "tut not by any means impossible,-but, since 1*15 is securely 
embedded in a theological context, it is reasonable to assume that the 

natural meaning is contained in the narrative, 1*50, and may determine 

the meaning in 1*15» Dodd knew t h a t m a y  have had a metaphysical 

meaning for the Evangelist, but, it might originally have had a much 
simpler meaning* TTpwTOS ĵ ou meaning 'my superior* while qV

"Might be, not the verb of existence, but the simple copula. ' The 
past tense could be understood as an instance of the well-estab

lished idiom in which it expresses * a fact which is and always 
has been the same* ***..77e may therefore translate 'There is a man 

in my following who has taken precedence of me, because he is and 

always has been essentially my superiorl"^^^^^
Dodd offered this interpretation as simply a possibility but there is 

doubt that he rated it highly® Here the argument turns in part upon an 
appeal to New Testament linguistic usage, and notably, in the discussion 

of the second phrase upon an appeal to an Aristotelian formula," To TO 
qv tiVoco  ̂used to express the essential nature of a thing, or * a fact 

which is just recognised as such by the speaker or writer, having previously
(232)been denied, overlooked or not understood* *" ' Brown, in his commentary,

dismissed this interpretation as * elaborate* and it remains very open to
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question whether the Evangelist* s command of Greek would have been suff
icient to have known this formula, and secondly, this is another instance 

of Dodd's appeal to different linguistic usage as it suits his argument.

Our second * sounding* is in Dodd* s interpretation of 1.20. This
did not satisfy Pearson who argued that "His (Dodd* s) interpretation of
John 1 .20 to mean *He confessed Christ and did not deny him* is remarkably

forced, particularly in view of the plain statement in 1 .20b KofL M^oAcyq01£\^
6 ) ) ) *OTC tyco OOK o^puTTOÇ . ' Dodd had argued that 1.20 was a pec

uliar way of expressing his meaning, not one that a Greek would naturally 
have used, but the clue is to be found in the

"Deep significance which the terms Oj^oXoySLV and ipViur&oCt/ have in 
the vocabulary of the New Testament, (so that) the expression John 
1 .20 would inevitably mean, for any Christian reader of the period,
*He confessed Christ and did not deny him.* In other words, the 

evangelist is claiming the Baptist as the first Christian * confessor*, 

in contrast to the view represented in the Synoptic Gospels that he 
was not *in the Kingdom of God* . It is the Johannine view that has 

prevailed, and affected the liturgy and calendar of the Church 

Dodd suggested that the situation in Ephesus, so far as we can reconstruct 

it from Acts 18.24-19.7, supports his interpretation since there "It was 
desired that the persons who had followed the Baptist should be regarded 

as adoptive members of the Church."^^^^^ Quite apart from the fact that 
there are other possible understandings of the passage in the Acts of the 

Apostles we have here a good example of how John might well have worked 

up the tradition for a specific purpose, not indeed a polemic against a 
Baptist sect, but an invitation to them to do what their master had already 

done. Lindars offers a similar argument to Dodd, suggesting that the 
Evangelist "places the Baptist alongside the Christian martyrs,"^^^^^ 
whilst Brown sees signs of John's editorial activity.

Scholars were either very impressed, or they found considerable 

difficulties. Here, too, the recovery of the tradition is one thing, the
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weighing of it another.

The Savings.

This is a one-hundred“and-five page examination of "Discourse and 

Dialogue in the Fourth Gospel", "Sayings common to John and the Synoptics", 

Parabolic Forms", "Sequences of Sayings" and "Predictions". Our discussion 

will not be so detailed here, since in the attempt to place "Historical 
Tradition in the Fourth Gospel" in its Doddian context, articles which 

impinged upon the first three areas were discussed. Brown's summary 

accorded with the majority opinion} "In the last part of the book, Dodd 

turns to a painstaking investigation of the sayings common to John and the 

Synoptics (or at least, Synoptic patterns). The difficulty of explaining 
all the minor variants in John on the basis of a borrowing theory is in

superable ."^

A brief overview of this part will be offered followed by ' soundings' 

in certain areas.

In the first section, "Discourse and Dialogue in the Fourth Gospel" 

Dodd repeated the arguments of "The Dialogue form in the Gospels", arguing 

that John's model is to be found in Hellenistic literature, and he adde^ 
in a footnote, that there was nothing like John's dialogues in the Dead 

Sea Scrolls.^^^^^ Once he had asserted this, Dodd examined seven short 
dialogues which have some resemblance to Synoptic dialogues. Four of these- 

6.67-70; 9.2-5; 7.5ff and 4.51-4 -have characteristics that "Point directly 

to contact with early forms of t r a d i t i o n , w h i l e  two, 9«38-M and
3.1-3, do so more remotely and he suggests that "John had at his disposal 

a tradition still partly fluid, not yet fully crystallised into fixed forms, 
which he could deal with as he c h o s e F r o m  this base, Dodd moved to 

the suggestion that, even where the Johannine dialogue has no formal resem
blance to those in the Synoptics, and where indeed, it appears that John is 

composing most freely, we ought to consider seriously that "There is, some
times, at least, an older tradition behind him."^^^^ ̂ This had been



demonstrated in "Behind a Johannine Dialogue" •

The second section, "Sayings common to John and the Synoptics", is 

a repetition of "Some Johannine 'Herrenworte' with parallels in the Synoptic 

Gospels" and there is no need to comment here*

Reviewers were most fascinated by the discussion of "Parabolic Forms" 

in which Dodd discovered six parables, "The Grain of Wheat", 12.24, "The 
Pains of Childbirth", 16.21, "The Benighted Traveller", 11.9-10, "Slave and 

Son", 8.35, "The Shepherd, the Thief and the Doorkeeper", 10.1-5 and "Bride
groom and Bridegroom's Friend", 3*29, in which there is no possibility that 
John was dependent upon the Synoptic tradition. In each case there "Is good 
reason to believe that the material was drawn from the same reservoir of 
tradition as the Synoptic parables Dodd was contradicting some of

his earlier statements in this discovery of genuine parables in the Fourth 
Gospel. As noted previously, he found one other parable - "The Apprenticed 

Son" - after his initial work in this area. Much modern scholarship has 
enthusiastically followed Dodd here. He did not always appear to be aware 

of how penetrating his work had been in the discovery of these parables.

The fourth section deals with sequences of sayings - 12.20-26;
13.1-20 and 4*31-8 - which resemble sequences in Mark 9*33-50, Luke 11.14—28 

and 12.13-34# There is formal resemblance in that they contain strings of 
sayings rather loosely connected with each other and imperfectly related to 

their context. Again there is no possibility of dependence upon the Synop

tics, rather they are "Drawn from the same reservoir of tradition as the 
kindred sayings in the Synoptics, though by a different channel 

Dodd found the primary Sitz im Leben for both the Johannine and Synoptic 
sequences in the Ministry of Jesus.

The final section deals with the Predictions. These are discussed 
under two headings, "The Disciples and their Future" and "The Death of 

Christ and its Sequel" • The former are more restricted in scope than those 
in the Synoptics and their Sitz im Leben can only be in a Jewish Christian
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has implications for Dodd*s understanding of the relationship of the Evan

gelist to the tradition; to this we shall turn later. Of the latter,
Bligh*s summary is accurate} "He (Dodd) thinks,••.that Jesus spoke of the 
future * in broad general terms’. These as they passed out of the reservoir 

by one channel took on the futurist complexion .of synoptic eschatology, 

and as used by John they offer a ’thoroughgoing reinterpretation* of the 

synoptic e s c h a t o l o g y . D o d d  was impressed by the Johannine tradition; 
"In a word, I suggest that John is here reaching back to a very 
early form of tradition indeed, and making it the point of departure 

for his profound theological reinterpretation; and ftirther, that the 
oracular sayings which he reports have good claim to represent auth

entically, in substance if not verbally, what Jesus actually said 
to his disciples - a better claim than the more elaborate and de

tailed predictions which the Synoptics offer

Our first * sounding* may be taken in this last area since it is very 

much concerned with the problem of eschatology in vhich Dodd* s definitive 

stance had long been known. Indeed, it has already been considered in part 
in our discussion of the First Epistle, where we noted that Howard, among 

others, criticised his interpretation of Johannine eschatology. In this 
study Dodd had understood the sayings about the return of Jesus with ref

erence to the Apostles eliminating any apocalyptic associations. Some 

reviewers had reservations; Yfilder, whilst generally accepting Dodd's 

conclusions in this part of the book, wrote

"It is disturbing that the experience of Jesus' future return or 

manifestation is thus restricted to his disciples and that any 

cosmic or world-historical perspective is as good as excluded.
One wonders hov/ this fits with the author* s emphasis on the polit
ical aspect of the historical Jesus in the Johannine tradition.
One cannot but note also the congruence of this view with 'realised 

eschatology* , in the sense of realization in the spiritual life of



297
the fellowship. But one notes again also the focus upon Christ 

and his person, upon Christology - rather than eschatology. The 

consummation seems to be identified with Christ* s return to his 
followers, or the coining of the Paraclete, rather than with his 
enthronement, or with his victory over the Prince of this world. 

(12.31) Y/e are accustomed to recognising the focus of the Fourth 
Gospel upon the life of the fellowship, as a special concern of 
the evangelist. Dodd seems to trace this back to Jesus himself 

Similarly Higgins, wno was generally impressed by the book, observed "It 

is questionable whether Dodd is necessarily correct in preferring the Joh

annine predictions of the departure and return of Jesus to the more escha- 

tological synoptic counterparts. More probably, at least to some extent,
they owe their Johannine form to the purpose of restating the Gospel for

(olq)his day and generation." This was a common complaint, and on the

strict application his method - that of carefully distinguishing recognisable 
Johannine theological insights - Dodd should have exercised more caution 

before concluding that the Johannine understanding was that of Jesus him
self and had spared Jesus' teaching the apocalyptic development it received 

in the Synoptic tradition. We have already argued that Dodd* s understanding 

would have benefited from an awareness of Aune* s thesis in "The cultic 

setting; of realised eschatology". that the comnunity experienced a genuine, 

yet proleptic presence of the exalted Christ, and that this experience may 
have influenced the phrasing of the Christian hope.

The final 'sounding* will concern parables. Generally Dodd's work 

was welcomed, if for no other reason than that the absence of parables in 

the Fourth Gospel was something of an embarrassment to scholars and their 
presence a sure sign that John is in contact with primitive tradition. There 
was a regrettable tendency among certain scholars to welcome unreservedly 

this placing of the Fourth Gospel in something approaching the Synoptic 
context in which they moved so confidently. Hunter averred that "Dodd had 

no difficulty in recovering sevep. or eight true 'Parabolic* forms
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He omitted to mention that this recovery involved Dodd in retracting con

clusions and that no other scholar had succeeded in finding so many and 

that Dodd himself missed one significant one, that of "The Apprenticed Son". 

Very few were sceptical of Dodd's work here; Wikgren wrote of Dodd's 
"striving to find some approximation to the Synoptics by identifying 'para-

(251)bolic forms' as distinct from the allegorical." He criticised Dodd
for "Deserting his usual c a u t i o n " i n  citing six passages in which there 

"Is supposedly ' not the remotest likelihood of derivation from Synoptic 

s o u r c e s ' H e  suggested that
"Three of these are commonplace hardly requiring a 'tradition' to 

account for them particularly when Old Testament sources are also 
considered possible. To 12.24 (the seed), one may compare 1 Corin

thians 15.36f> 1 Peter 1.23; to 16.21 (woman in travail), Romans 8. 

18-23, 1 Thessalonians 5*3, many Old Testament passages (for example 

Isaiah 13*8; 26.17; Micah 5*3f) and the Qumran Hodayoth; to 11.9 
(day and night)^ Matthew 6.22f; Mark 4.21 ff and parallels; Romans 

2.19; 1 Thessalonians 5*5-8; Isaiah 50*10 and others. Job 12.25*
In 10.1-5 there may well be reflections . of the Lucan parable 

(15.1-7) and Matthew 7«15f, as also of such Septuagint passages 

as Micah 2.12f, Psalm 94 (95) 7, Ezekiel 34 et passim."
This was a minority reaction and in fact does not disprove Dodd's contention 

unless one is going to abandon Dodd* s entire methodology, as Wikgren sugg
ests we should. He alluded to Goodwin's article which had demonstrated 

John's citation of the Old Testament from memory and rather loosely; "A 
similar use of Synoptic material would go far to explain the character of 

the text where it parallels the Synoptic Gospels."^^^^^ Modern Johannine 

scholarship has, however, rightly followed Dodd at this point.
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Summary and Conclusions.

The analysis completed, Dodd argued for the existence of an indep
endent Johannine tradition which is of considerable historical value 

This conclusion was welcomed by the vast majority of reviewers. We con
clude this section with the opinion of two scholars who expressed serious 

reservations. Wikgren observed that
"The strength of the discussion, in its critical honesty and caution, 

tends to weaken the thesis and to leave one - at least this reader -
with the impression that more often than not the data support the

supposition that John knew and used one or more of the Synoptic 

Gospels, and that with few exceptions a putative tradition seems 
a more tenuous source for other items of authentic, historical 
character

Writing specifically of Dodd’s discussion of the Johannine dialogue form, 

Beare argued "Only he would suggest that behind the Johannine (Hellenistic) 
form is it sometimes possible to discern an underlying dialogue oast in 

the traditional (Jewish) pattern."^^^^^Moreover, "These fragments of 'hist
orical* tradition are embedded in a complex theological structure from

which they can be recovered in any degree only by an extraordinary exhib-
(259)ition of critical virtuosity on the part of the researcher." This

final comment is apt for by no means all who rushed to embrace Dodd's 

conclusions so enthusiastically appreciated the critical acumen involved 

in recovering the Johannine tradition.
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The Scope of the Study#

J. Bligh commented

"The first thing that strikes one about Professor Dodd* s new book, 

'Historical Tradition in the Fourth Gospel*, is that it is a master

piece of the printer's art# An aristocratic volume of 454 pages, 

nine and a half by six inches, weighing one pound thirteen ounces, 
its spihe adorned with the illustrious name of C.H* Dodd and the 

Cambridge crest glittering in gold on navy blue, it seems destined 
to be described as 'monumental'» And yet, as one reads, something

of the initial awe evaporates, for the author has set himself a

(261)
surprisingly modest

Moreover, as we have seen, this aim was set as long ago as 1938#
Bligh continued, having noted critically that the argument moved almost
entirely on the literary level; "To some extent the title is misleading

and the contents are just a little disappointing# Professor Dodd does
not attempt to vindicate the historicity of the * historical tradition* in

the Fourth Gospel....his aim is to show the presence of an independent
strain of tradition in John, not to test its r e l i a b i l i t y . " R e c o g  
nising that Dodd saw his book in some relationship to the resumed "Quest
of the historical Jesus", Bligh asked ''’Whether the limited conclusions

which the author is satisfied to draw, even if accepted without reservation,

will not in fact leave the * quest of the historical Jesus* exactly where it

stood b e f o r e . T h e  truth of this judgement has been vindicated by the

refusal of so many of the 'new questers' to use the Fourth Gospel. If

Bligh* 8 way of making his point was unexpected, nonetheless he had asked
a very pertinent question of a work that had been twenty-five years in the
coming and indeed at this point in the history of scholarship, when many
had already begun to accept the possibility of an independent Johannine

tradition, a discussion of the value of the Johannine tradition was needed.

Thus, to use Brown* s words, "All that can be scientifically estab

lished from this study is that a considerable amount of the Johannine



301
material represents early tradition® That this early tradition accurately 
represents what Jesus said and did still remain to be established, although 
obviously, the earlier the tradition, the less chance of distortion 

Similarly, N. Perrin argued that Dodd had convincingly demonstrated that 
John is independent of the Synoptic Gospel and that he "Has used creatively 

an ancient oral tradition going bade to Palestine before the destruction of 
Jerusalem"^bu?^he warned, noting Dodd’s predisposition towards regarding a 

Christian tradition as historical, "An ancient tradition is not necessarily 

an historical t r a d i t i o n ® " ^ I t  is interesting to note, that within 
Dodd* 8 self-imposed limitation, there is very little in the study to justify 

'Historical* in the title of the book. This adjective can properly be used 
here only in anticipation of his weighing the tradition and finding it his

torically reliable. As Beare warned
"In general, the value and interest of this Gospel surely lie in 

the developed theology of the Evangelist and not in such occasional 
fragments of actual verba Christi as may be uncovered by patient 
search. This is not to suggest that Professor Dodd himself fails 
to give due weight to these considerations. It is a caution, rather, 
to his readers against an over enthusiastic reversion to the histor

ical approach to this Gospel® British scholarship has an unquench
able longing for brute historical and biographical fact, and there 
is the perpetual danger that the wish may give birth to the persua
sion that the facts are more readily ascertainable than is actually
the case.

None of the British reviews show evidence of this weakness, although it was 

to be true of some of the more popular 'new look* publications, and indeed 
true of Dodd in "The Founder of Christianity" and "A Hidden parable in the 
Fourth Gospel" where he moved on, quite unjustifiably, to the reminiscences 

of Jesus in the carpenter's shop.

Other scholars were satisfied by the scope of Dodd's study}

I.H. Marshall happily went back to Gardner-Smith's work with its three points



1) the challenge to the notion of John's dependence on the Synoptics,
2) the suggestion that all the evangelists might have drawn on the common 

store of tradition and 3) the possibility of regarding the Fourth Gospel 
"As an independent authority for the life of Jesus, or at least of the 

traditions current in the Christian Church in the second half of the first 

c e n t u r y . M a r s h a l l  noted that a number of scholars had accepted part 
of Gardner-Smith's thesis "But the key question of the relation of John to 
the Synoptics has not yet been firmly s e t t l e d " M a r s h a l l  argued, as 
others did, that

"Dr. Dodd has placed points (l) and (2) of Mr. Gardner-Smith's 
thesis on a much more solid foundation. The further extremely 

important problem (3) of weighing and assessing the value of this 
source of early tradition as a witness to the actual life and 

teaching of Jesus, wies eigentlich geschehen ist, is not discussed 

(except very briefly) by Dr. Dodd, who is content to leave that 
task to other scholars working on the basis of the evidence he has 

collected. And content he may well be."^^^^^

However, in a book the size of "Historical Tradition in the Fourth Gospel". 

one might have expected either no assessment of the recovered tradition or 
a thorough assessment. Tantalisingly in this book, Dodd had valued highly 

the Johannine tradition where it supported his own theological and critical 
position. This is a significant weakness of the study. This study did not 

convince all scholars of John's independence from the Synoptics. The class
ical example is Barrett, who is as convinced in the second edition of his 

commentary as he was in the first, that John is dependent upon Mark at least.

Grant argued that the supreme value of Dodd's work was in its being 
an exhaustive account of the tradition behind the Fourth Gospel, at least 

that part of it that has any resemblance to the tradition known to us 
through the Synoptics. This concession is also significant in that there 

is much that has no such resemblance. Grant suggested that "It is certain 

to inaugurate a new age in Johannine s t u d i e s . " ^  That is not so; that
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age had dawned long ago. What it did was to lend massive support to the 
endeavour that partly characterised that age, and it was a child of that 

age. Higgins' "The Historicity of the Fourth Gospel" is also a product 

of that new age. It is a much smaller book, embodying but the substance 

of two lectures. Its coverage is not so detailed as that in "Historical 

Tradition in the Fourth Gospel" and it probably would not have been pub
lished after that book, but in some ways it is a much more acute work 

than Dodd* s massive study. Higgins observed how unsatisfactory our port
rait of Jesus would be if we only had the Fourth Gospel,-a point that Dodd 
unsuccessfully tried to answer as we have seen-yet neither did he exag

gerate the similarities or differences. Higgins suggested that the Gospel 
was written for believers. Like Dodd, he maintained that the Fourth Gospel 

"Is both Jewish, because of the Palestinian background of its tradition,
and Greek because of the environment in which it was moulded as a finished 

('272)product." Higgins has a more adequate understanding of the possible
relationship of the Gospel to Qumran; "Clear and undoubted common back

ground of thought and language The major part of Higgins* work is
a study of two narratives, 4*46-54 and chapter 6. Using the same method 
as Dodd, he reached identical conclusions;

"The similarities of the two passages from John discussed above 
are not great enough to support the contention that they are mere 

borrowings from Luke and Matthew and Mark respectively. If, on the 
contrary, they are the deposits of traditions in no way basically 

inferior, and even in some points superior "to the Synoptic parallels, 

the presumption is that the other narratives, unrepresented in the 

other gospels, were also derived from trustworthy tradition."^

In a chapter, entitled "John against the Synoptics", while certainly 
not oblivious to the problems of the Johannine narrative, Higgins is favour

ably impressed by the Johannine account of the Baptist, the visits of Jesus 
to Jerusalem, the Passion Narrative and topographical information. V/hilst 

he agreed that in terms of its publication as a finished document, John* s



Gospel was indeed the fourth, ifi terms of the tradition underlying it,
it was not necessarily so. Higgins did not underestimate the difficulty

of recovering the Johannine tradition; he suggested that the task is

hazardous "Yet it is not a completely hopeless one, especially when there
(275)are embedded in the discourses sayings resembling Synoptic utterances."

His discussion overlapped at some points with Dodd's discussion of Johan
nine Herrenworte; he concluded "That sayings like these belong to a trad
ition which preserved them in a closely similar though not identical form 

to their Synoptic counterparts, rather than that they are simply borrowings 
and adaptations by the e v a n g e l i s t ^ ^  Higgins was impressed by Dodd's 

argument in "According to the Scriptures" which had demonstrated John* s 
independent yet traditional use of testimonies. Thus Higgins argued that 

John is
"Independent of all the Synoptic Gospels, but is familiar with

traditions at points similar to theirs, and with wholly different

traditions....The 'high* or 'advanced* theology could be accounted

for by the intellectual climate in which the Gospel originated....

The sources or traditions used by the Fourth Evangelist deserve at
(277)least as much respect as those employed by the Synoptics."

Higgins would not want to compare his work with Dodd* s. Nonetheless 
he had achieved in a short compass what Dodd had exhaustively demonstrated 

and shown himself more aware of the problems of assessing and using the 
Johannine tradition. It is unfortunate that Dodd only used this tradition 

in the popular "The Founder of Christianity" but, as we have argued, his 

use of it there begs many questions and suggests that Dodd was not the one 

to weigh the tradition.
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Dodd's Understanding of the Johannine Tradition.

It is no overstatement to suggest that in places Dodd had as satis

factory a picture of the tradition and its role in the Church as any 

British scholar. Very early in his career he wrote "The writer (of the 
Fourth Gospel) was probably himself not of the first Christian generation, 

but in the communal life of the Church at Ephesus, to which be belonged, 
he stood in the centre of a living tradition going back to very early days,

and very likely preserving much authentic reminiscences of the first wit- 
i 278^nesses to Christ." Five years later he added "It does give us some

important facts found nowhere else."^^^^^ The early tradition was oral 
tradition with a perspective;

"The recognition of the continuity of oral tradition has been accom
panied by the recognition that, just because it was so vitally related 
to the whole life of an active community, it has been shaped and 

coloured by the conditions, interests and needs of various groups 
within the community at different times. Among its other contents, 
statements about the life and teaching of Jesus bear the stamp of 
the varying 'Sitz im Leben', or 'setting in life' within which the 

tradition was formed and had currency.'* (280)

He insisted that the period of oral tradition continued beypond the New 
Testament p e r i o d . T h i s  understanding of tradition in theory allowed 

Dodd to conceive of the tradition as having a Sitz im Leben in the Ministry 

of Jesus and another in the life of the Church. Yet Dodd never proposed a 

'Sitz im Leben' in the Church later than 10 A.D. and was generally concerned 

only to find the Sitz im Leben in the Ministry of Jesus. Occasionally he 

did propose a Sitz im Leben in a Jewish Christian community facing martyr-
(282)dom or expulsion from the Synagogue. ' Right at the end of "Historical 

Tradition in the Fourth Gospel" , Dodd conceded the possibility of written 

tradition;
"That some parts of it may have been written down by way of aide- 

memoire is always possible, and such written sources may have
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intervened between the strictly oral traditions and our Fourth 
Gospel. If so, I am not concerned with them: I am trying to

discover where, if at all, the finished work still betrays the

existence and character of the oral tradition upon which, directly 
or through the medium of written memoranda, it depends 

It is not easy to see what is being conceded here- and the point demands 
clarification. It might conceivably be the restoration of an earlier int

erest in written sources behind the Fourth Gospel. Dodd, however, did 

maintain a distinction between two forms of the tradition. There is a fixed 
form by which the Evangelist is 'bound* and "A tradition still partly fluid, 

not yet fully crystallised into fixed forms, which he could deal with as he 
chose The fixed form of the tradition may be compared to a reser
voir - Dodd's description-with a number of streams or ducts flowing from 
it. It may well be that the concept of a reservoir suggests something too 

organised, too regulated (depending upon one's understanding of a reservoir) 
and in this respect, Manson's understanding of 'standing' pools or lakes of

tradition is to be preferred. Moreover, since in the fluid stage the trad
ition was "An unarticulated wealth of recollections or reminiscences of the 

words and deeds of Jesus....a host of remembered traits and turns of express

ion, often disjointed and without context but abounding in characteristic 
d e t a i l s , i s  it possible to recover and describe this tradition? It 

appears that such an attendit can only be made once certain substances have 
crystallised and in that case are we not really talking of Johannine trad

ition with all it implies? The tradition behind the Fourth Gospel, it is 

frequently asserted, is both ancient and historically r e l i a b l e . O n e  

oddity within his understanding is that on one occasion the tradition can
embrace what is essentially non-Christian and Hellenistic; we have noted

( 28?)this in the discussion of the first miracle.'’  ̂ The only significance 
we note here is. that in the interests of an understanding of the origin 
and purpose of the Gospel the picture of tradition can be stretched and 

strained.
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Dodd* s understanding of the nature of tradition underwent a radical 

change in "Historical Tradition in the Fourth Gospel" where he suggested 

one that was utterly at odds with his previous one. Indeed, the under
standing of tradition within this book is contradictory. In contrast to 

the dynamic tradition we have a fossilised one, locked away for many years.

In fact, the lack of interest of this moribund tradition for an Ephesian 
community right at the end of the first century is more than once used as 

an argument to support the authenticity and reliability of the Johannine 
tradition. Robinson pressed Dodd at this point; in his "Redating the New 

Testament" , he has conclusively demonstrated that Dodd thought that the 

Evangelist had an "External and second hand relation" to his tradition}^

"It is a curiously passive relationship" Dodd "Speaks of the tradition

on which he * depended* , which he is * following* or * drawing on*, as material 

that * came into his hands* in the form of * information received*, which he 

then *took over*, *made use of* and * worked upon* to his own purpose 
Robinson drew attention to the fact the "Presupposition is that he (the 

Evangelist) was 'incorporating material which, at a distance of place and 
time, he did not ful3^ understand*  ̂ The distance envisaged by Dodd

is a considerable one so that "One may well ask why it should have been to 
this remote and neglected quarry that the evangelist went for his inform

ation or why he should have chosen to take it as ? a starting point for his 
theological adventure* when his own interests and those of his public were

(292)so confessedly different." However, this is not the major problem

which Robinson sees;

"But what needs greatest explanation is the gap in the history of 

the material itself. For it bears all the marks of having been shaped in 
Jewish Christian circles in Judaea, very much in touch with the synagogue, 

prior to the rebellion of 66 - and then to have suffered from an extended 
period of cultural isolation and arrested development until it was reused 

in Hellenistic circles in Asia Minor in the Robinson* s question

must be asked; "If it was locked away for half a century, how and where did
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it survive in this crystallised condition, with those ' almost forgotten 
elements in the background of the story which made it at that time so 

significant for the immediate followers of J e s u s * R o b i n s o n  saw 
three ways out of the problem. The first would involve a denial of Dodd* s 

thesis that there is an ancient tradition behind the Fourth Gospel, the 

second would bridge the gap in terms of something like Brown* s well known 
five-stage model of the compilation of the Gospel, and the third denies 

that the Gospel is so late that there is any gap to bridge. These theories 
cannot be evaluated here, but Dodd* s understanding of the tradition and the 

Evangelist*s relationship to it is patently very unsatisfactory. This 

understanding seems to spring from his picture of the Evangelist and of 

the purpose of the Gospel, formed so long ago. Dodd apparently could not 
adapt these to the results of his later work and the result is an antinomy 

in Dodd*8 understanding of tradition. Dodd frequently suggests a special 
case to remove a difficulty but in this instance, as in others, it presents 
yet more difficulties than it solves. In the final analysis Dodd* s picture 
of the tradition will not bear the weight that it must for his theory to 

hold. In the end all that he had so massively demonstrated here, he had 

suggested very early in his career and he was still not prepared to ask - 

and in fact never did -the vital questions.

Dodd* 8 understanding of tradition as dynamic, and with a perspective
calls into question part of his methodology. This was seen by a number of

the reviewers. Wilder warned that
"Even * primitive* tradition, whether Johannine or synoptic, can be

misleading if we fail to recognise that the retrospective interest
in the person of Jesus represents a clianged perspective. The whole

reservoir of primitive tradition, narrative and sayings; upon which

the four gospels are built had already been radically reshaped by
the translation of the earliest witnesses into various expressions

(295and forms of Christological piety and faith.."'

Marshall also noted that John remembered and wrote "In the context of
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church Brown wondered whether the elimination of all possible
Johannine theological elements was not a severe weakness/"Have we any real 

evidence that the historical tradition in the Fourth Gospel was ever 
preached bereft of its theological interpretation? Is it not possible 

that the blend of history and theology that Dodd sees in the final conqp- 
osition took place all along the line in Johannine circles?"^^^^^ Brown 

knew that Dodd thought this unlikely, but "Dodd believes that this trad
ition has evolved and that it has maiy characteristics like those of the 

Synoptic tradition, which is more or less a product of corporate exper- 
ence."^^^^^ Marshall too, asked "What becomes of Dr. Dodd* s distinction

(299)between tradition and interpretation?"' ' Dodd had made too hard and 

fast a distinction and one that is not tenable.

Thus Wikgren posed the vital double question; "Is the posited, 

historical tradition reliable? Is it reliable as communicated through a 
composition of the character of the Fourth G o s p e l ? " D o d d  had long 

regarded the Christian tradition as one that must contain reliable histor
ical information. In this belief he was followed by many scholars and 

Hunter argued that the implication of Dodd* s study "Makes the historicity 
of the Fourth Gospel the livest issue in New Testament studies today 

Others were not convinced; Beare wrote
"Professor Dodd has greatly strengthened the case for taking the 
Fourth Gospel seriously as a quarry for historical facts concerning 

Jesus of Nazareth. I am left with the feeling that when its evi

dence has been sifted and weighed, it does not add greatly to the 

meagre store of facts which are supplied hy the Synoptics. Y/here 
it differs from them, it is not to be automatically ruled out of 

consideration....But I wonder if the total effect of this investi
gation may not be misleading in that it does not take into account 

the unreality of the general picture of Jesus in this Gospel."^^^^^ 
One final methodological weakness may be commented on. Only part

of the Johannine tradition can be evaluated, that with Synoptic affinities
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but "In the course of the long discourses especially, there is much that 
is peculiarly Johannine* For that we have no scientific basis on which we 

may definitely decide what is truly a reflection of ancient tradition."

This is not necessarily a grave weakness, but it demands that Kysar*s 
questions be put; "Exactly how rich and creative was the pre-literary 

history of the gospel material? How varied and numerous were traditions?
How localised were t h e y ? " ^ D o d d ,  as Kysar suggests, "Understands the 

pre-literary tradition as preservative rather than disruptive of the unity 
of the Christian m e s s a g e T h e  implication is that, even where we 

cannot check it, the Johannine tradition is reliable but implicitly there 

is the understanding that the Synoptic tradition is more concerned with 
the strictly historically and is more reliable in this area for otherwise 

there would be no need to use it as the * yardstick* by which the Johannine 

is discussed.

Dodd* s understanding of tradition is ultimately contradictory. There 

is an unbridgeable gap between his early understanding and that adopted in 

"Historical Tradition in the Fourth Gospel" . His early understanding was 

correct, but this has been * jettisoned* in order to retain a picture of 
the evangelist. Moreover, this early understanding, with its insistence 

that the early Church "Did its business in the world primarily through the 
medium of the living voice, in worship, teaching and missionary preaching, 

and out of these three forms of activity-liturgy, didachekerygma - a trad
ition was built up"(^^^), rendered untenable the distinction that Dodd made 

between tradition and interpretation and demanded that he ask the questions 

that he postponed for ultimately it seems impossible that a tradition be 

recovered without assessment of that putative tradition being an integral 

part of the recovery process.
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Concluding observations.

Throughout "Historical Tradition in the Fourth Gospel" Dodd's 

investigation was primarily concerned with questions of literary depend
ence. There is a distinction to be made between the literary dependence 

or independence of a passage and its historical worth. Recently, D.A.
Carson has argued that Dodd "Repeatedly turns the literary inquiry into 

historical c o n s i d e r a t i o n s ^ H e  asserts that "Such literary concerns 
are essentially little more than Dodd* s method for tackling historical 
q u e s t i o n s . C a r s o n  has overstated his case but he has drawn our 

attention to significant problems for Dodd once he ventured any judgment 
of historical probability of the Johannine strain of the tradition that 

he had recovered. We have already argued that Dodd should not have att
empted any such judgments in this book. Once Dodd had, he should have 

asked "How the problem of synoptic/fourth gospel literary relationship 

and the problem of the historical trustworthiness of the fourth gospel 

should properly be related."^^^^^ Dodd never apparently asked this quest
ion.

Ultimately Dodd* s position seems to be ideological rather than 
methodological. He had always maintained that Christiaiaty was an hist
orical religion and that a Christian Gospel and the tradition underlying 

it were concerned to present historical facts about Jesus. He moved to 
the position that the most mature presentation of the Gospel in the 

Fourth Gospel was based on the most historically reliable presentation 
of those facts. This position is to be seen in "The Founder of Christ

ianity" .

Goodwin posed another significant question. What does it mean to 
say that John knows the Synoptics? Dodd assumes that this implies that 

John had the Synoptics before him in written form. Frequently the argu
ment takes a form similar to this, "We ask, first, what motive John could 
have had for altering this at all."^^^^^ Carson asks "Might not the
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dependency be there, in the sense that John had read, pondered, and even 
partly memorized the synoptics (or one or two of Ihem) and then decided 

to write his own book?"^^^^^ Goodwin had argued some twenty-five years 
ago that this was precisely how John had used the Old Testament* If this 

were so, a measure of dependency exists but there would be no way in 

which such dependency could be proved, not least because "John is, ling-
(312)uistically speaking, remarkably uniform." ' Dodd may have posed an 

invalid antithesis; either John is independent or he has * capriciously* 
and * inexplicably* made changes from the Synoptic narratives.

Carson asks pertinently "Why not the far simpler theory, that John wrote 
his own book, in his own style, with his own themes? It happens every 

day...If the fourth evangelist had access to all sorts of excellent in
formation, in addition to the synoptics, what is implausible about the 

suggestion that he freely composed his own book?"^^^^^ If this is so, 
one of Dodd*s key methodological tools is no longer of such value; "To 

appeal to Johannine theology, or even to Johannine drama, is not itself 
an adequate basis for separating out the historical from the later acc- 
r e t i o n . " ( 3 1 5 )

Thus serious methodological questions may be asked of Dodd* s whole 
endeavour. There were other questions of a less serious nature.

"Historical Tradition in the Fourth Gospel" owed very little to 

the work of other scholars. Brown was one of very few to criticise this,

"It is a brilliant tour de force to write a work such as this from 

one* s own study of the Gospels without giving much attention to 
other literature on the subject....Nevertheless so much has been 

written on John that we may ask if one can really afford to do 

this solo work. For many individual passages in John treated in 

this book the reviewer can name articles which are better than 

Dodd* 3 treatment and from which Dodd* s general thesis would have 

benefited.
This could have been said of almost any book that Dodd wrote. There was
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not apparently a dialogue between Dodd and the rest of the Johannine 

scholarly world. They showed much awareness of his work and he but 

little of theirs. Many of the works that Dodd reviewed so appreciat
ively have ultimately influenced him little.

Secondly, Dodd's discussion of the Dead Sea Scrolls was inadequate. 

Hunter noted this; "One surprise only have I had - Dodd's declared in
ability to 'discern close and striking affinity between the Fourth Gospel 

and the literature of Q u m r a n * H u n t e r  did not argue the case in 
his review but there was a general recognition of their importance at this 

time, Dodd referred to the Scrolls on just six occasions, Dodd, in his 

review of Bernard* s commentary, severely criticised him for ignoring the 
Hellenistic background; the same criticism might, as appropriately, be 

made of an author who in this period ignored the potential importance of 
Q u m r a n , ^ A  small minority welcomed Dodd's stance: Bligh suggested 

"No doubt some of the Megillomaniacs will take him to task for this, but 
before doing so they ought to attempt to demonstrate the alleged affin-

(319)ityo" Even though the second edition of Barrett's commentary may
appear to have rehabilitated Dodd* 3 stance, this was a severe and important 
weakness, precisely because he was attempting to recover an ancient trad

ition with a southern Palestinian background, even if that for him meant 
mostly one with an interest in Jerusalem.

"Historical Tradition in the Fourth Gospel" was not so unambiguously 
received as "The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel" . This was in no 

small way due to the scholarly world wanting the book that Dodd had not 
written, the attempt to place the Johannine tradition "Firmly in its 
total historical environment by the use of all the available evidence 

Shortly , many studies were to be published attempting the task that Dodd 

had postponed. The time for such studies was here, A number of reviewers 

mentioned this; for example, Simon,
"About: the indication peculiar to the Fourth Gospel, but repeated 

three times (3.22, 3.26 and 4.1) that Jesus was baptizing, the
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author suggests that 'here we are dealing with an undigested 
scrap of genuine information* . As for the addition in 4.2 (though 

Jesus himself baptised not, but his disciples), he sees in it 'the 
work of a subsequent redactor, who took exception to the idea that 
Jesus was (as it were) a second Baptist*• The argument could, it 
seems, just as well be reversed; to one so deeply concerned with 

the sacramental nature of Christianity as the author of the Fourth 

Gospel, it would indeed be a most welcome opportunity to be able 
to trace the origins of Christian Baptism to Jesus himself.

At so many points Dodd*s study suggested the need for the quest of the 
J ohannine community•

One oddity was that the book did not enjoy in some periodicals 

lengthy reviews by experts. This was in marked contrast to "The Inter-
(322)pretation of the Fourth Gospel". * Most would have accepted Grant* s

verdict that "Historical Tradition in the Fourth Gospel" was "One of the 
great achievements of New Testament s c h o l a r s h i p M a n y  welcomed the 

change it implied in the Bultmannian and post-Bultmannian understanding 
of the Fourth G o s p e l . ^ I n  short, more so than perhaps for any of his 

major works, attitudes varied depending upon the reviewers own approach 
to Johannine studies and in particular upon what each was looking for in 

the Fourth Gospel.
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"There and back again" •

In 1932 Dodd published a book for children with this title; it 
also seems an appropriate description of much of his work on the Johannine 

writings. The essential Doddian stance has never changed. Ideas formed 
very early in his career were held by Dodd until the end of that long 

career, when they often appeared strange and caused tensions and contra
dictions within his work. For the same reason Dodd’s work has not made 

the impact expected on recent Johannine scholarship and his position 

within the ’new look’ , which he did so much to under gird, seems so odd.

Our intention is to discuss this strange situation and offer some tenta

tive conclusions on Dodd’s work.

Throughout this study we have placed Dodd* s work in the context of 

Johannine studies in the English-speaking world. It is still possible to 
do so in the present chapter, although a change of situation must be noted. 
For the first time there is a radical breach between American and British 
scholarship, it may well be argued that American scholarship has become 
* Continental’. Moreover, in this period, while British scholarship 

has produced some significant commentaries, American scholarship has 
tended to produce seminal articles, although Brown’s commentary has rightly

(2)been described as ’Magisterial* . Indices may well be poor indicators of 
the impact of a scholar’s work upon his colleagues, but,with this limit
ation noted, some interesting facts emerge. In the second edition of 
Barrett’s commentary, Dodd is the second most cited authority, Bultmann 

being the first. Barrett’s use of Dodd is not altogether typical of the 

current British scenej for example, Lindars cites Dodd comparatively 

rarely. The coinparatively few citations of Dodd in Brown’s commentary 

adequately indicates the present situation in American scholarship which 
is no longer interested in maintaining the dialogue with Dodd. While it 

would be a gross over-simplification to argue that Barrett has totally 
rehabilitated the major Doddian stance, he has prevented the total rel

inquishment of some Doddian positions and called into question a number
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of theories which had apparently won the day. This is not to suggest 
that Barrett’s position is identical to Dodd’s. Further, Barrett noted 

that his commentary was ’ old fashioned* . Instinctively British scholar
ship responds to Dodd. What Barrett wrote specifically of Dodd’s account 
of the religious environment of the Fourth Evangelist may be cited as 

typical of much British reaction to all of Dodd’s work on the Fourth 
Gospel, "No one could hold that account and its author in greater respect 
than I do."^^^ This essential contrast between American and British 
scholarship has been epitomised in R. Kysar’s "The Fourth Evangelist and 

his Gospel" and S.S. Smalley’s "John, evangelist and interpreter". Kysar 
attempted to repeat W.F. Howard’s work for his own generation, that is 

from the 1960’s until the early 1970* s, and Smalley, although working on 
a ’wider canvas’, is firmly writing from within the ’ new look’• Kysar 

has but five references to Dodd, whereas Smalley cites him most often, 

the second-most cited scholar being Brown.

The present situation.

For the most part aiy placing of Dodd’s work in the context of 

Johannine studies in the late sixties and early seventies, will simply 

show how discontinuous so much of that work is with Dodd’s own.

Kysar summarised six ’recent accomplishments’ of Johannine study; 
these reflect accurately enough the state of current Johannine scholarship. 

There is traditional material in the Gospel which has evolved over the 
years through a complicated p r o c e s s . I t  is essentially a ’community’s 
document’ Its milieu is nonconformist Judaism^^^ and the dialogue

between John’s church and the synagogue is the determining element ’ in 
the concrete situation of the Fourth Evangelist’ .'  ̂Fifthly, "Research 

on the religious thought of the gospel demonstrates that it is an inno

vative and sophisticated mode of Christian thought radically Christo-
line 
n(9)

centric in all its expressions"and, finally, the Johannine community

is "A distinctive form of early Christian life and thought.’
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None of this is necessarily inconsistent with the agenda that Dodd

set for Johannine scholarship. At the end of "Historical Tradition in the

Fourth Gospel", he declared that "The tradition, envisaged as clearly as
may be, must be set firmly in its total historical environment, by the use
of all available evidence However, Dodd and mu oh recent Johannine

scholarship have gone different ways. Dodd naturally involved himself in
( 11 )the quest of the historical Jesus. * Much Johannine scholarship has 

tended to become much more involved in the quest of the historical Johan
nine community, as indeed we have suggested Dodd should have done. Dodd 

was one of the first British scholars to appreciate the value of Form 
criticism, but he did not, maybe could not, share one of its basis axioms^ 

"Wellhausen and Bultmann were pioneers in insisting that the Gospels tell 
us primarily about the church situation in which they were written and 

only secondarily about the situation of Jesus which prima facie they des-
(12)cribe". Dodd could have accepted Brown’s re-phrasing of this; "Prim

arily, the gospels tell us how the evangelist conceived of, and presented, 

Jesus to a Christian community in the last third of the first century, a 

presentation that indirectly gives us an insight into the community’s life 
at the time when the gospel was w r i t t e n W h e r e a s  Brown argued that 

"The gospels offer limited means for reconstructing the ministry and 
message of the historical J e s u s " D o d d ,  whilst not contradicting this 
explicitly, believed that it was of the essential nature of a gospel to 

record reliable historical information.

It is difficult to assess the extent of Dodd’s influence on recent 

Johannine scholarship. If we turn, again to Kysar,Is six ’recent accomp

lishments’ , Dodd had done much to demonstrate the Fourth Gospel’s use of 
an ancient tradition, although he did not concede the possibility of the 

’rather complex process’ of composition over a lengthy period because, 
while he would not have denied that the Gospel was in some sense a comm

unity's document, he saw the hand of the ’Master Propagator’ of Christ

ianity in Ephesus. For this reason, too, he did not accept that the milieu
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of the Gospel is to be found in nonconformist Judaism. Whilst there are 
hints in his writings that the conflict/dialogue with the Synagogue is 

part of the background of the Gospel, these are not satisfactorily foll

owed up and he would have denied that they were in any way a major part 

of the Johannine church situation. Doubtless Dodd would have accepted 

that the Fourth Gospel was Christocentrio. but he would have been unable 

to have accepted recent scholarship* s reasons for this. To have accepted 

the sixth accomplishment, with its emphasis on the distinctive character 
of Johannine Christianity, would have involved Dodd withdrawing from his 

unitive understanding of primitive Christianity.

In the same survey Kysar enlarged upon four remaining vital quest
ions. The first is "What are the contours of the traditional materials 

used by the evangelist?"^^ By this Kysar understands that "The task
now before scholarship is to reach some greater degree of consensus be

tween what is traditional and what is redactional in the gospel 

He was well aware of the difficulties occasioned by the sharp divergencies 
among the many source theories but in a later article he noted a growing 

c o n s e n s u s . ^ D o d d  had been interested in this area, had indeed thought 
it promising and yet had come to reject it. In this rejection he was 

following a typical British approach. Secondly, "What was the character 
of the amorphous Judaism claimed by some to have been intellectual milieu 

of the evangelist?" Dodd had some difficulty in dealing with anything
that might be described as amorphous. Barrett commended Dodd for demon

strating that part of the background of ’The name of God’ was to be found 

in Rabbinic meditations on the disasters that befell Israel in the period 

70-135 A.D.- and that such Rabbinic material came into being over a fairly 

long period of time but noted that he was not always mindful of this "And 
in general appears to be satisfied to consider the Judaism of the first 

century as a whole, as though what applied to the time of Jesus applied
equally to the time of John, although one lies more than a generation

( 19^before 70 A.D. and the other almost a generation after."' ' Dodd’s
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centripetal approach extended to his consideration of Judaism; this is 
unsatisfactory. The third question can be posed because Dodd* s solution, 

and those of others, has been rejected; "What are the categories which
(20)best enable us to apprehend the thought of the evangelist?"^ ' Kysar 

emphasises that these have not yet been found; "Such a real comprehension, 

of the way the mind of the evangelist works would release us from the some
times fruitless discussion of Johannine ideas which seem to mirror the

(21)minds of the exegetes more than the evangelist." The final question,
simply posed, presents most problems; "What are the results of doing theo

logical analysis of the gospel on the basis of the findings of the most
( 22)recent literary and historical criticism?"^ ' It is in this area that

(23)Kysar is most critical of recent Johannine scholarship. ' If scholars 
did pursue this path, Kysar is sure that a breakthrough would come;

"What results would come from carefully distinguishing the thought 

of the evangelist from the thought of his traditional materials 
and from his later revisers? What would be the results if the 

theological analyst kept always before him or her the image of 
both the intellectual milieu of the evangelist and the concrete 
situation of the evangelist? The results, of course, would be an

( 24)excitingly nev/ perspective on the thought of the gospel."

There is nothing new in this part of Kysar* s agenda for Johannine 

scholarship; "There and back again" might well be applied to this scholar

ship in the whole period under review. This is not to express a cynicism 
but a fact. What is different, from time to time, is the understanding of 

the milieu of the Fourth Evangelist and his church situation* VJhile Kysar 

and D.M. Smith before him. might speak of a developing consensus with 
regard to the source criticism of the Fourth Gospel, there have always

(25)been significant scholars who have not shared in it. Moreover, there
is the inherent danger of circularity in the course that Kysar proposed.

Kysar* s approach is much more typical of American than British 

scholarship. The pre-supposition of this approach is "That the theological
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analysis of the gospel cannot be done simply on the gospel as it stands 
before us* The assumption will be debated by some, but it seems that 

attempting to discuss the thought of the gospel without fully compre

hending the evangelist* s use of tradition, or his intellectual or concrete 

situation is paramount to a dogmatic, pre-critical m e t h o d I f  this 

were so, then much British scholarship, certainly that of Dodd, would be 
called into question. There is some truth in his contention that, for 
example, Dodd has been much more successful in his recovery of the Johan

nine tradition than in his understanding of how the Evangelist used it.

There is, of course, nothing mandatory about this agenda that Kysar sets, 

and indeed, it might well be impossible. The radical difference between 
American and British scholarship at this point has been neatly summarised 

by S. Neil;
"Those of us who sat at the feet of Alexander N air ne learned long 

ago that theology is a department of the worship of the Church. 
Without adoration, no good theology. Dr. Dodd writes so well and 

movingly of the Fourth Gospel only because over twenty-five years 

he had drunk of its spirit, and learned that same attitude of 

adoring reverence face to face with the mystery of the Word made
(27)flesh, which is characteristic of the Fourth Evangelist."

Such British scholarship has naturally believed that theological analysis 

of the Gospel can be done on the Gospel as it stands before us as scripture. 
It has achieved this wellr not least in the commentaries of Barrett and 
Hoskyns and "The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel"- and it has not been 
bereft of critical acumen. Here Dodd stood firmly in the tradition of 

British scholarship.
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Scholarship* s influence on Dodd.

Such influence was small; even what he reviewed so appreciatively 
never seems to have been followed up in his published work. In his 

eighty-eighth year Dodd acknowledged a method other than his own, "He 
(Brown) would seem to have read nearly everything written on this subject 

this century" - that might conceivably have been true of Dodd - and "His
C 28 )use of sucii secondary sources is acute and discriminating." This was

not true of Dodd, Dillistone sees formidable strength here& "If he (Dodd)
did not know sources at first-hand, he would not guide. This was typical

of his method. Many have remarked on the absence of reference to other

scholars in his work. This was indicative of his concentration on primary 
( oq)sources." ^  This is a poor comparison; while it is indeed the task of 

the scholar to concentrate on primary sources, it is also the duty of the 
scholar to consider the work of his colleagues. There were criticisms to 

which Dodd should have responded. Frequently, rather than discuss such 
criticisms, which were damaging to his central thesis, Dodd repeated his 

thesis. One example will suffice. In his "Christianity according to Saint 

John", Howard made use of Pribnow* s conclusion that a whole range of words 

common in the language of Hellenistic religion are missing in the Fourth 
Gospel. In his review of Howard® s book, Dodd simply repeated his central 
thesis. In exactly the same way he did not grapple with the implications 

of Ki3-patrick* 3 work in the same area.^^^^ Dodd had a picture of the 
Fourth Evangelist and his Gospel which he could not change. There is 

little doubt that Dodd* s work would have benefited from a more realistic 

dialogue with contemporary scholarship.

The difficulty in assessing Dodd* s work - and indeed in discovering

his position on some matters- is deciding what importance to attach to

his reviews© There is no doubt that Dodd knew what he was not prepared
to concede. In response to Robinson*s redating of the Fourth Gospel, Dodd

( 31 ̂adamantly held to his understanding©^ ' The real problem arises when it 

appears as though Dodd might have changed his mind. In 1973, in two
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publications, Robinson drew attention to such an apparent change of mind.
In "The use of the Fourth Gospel for Christelog.y today" and "The human 

face of God". Robinson argued that in John 1 .14 we are dealing with a 
parable. This would be another example of a parabolic basis for the 

father-son language in the Fourth Gospel. Our concern is with Dodd's 

comment, "I think we should now agree that the true rendering is ' a
father's only son', the statement being, as in other similar passages,

( 32)essentially a parable."^ This comment was conveyed in a letter to 

Robinson about the same time as Dodd described the Prologue as a "Pro

foundly philosophical statement, and its philosophy, as it appears to me, 

underlies the whole Gospel and provides a necessary clue to many of its 
s e c r e t s Q u i t e  apart from the fact that this comment shows Dodd able 

and willing to grapple with new ideas so late in his career, too much must 
not be built on such appreciative comments. It would have been interesting 

to have seen how Dodd could have used this 'parable' in his essentially 
metaphysical understanding of the Prologue. I suggest that Dodd could not 

have used it for it would have involved the negation of his primary under
standing of the Prologue still seen so clearly in his review of Brown' a 

commentary ©

What also emerges from this brief discussion is that there is a 

tendenqy in certain circles to seek the implicit approval of Dodd, the 

then acknowledged doyen of of British New Testament scholars. This is 
not to make a * cheap* point but to assert that English-speaking scholar

ship was more influenced by Dodd than ever he was by it.
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The Doddian consistency.

Dodd throughout his long career had been consistent in his under

standing of the background, date, place and purpose of the Fourth Gospel.
The extent of this consistency may easily be gauged from his review of 

Brown's commentary. This was published in 1972, but in all essentials 
it could have come from Dodd* s pen at any time after the early nineteen- 

thirties. Consistency is not inherently bad, but this is an isolated 
and insulated one in that Dodd did not take account of either the work 
of other scholars or discoveries like the Dead Sea Scrolls. Further, 

this consistency has been maintained at the expense of a contradictory 

understanding of tradition and has led him in the interest of his domin
ating picture of the Fourth Evangelist and his Gospel to have ignored 

his own discovery of the Churcb/Synagogue situation as part of both the 
background and purpose of the Fourth Gospel. Dodd consistently held the 

belief that in the Fourth Gospel we have the most developed re-statement 
of the common New Testament message. For Dodd this involved a compara

tively late date, from the late nineties of the first century to the very 
early twenties of the second century, and his reasons for this late date 

do not spring, as he suggested in his letter to Robinson, from the Fourth 
Gospel itself, but rather from his picture of the Evangelist as the * Master 

Propagator* of Christianity to the Hellenistic world. This picture was 

classically set forth in "The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel" and, 
as we have seen, a number of reviewers made very damaging criticisms.

The determining feature in Dodd* s total understanding of the Fourth Gospel 

is this picture of the Fourth Evangelist as one who, in the interests of 

the fullest expression of Christianity, perfectly fused Jewish and Hellen
istic categories so impregnated with the Christian tradition for the propa

gation of the Gospel. In his classical period little justice was done to 
the Jewish side of the perfect fusion. There remains the possibility that 
Dodd has made the Fourth Evangelist in his own image; in Kysar* s own words, 

"The historical judgement that the fourth evangelist wedded the Platonic
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and Hebraic perspectives into one for the propagation of the Christian 
faith may suggest Dodd's own commitment to both of these perspectives 

and his interest in articulating the Christian faith by a means of a 
blending of these p e r s p e c t i v e s ^ T h i s  led Dodd to deny one of his 

own insights. No one had stressed the centripetal nature of the New 

Testament more than Dodd, yet when Bernard, and Hoskyns sought to under

stand the Fourth Gospel from within the Biblical/Christian tradition 
alone, he roundly criticised them. Bernard and Hoskyns had a more con

sistent understanding of the centripetal approach to the New Testament 
than Dodd, for whom the centripetality had to embrace both the higher 

religions of paganism and Greek philosophy.

His tenacity in holding to this picture of the Evangelist has led 

him to the ultimately contradictory picture of tradition, which has been 

discussed in the previous chapter, Dodd was given an opportunity to 
change this in his review of Brown's commentary with its five-stage model 

of the composition of the Gospel. Brown saw an intimate relationship 
between the Evangelist and the tradition throughout the first four stages, 

whereas Dodd had seen a secondhand one. V/hen Dodd discussed Brown's 

theory he did so not in terms of its assisting us to understand the rel

ationship of the Evangelist to the tradition, but in terms of its aiding 
us to "Clarify the movement of thought, with its sometimes surprising 

transitions."

Having rediscovered the importance of the Churcl^Synagogue situation 

as part of the background of the tradition behind the Fourth Gospel, Dodd's 

understanding of the Evangelist prevented him from following it up. This 
has involved Dodd in presenting a picture of the Evangelist as one who 

went, how we are not told, to a tradition whose interests were utterly 
different from those of his public, even taking over set pieces which 

apparently have little to say to that public

Dodd has consistently argued that Christianity is a historical 
religion. It was natural for Dodd to argue that the tradition behind
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the Fourth Gospel was an historical tradition. Behind his obvious pref
erence for the Johannine tradition in his reconstruction of the life and 

teaching of Jesus in "The Founder of Christianity" seems to be the pre
supposition that the most developed restatement of the common New Testa

ment message contained the most reliable historical tradition. The weak

ness here is that the position assumes that the Evangelist was as.inter
ested in the historical as Dodd himself was. That may be so but it is 

strange that Dodd took so long to grapple with the essential historical 
problems of the Johannine tradition. It is even more surprising when it 
is observed that this preference for the Johannine tradition was a radical 

change of opinion from his position in his review of Bernard's commentary. 

Lest this be thought a severe judgement, it is necessary to recall that 

Dodd's position in "Historical Tradition in the Fourth Gospel" existed 
as long ago as 1926. In a major work, Dodd never discussed the essential 

problems and in these works we never get beyond the equation that trad
itional equals historically reliable. We have argued that Dodd's use of 
the Johannine and Synoptic tradition in "The Founder of Christianity” is 
essentially 'pre-critical*. Thus, whilst his extensive use of the Johan
nine tradition in "The Founder of Christianity" is discontinuous with his 

early work, Dodd's insistence that there is an ancient historical trad

ition behind the Fourth Gospel is continuous with some of his earliest 

work. Yet, without the extensive study hinted at, at the end of "Histor
ical Tradition in the Fourth Gospel", Dodd's work in this field is ult

imately unsatisfying.
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Minor changes of stance.

There have been a number of minor changes in Dodd* s position. To 

describe these changes as minor is to suggest that some of them were 

already implicit in Dodd* s understanding and that none of them led him 
to a radical reassessment of his approach to, and understanding of, the 

Fourth Gospel.

Dodd is rightly remembered as one who changed his mind about the 
historical value of the Fourth Gospel. It was a significant change of 

mind, but it must be remembered that as early as 1921 Dodd was indicating 
an area in which the Fourth Gospel was an important source of reliable 

historical i n f o r m a t i o n . ^ H e  never totally wrote off the historical 
value of the Fourth Gospel. Secondly, he changed his position over the 

relationship of the Fourth Gospel to the Synoptics. It was another sig
nificant change in that Dodd had gone some long way towards establishing 

the Fourth Gospel's dependence on the Synoptics. Both of these changes 

spring from the long-held view that behind the Fourth Gospel there is an 
ancient tradition and in neither area was Dodd* s work initially innova

tive. These two changes, thought by so many reviewers to be the most 
significant, are of less importance than many reviewers of Dodd's work 

believe, and owe much to consistent strands within his work. For these 
changes to be considered really significant, Dodd would have had to 

discuss in depth the questions he postponed at the end of "Historical 
Tradition in the Fourth Gospel" . There is no evidence to suggest that 

he could have discussed these other than in the context of his definitive 
stance and indeed it would have been very difficult to have discussed 
them in that context. That this is so, may be seen from the strange juxta
position of the classical Doddian stance and the stress on the historical 
value of the Johannine tradition in "The Founder of Christianity" where 

the reader is presented with an antimony rather than a harmony.

Dodd abandoned his search for v/ritten sources behind the Fourth
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Gospel, He came to stress the essentially oral nature of the tradition, 
yet still admitted the possibility of some written materialo The insist

ence on oral tradition, within the context of his own admission about the 

possibility of written material, required more defending than Dodd was 
prepared to give it. Some scholars, in their search for written sources, 

were stimulated by Dodd's work, Nicol argues that
"C.H. Dodd made many observations which may point to a semeia 
source. By means of form criticism in the wider sense he tried 

to identify the traditional material in the Gospel, In general 
he regarded as traditional that material which bore more resem

blance to the form and content of the Synoptic traditions than 
to the typical Johannine theological themes. In the case of all 

seven miracles, he thought that the Evangelist used a short 
story from the tradition, and in many instances his divisions 

between the traditional and Johannine material coincided exactly
C 38)with the divisions of source criticism."

Thus, although Dodd has explicitly refused to embark upon the quest for 
written sources, and had indeed maintained that the early Church was not 
a 'bookish community', much current search for written sources is not as 

discontinuous with Dodd's work as may appear. Indeed, Dodd's work has 

given it some stimulus. He would have been surprised by this, but he was 

apparently not aware of the significance of the concession about written 
aide-mimoire, though doubtless he would have denied that these were sources 

as such.

In common with much British scholarship Dodd came to see that any 

reordering of the text of the Fourth Gospel created as many problems as 

it solved. It is doubtful whether this is in itself significant. It 
might well have come from a determination to come to terms with the profund

ity of the Evangelist's mind and Dodd's attempt in "The Interpretation^ 

the Fourth Gospel" will always be significant.

The final change of mind concerns the definition of Gnosticism,
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In his earlier years, certainly including the period of his work on the 
Johannine Epistles, Dodd was prepared to find a setting for the Fourth 
Gospel within Gnosticism, understood as a pre-Christian movement, of 

v/hich the Hermetica was a part* Later he came to understand it in the 
traditional British way as a Christian heresy (or heresies)* He no, 
longer considered the Hermetica as associated with Gnosticism* One 
result was that he continued to place a high value on the Hermetica but 

placed a much lower value on Gnosticism*

The Johannine Epistles*

It is difficult to assess the impact of Dodd on current scholar

ship* English-speaking scholarship still awaits a major commentary on 

the Johannine Epistles* This scholarship has not got beyond a dialogue 
with Dodd even though its interests, as reflected in Houlden* s commentary 

and Painter's study, are not really continuous with those of Dodd* We 
have argued that Dodd's work in this area is dated, mainly because of his 

picture of the Fourth Evangelist and his deficient understanding of sect
arian Judaism* In this area^too, Dodd did not enter into a discussion with 

his critics. There is little to suggest that any major Doddian insight 

will be rehabilitated in any forthcoming work*



329
Conclusions.

According to Caird, Dodd intended to write a commentary on the 
Fourth Gospel; in the event it was not even begun* For many, the climax 
of Dodd* s career was his receiving "The New English Bible" in Westminster

( 39)Abbey on l6th March, 1970, ' Caird suggests that his work on tliis

project prevented his even beginning the commentary. There is no attempt 
whatever to belittle Dodd's achievement here, or indeed the amount of 

work that it must have involved but it seems doubtful whether this could 
have been the reason for his not writing the commentary, A glance at the 

bibliography of Dodd* s writings shows that he was still very active in 
this period which was marked by the revision of the 8arum Lectures, In 

publishing terms Dodd seems to have been as active in this period as any 
other. Thus it becomes difficult to avoid the conclusion that he chose 

not to write the commentary. Any reasons can only be speculative, and of 

little value, but it might tentatively be suggested that Dodd was not 

prepared at this stage in his career for that radical questioning of his 

definitive stance that any such commentary would appear to have involved.

Whatever the explanation, it is a matter of regret that his Johan

nine studies are less complete than he intended®

At the end of his study, Kysai* summarised a number of Doddian pre

suppositions. Many of these were typical of English-speaking scholarship 

of the time, and many scholars found their instinctive approach vindicated 
in Dodd's masterly studies, Kysar declared that Dodd "Has a predilection 

to deal with the historical questions posed by the text;"^^^^ by this he 

meant that Dodd was especially concerned with questions of historical 

background and historical tradition, Dodd's interests and those of many 

of his colleagues coincided at this point. Within the earlier part of 

our period when most British New Testament scholars were thoroughly edu
cated in the classics, sometimes to the exclusion of the study of Aramaic 
and Hebrew, Dodd's insistence that the Fourth Gospel is a skilful fusion
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as the vindication of the typical British approach to the Fourth Gospel, 
Dodà’s picture of the Evangelist as a mature and versatile thinker struck 

a chord within British scholarship, which had frequently found in the 
Fourth Gospel, a support for its theological understanding of Christianity, 

For Dodd, and for the majority of British scholars, theology is metaphys

ical, What Kysar wrote specifically of Dodd has a much wider application; 
"Theology for him is metaphysical by its very definition, it would 

seem. Hence, theological thought is correctly speculative in 
nature. Consequently, Dodd expects New Testament passages to make 

metaphysical assertions about such matters as creation, Christ- 
ology, soteriology etc. Theology, Dodd seems to imply, structures 

a system by which the Christian apprehends and articulates the 

nature of reality itself.
British scholars also generally responded positively to his consistent 
claim that theology is historically grounded, that is/ that the ultimately 

real has been revealed in the history of Israel, and totally in the hist
orical Jesus. Dodd did not deny the possibility of revelation elsewhere; 

in fact, he operates within an understanding of natural theology which 

many held at this time.

Thus, Dodd was vn-iting from within a congenial atmosphere to those 

who would most naturally respond within that atmosphere. Dodd was the 
outstanding scholar of his generation and the natural leader of those 
who shared his basic approach. English-speaking scholarship has no alt

ernative but to come to terms with the very different approaches of Dodd 

and Bultmann to the Johannine literature in the knowledge that each scholar 
has found his definitive understanding of Christianity classically expressed

there.

Neither of Dodd's great works on the Fourth Gospel is innovative.

In the early part of our period, Dodd's work for the most part reflected 

» current orthodoxy' ; where he did not, it was in his refusal to totally
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write off the historical value of the Fourth Gospel. The flowering of 
Doddian Johannine studies would appear to be in the late nineteen 

thirties when much work that was to culminate in "The Interpretation of 
the Fourth Gospel" began. This book, so widely appreciated, has in fact 

dated very rapidly; it was almost a ‘child out of its times' before it was 
published. Here, the definitive Doddian stance achieved classical exp

ression. Thus, wtiilst his later writings also reflected * current ortho
doxy* notably in his insistence upon the historical tradition behind the 
Fourth Gospel, Dodd stressed, almost contra mundum, the essentially 

valuable Hellenistic background of the Fourth Gospel. While Dodd* s later
work has established the extent of the tradition behind the Fourth Gospel,

many scholars were at work in this field, and,whilst "Historical Tradition 
in the Fourth Gospel" is the climax of the era begun by P. Gardner-Smith, 

Dodd never satisfactorily asked the questions that should have been put 
at this time. As it stands, his large work leaves us with tradition in 

the Fourth Gospel, not necessarily historical tradition, unless one shares 

the presupposition that all Christian tradition must be historical. To 
his own satisfaction Dodd demonstrated the historical value of the Johan

nine tradition and used it extensively in the reconstruction of the life 
and teaching of Jesus in "The Founder of Christianity" . In this he was 

innovative. For the most part the effect of his work was to place Johan
nine studies in a 'larger room* •

"There and back again" is a just verdict on Dodd's Johannine studies. 

Notwithstanding the significance of the minor changes of stance, Dodd set 

the agenda for his Johannine scholarship very early in his career. The 

tensions apparent in "Historical Tradition in the Fourth Gospel" spring 
from "There" being Ephesus at the end of the first century. "There and 
back again" is also a fair verdict on Johannine scholarship in the period 
under review, for the interests and possibilities that were seen as import

ant in the opening conspectus are also possible now.
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Vfhatever criticisms may be made of Dodd's Johannine work, it is 

certain that no other English-speaking scholar has made a comparable 

contribution to Johannine studies, even if, at the present time, the 
limitations of his work are more obvious than they have been at any 
other time.

By his own severe criterion, Dodd's work and that of his collea
gues were failures; "I am disposed to think that the understanding of 

this Gospel is not only one of the outstanding tasks of our times, but 
the crucial test of our success or failure in solving the problem of the

New Testament as a w h o l e . W i t h  the benefit of hindsight, it is not
Dodd's work, nor indeed that of his colleagues, that is to be criticised 

but the establishing of that criterion. The establishing of that criter
ion suggests that Dodd was not aware of the real complexities of the Johan
nine problems. Dodd's work stands in the need of revision. Ironically, 

we still require definitive studies in the area that Dodd thought so dis-
tinguised New Testament scholarship in the earliest years of this century
when "Our science moved from anatomy to oecology, the study of the organism 
in its h a b i t a t T h e  difference is that the 'habitat* is not the wider

Graeco-Roman world but the Johannine community. That this task still remains
is an indication that Dodd's Johannine work has not succeeded in that area 

where probably he thought it easily would. That the task can still be 
phrased in Dodd's words is a tantalising reminder of both his greatness 
as a scholar and the fact that at times he charted a course for his coll

eagues which he himself could not follow.

Finally, it remains to ask whether this is a course any scholar

can take. Nineham, with whose work we have compared that of Dodd, apparia 
ently thought that this was a possible course. As late as 1977 he wrote

"I would have them (New Testament scholars) be scrupulously careful 
to see that all New Testament language and ideas were interpreted 
in their own context...for our purpose it is essential that the 

presuppositions in the light of which the text is interpreted
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should be the doctrines -felt-as-faots by first century men, and 
not by the fathers, the Reformers or people of our time."^^^

He argued
"One thing, however, is certain; if this process of passing over 
to primitive Christianity is to be truly enriching, it must be 

genuinely the Christianity of the New Testament to which we pass 
over. Some words of the American literary-critic Lionel Trilling 

are apposite at this point: 'it is (he writes) only if we are 
aware of the reality of the past as past that we can feel it as 

alive and present. If, for example, we try to make Shakespeare 

literally contemporaneous, we make him monstrous. He is contemp

oraneous only if we know how much a man of his own age he was; 
he is relevant to us only if we see his distance from us'

Whilst Nineham apparently thinks that the course is a possible one, he

accepts Schweitzer's conclusions that the historical Jesus
"was bound to be ' to our time a stranger and an enigma', incapable

of * being made sympathetic and universally intelligible to the
multitude by a popular historical treatment' . Could that language

be used of the founder of Chritianity as pictured by C.N. Dodd or
of the existentialist Jesus of Bultmann and his followers, with
his very twentieth-century refusal to furnish any credentials or

to make any messianic claims? Are not these woefully hybrid
figures, precisely the products of reading an ancient text through

(il6 1modern spectacles?"

Stanton asks the relevant question, "Can the interpreter shed his 

own cultural and religious heritage and become, in effect, a first century 
man?"(^^) Dodd's well known picture of the ideal interpreter suggests that 

he could but the criticisms rightly levelled at "The Founder of Christianity* 

suggest that he was not successful in doing so. Stanton himself suggests 

that, whilst it is difficult to understand a different cultural era, it is 

not impossible. He cites with approval Nineham's suggestion that we 'pass



over* into the minds of the Biblical writers. Stanton warns
"If our exercise of imagination is to be more than an intuitive 

* jump* or mere guess work, however, sound critical methods will 
be needed in order to recover the original meaning of the text.

We shall also need to make sure that we are not indulging in vAiat 

has been called the * popular short-cut* of putting oneself into 

the skin of Moses or Paul. Since my name is neither Moses nor 
Paul, the historical method is needed to ensure that the gap 
between 'then* and 'now* is not obliterated

This has been cited at length because yet again it illustrates 
that Dodd set the essential agenda for so much of this area of New Testa
ment scholarship. However, Dodd was more successful in going "there" 
than he was in coming "back again", to use the title of his story:
" for children , but this does not invalidate the procedure that he out

lined. Even in going "there" Dodd travelled with the 'luggage* of his own 

presuppositions. It was precisely these suppositions that actually enlight
ened an important aspect of the first century which would have remained 

obscure without Dodd’s work.
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