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In chapters 3 and 4 this perspective is applied specifically to the 
treatment received by Jesus and Paul respectively at the hands of 
Roman justice. Luke is concerned to shift all blame for Jesus' death 
from Roman to Jewish shoulders. Throughout, Roman judicial 
institutions are presented as tolerant and just. Jesus is crucified 
according to God's will notwithstanding the excellence of Roman 
law; Paul is enabled to accomplish the divine plan for the furtherance 
of the gospel through the process of Roman justice. 

A fmal chapter sums up and attempts to place Luke's work in 
historical perspective. Luke's optimistic outlook on the empire 
reflects the 'tranquillity and tolerance' of Flavian rule AD 70-90. Luke 
is responding to a complex series of problems: apocalyptically 
oriented anti-Roman sentiment; anxiety over a delayed parousia; 
confusion over Christian loyalties following the fall of Jerusalem; 
potential conflict over the notion of authority. He aims to reassure 
Christians that the state as much as the church has a divine calling 
and divine authority. 

Professor Walaskay's claims for his own work are disarmingly 
modest: 'I hope', he says, 'that at the very least this work has raised 
the possibility that Luke had ... a positive view of the empire ... 
which he imparted to his reading public.' What we have here is a self
confessedly exploratory essay airing publicly a fascinating 
hypothesis. Read in that way, the book offers new lines on a host of 
passages and a salutary warning against unquestioned assumptions. 

I have two particular problems. Firstly, I'm left constantly wonder
ing at the subtlety of Luke's supposed readers. After all, by the 
author's own admission a great many thoughtful readers have missed 
this apologia pro imperiO. At point after point we are asked to see 
political concerns where it seems far more natural to see theology. 
Does Luke stress Jewish involvement in the death of Jesus because 
he is defending Rome or because he is exploring the theme oflsrael's 
rejection of Messiah? Again, would readers really have thought of 
Luke 2:4 asa reminder to pay their taxes? Secondly, I wonder whether 
Walaskay's comment on Cassidy's work could not be redirected 
against himself: 'Cassidy's presentation of 1st century Christian 
history is not sufficiently careful ... and placement of Luke in the 
broader Hellenistic (or even New Testament) literary context is 
lacking' (p. 86 n. 124). I am not convinced that his picture of the 
Flavian empire is accurate. Nor am I persuaded that his approach to 
Luke-Acts as political apology can be sustained in a Hellenistic (or 
New Testament) context. 

This is a book to be read by anyone interested in Luke's political 
perspective. Perhaps though, its greatest value will prove to be 
negative. If the writer fails to establish his case, he does drive one 
more nail into the coffin of the dogma that Luke is writing apologia 
pro ecclesia. 

S. V. Rees, Stockport. 

J. Ziesler, Pauline Christianity (Oxford Bible Series; Oxford: 
OUP, 1983), 157 pp., £3.50. 

At a time when increasingly specialized monographs pour off the 
academic presses, it is good news to be able to welcome an up-to-date 
(and cheap!) book which does an admirable job surveying a wide field 
and serving up a range of scholarship in an easily digestible form. 
Ziesler's book is written for the Oxford Bible Series, a series of ten 
volumes designed to give to a 'general readership' a broad view of the 
topics and problems in biblical studies. This ensures that the style is 
never over-technical and the specialized vocabulary is carefully 
explained. Its place in the series also determines the character ofthis 
book as a survey ofthe main themes of Pauline theology: questions of 
introduction and dating are left largely on one side and the bulk ofthe 
book is devoted to discussing and clarifYing the most important 
features of Paul's thought. 

Ziesler packs so much into 144 pages of text that it is impossible to 
do more here than give a few samples of his conclusions. After intro
ductory chapters concerning sources and Paul's inheritance, Ziesler 
launches into Paul's theology via his Christology; although we may 
not be able to fmd anyone 'centre' of Paul's thought, Christology is 
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the best place to start as iUs 'where Paul himself started' (p. 27). The 
study of various Christological titles and roles leads into a discussion 
of corporate language about Christ ('in Christ', 'the body of Christ', 
etc.); the right way to understand this language is in terms of Christ's 
'sphere of power' (pp. 60-61). When it comes to salvation, PaUl's 
soteriology is taken to be based on his acceptance of Christ as 
'solution': it was only this that enabled Paul to 'see with new eyes 
what the problem was' (p. 24). Indeed, it is bettcrto talk of Paul's 'call' 
than his 'conversion'; he did not become a Christian because he was 
dissatisfied with the Law, for he 'encountered Christ before he saw 
anything wrong in contemporary Judaism' (p. 103). The question of 
why Paul attacked justification by works of the Law is raised in the 
light of E. P. Sanders' insistence that Palestinian Judaism was not 
self-righteously legalistic. A number of possible explanations are 
considered though none are judged to be convincing. Justification 
means 'the act of restoring people to their proper relationship with 
God' (p. 85) and can be distinguished from righteousness, which is 
'how one lives within that restored relationship' (p. 96; if. Ziesler's 
monograph on The MeaningojRighteousnessin Paul, 1972J. However, 
Paul's ethics are not based on justification but on 'being under the 
authority and power of Christ and the Spirit' (p. 111). At various 
points throughout these discussions key passages are dealt with in 
more detail. Finally, a separate chapter deals with the influence of 
Paul in the New Testament and beyond. Here the disputed letters 
(Eph., Col., 2 Thes. and the Pastorals) are treated in tum and their 
distinctive theological perspectives are outlined; in most cases the 
authorship question receives an open verdict although evidence is 
marshalled against the Pastorals. 

No two students of Paul see exactly eye to eye about how to 
approach Pauline theology and under what headings to organize 'its 
themes. Thus, inevitably, one could take exception to Ziesler's treat
ment at a number of points. To my mind it is a pity that the discussion 
of the Law is not brought into closer relation with Paul's ministry to 
Gentiles and his understanding of Christ and Israel. Similarly the 
discussion of Paul's eschatology is spread over a number of other 
topics and thus never seen in its proper role determining all the restof 
Paul's theology and ethics. Moreover, there are obvious drawbacks in 
discussing any such theological themes in abstraction from their 
concrete setting in Paul's varied struggles with his churches. 

But these are all minor cavils in comparison with the value of this 
book as a clear and concise introduction to Pauline theology. I have 
already made extensive use ofit as a textbook for fust.year studeuts in 
an introductory course on Paul and found it most helpful. Certainly it 
needs to be supplemented if one is to enter into the issues in any 
depth (it is a shame that the Bibliography is not rather fuller); but as a 
lucid guide into a fascinating terrain it is to be highly recommended. 

John Barclay, University of Glasgow. 

Rodney A. Whitacre, Johannine Polemic: The Role of 
Tradition and Theology (SBLDS 67; Chico: Scholars 
Press, 1982).278 pp., $13.00($8.75 for members). 

This book is a photo-reproduction of a PhD dissertation suc
cessfully defended at Cambridge University. Whitacre follows 
the modem consensus in many critical areas: the author (or 
authors) is (are) unknown; it is unclear whether the same 
person(s) wrote the fourth gospel and the Johannine epistles; 
aposynagogos in John 9 is an unambiguous anachronism that 
gives a crucial clue to the nature of the gospel's Sitz im Leben, 
viz. conflict between Christians and their Jewish opponents; and 
so forth. 

Whitacre's contribution is the delineation of that conflict. He 
argues that the author's (Whitacre rather tiresomely always 
writes 'author(s)', never 'author'} opponents claimed to share 
many of the author's beliefs and traditions, but developed them 
into quite different thOUght structures about the nature and 
revelation of God. In both the gospel and the epistles, Whitacre 
argues, the author responds by appealing to the traditions he 
holds in common with his opponents, but also by showing the 
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differences. These discontinuities concern the place and purpose 
of Jesus: in the fourth gospel, the author insists Jesus is Messiah, 
God's Son and the supreme revelation of God, and especially of 
God's gracious love; while in 1 John the christological issue 
turns more sharply on Jesus' death. More important, the crucial 
criterion for assessing his opponents' positions and finding them 
deficient is his 'central theological vision of the love of God'; and 
the cardinal principle by which the author seeks to establish that 
his opponents are wrong is the appeal to the continuity of tradi
tions as he understands them. The issues are so important to the 
author that he does not hesitate to class his opponents with those 
who are of the devil. 

Whitacre's treatment of I John is more convincing than his 
handling of the fourth gospel. His wholesale adoption of many 
commonly held positions provides him with a platform on which 
to erect his own theory of conflict in the Johannine community; 
but one marvels at his willingness to adopt such positions 
without seriously wrestling with the problems they raise or 
checking the foundations again. Whitacre is to be commended 
for bringing to our attention John's stress on the continuity of 
tradition; but the more that point is accepted, the more difficult 
it must be to read off the life of John's community from the 
surface of the text. 
D. A. Carson, Trinity Evangelical Divinity School, 
Deerfield, Illinois. 

Richard 1. Bauckham, Word Biblical Commentary: Jude, 2 
Peter {Waco: Word, 1983),357 pp., £14.95. 

There is no other major commentary on 2 Peter and Jude to match 
this one: it is expert, thorough, balanced and lucidly written. Dr 
Bauckham, who is lecturer in Christian thought at Manchester 
University, brings to his task a formidable grasp of Jewishapocalyptic 
and other literature and also of early Christian literature, and he uses 
this expertise to illuminate these two books of the New Testament 
that seem mysterious and difficult to many Christian readers. He 
shows how the books have frequently been misjudged by commen
tators, who have soon them as excessively polemical andlor as 
reflecting a degenerate and relatively late form of Christianity (,early 
catholicism', to use the jargon). 

He explains the text of the epistles sympathetically and nearly 
always persuasively. On 2 Peter 1:20, for example, he argues with 
typical thoroughness and clarity that the reference is probably to the 
original inspiration of the Old Testament prophets rather than to 
present interpretation. Very occasionally I felt uncertain about his 
argument: for example, on 2 Peter I: 16-18 must the Transfiguration, 
which Bauckham discusses very helpfully, be seen 'as an apocalyptic 
revelation in which God installs Jesus as his eschatological vice
regent' rather than as a theophany? On 2 Peter 3:8 is Bauckham right 
to deny any idea of Christian mission here? I wonderifthe author has 
not in mind the saying of Mark 13: 10, as he has other possible echoes 
of Jesus' eschat<>logical discourse in this passage (e.g. the 'thlef')? 

So far as his critical opinions go, Bauckham maintains that Jude 
was written by our Lord's brother between AD 50 and 60. It was 
written against certain itinerant charismatics who saw the grace of 
God as an excuse for immorality and who spoke disparagingly of the 
angels who gave the Old Testament law. The letter is an appeal to 
Christians to fight for the faith, and consists of a carefully constructed 
midrash on Old Testament and other Jewish apocalyptk texts, 
demonstrating the falsehood and danger of the false teaching (vv. 5-
19) followed by the appeal (vv. 20-23). 

2 Peter is essentially a 'testament' written probably between AD 80 
and 90 in epistolary form. It was written against false teachers, 
influenced by Greek pagan thought, who were sceptical about the 
Second Coming and loose in their morals. Bauckham opts for.the 
view that the close similarities between 2 Peter and Jude are best 
explained by the hypothesis that the author of 2 Peter used the 
carefully constructed letter ofJude. He agrees with the rruijority of 
critical commentators that 2 Peter is a pseudonymous work, written 
by a leading Roman Christian after Peter's death as a defence of 

apostolic (including Petrine) doctrine. Pseudonymous 'testaments' 
were, we are told, a well-known and respectable literary genre, and 
there was no intention to deceive; indeed the literary device is 
particularly transparent in 2 Peter in the way that the author switches 
from the prophetic future tense - 'Peter' predicts that false prophets 
will come - to the present tense -the false prophets are already come 
(e.g. if. 3:1-4 and 3:5-10). Various considerations confirm that the 
letter was written after Peter's time, including its very distinctive 
Hellenistic style, its close affinities with I Clement, 2 Clement and 
Hermas, and the probable interpretation of 2 Peter 3:4. 

The cumulative case for the non-Petrine authorship of 2 Peter is 
persuasively argued by Bauckham, but it will not persuade everyone. 
It is not, for example, certain that the oscillation between present and 
future tenses indicates pseudonymity: might not someone such as 
Peter have been provoked to write an epistle about coming heresy 
precisely because heresy was already rearing its head? Whether 
Bauckham's sincere attempt to portray pseudonymity as a respectable 
and transparent epistolary genre quite comes otfis also disputable: he 
admits that the Gentile Christian church forgot the nature of the 
genre before long, and one cannot but be a little uneasy at the 
apparent suggestion that the readets' faith in eschatological prophecy 
should have been confirmed by the fulfilment of the pseudonymous 
predktions of 2 Peter (p. 295)! 

Conservative readers may be put off Bauckham's commentary 
because of his conclusions on the authorship issue. But this would be 
a pity, since it contains so much exegesis that is positively helpful and 
informative. I would recommend any serious student or expositor of 
the New Testament to buy and to study this commentary. 

David Wenham, Wycliffe Hall, Oxford. 

Colin G. Kruse, New Testament Foundations for 
Ministry (London: Marshall, Morgan & Scott, 1983). 
236 pp., £12.95. 

This is the further volume in the well-established series of 
Marshalls Theological Library, now appearing in paperback. 
The book is by a New Testament specialist teaching at Ridley 
College, Melbourne, and is based upon a degree thesis; and 
though it has been simplified for publica1ion, it retains a 
somewhat technical flavour. It is a study of New Testament 
teaching on ministry, as found in the synoptic gospels and the 
'chief Pauline epistles, and argues that the themes of 
apostleship, servanthood and 'the role of the Spirit' figure both 
in Jesus's conception of his own ministry and in his conception 
of the ministry of his followers; and further, that the same three 
ideas, along with additional ideas, figure in Paul's teaching 
about his own ministry and that of the Christian community. He 
believes that his conclusions have lessons for Christian thinking 
about ministry today. 

Any responsible discussion of things said in the New Testa
ment is bound to benefit its readers, but whether this book is 
really more than a discussion of isolated passages may be ques
tioned. The organisation of the material leaves a great deal to be 
desired. The word 'ministry' itself, which should bind the 
material together, is never defined, and though the author 
occasionally alludes to the institutional ministry, he usually 
takes{he word in a much more vague and general sense, whether 
in his lessons for today or in bis discussions of Jesus, Paul and 
the early Christian communities. One of his three leading notes 
of ministry, 'the role of the Spirit', is again extremely vague, and 
is used in a variety of ways. Also, in the discussion of Pauline 
teaching, it is not made clear whether the three leading notes are 
held to apply to the ministry of all Christians, or whether 
apostleship is wholly confined to Paul and a few others; and if 
the latter, how this affects the comparison of Paul's teaching 
with Christ's. 

Further questions are raised by the author's exclusion of the 
fourth gospel when discussing the teaching of Jesus, and of the 
pastoral epistles and Acts when discussing the teaching of Paul. 
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