
Prologue: Jesus’ Discourses in the Fourth Gospel

“Now John writes very little about the works of 

eaching. Therefore John’s Gospel is the one, fine, true, and chief gospel, and is 
far, far to be preferred over the other three and placed high above them.”

Luther’s impression 
pel is not exactly right. John’s Gospel contains a total of 15,420 words of 

tributed to Jesus (6,547 words or 42 percent of the Gospel’s total). Apart 

Jesus’ 

Luther’s 
The German original reads: “weil nun 

und den andern dreien weit, weit vorzuziehen und höher zu heben.” (Idem., 



 

The bulk of Jesus’ speech material in the Fourth 

–

2]), and a broader group of people, either designated as “the Jews,” “the 
Pharisees,” or “the crowd” (discourses 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8).
 
 

Jesus’ 

–



 

pel. In fact, “the incidents narrated receive an interpretation of their eva

described.”

Gospel can hardly be overestimated. Several of the “signs” narrated in the 

role of the Johannine discourses further highlights “that [in John] the sp
ken words function as the main vehicle for communicating the author’s 

of view.” Jesus’ words are foundational for the literary and theolog
 

As we look at characteristic features of Jesus’ discourses in the Gospel 

light when we confront them with accounts of Jesus’ teaching in 

optists’ portrait of Jesus’ teaching that

Hooker: “The bulk of the rest of John’s gospel –
–

Jesus himself.” Cf. also Stephen S. Smalley, 

“Literarisc –1980,” 

–



 

hannine vocabulary, no less conspicuous is that within John’s Gospel, it is 
hardly possible to distinguish between Jesus’ style (within direct speech) 

nature of Jesus’ words in John’s Gospel may also be seen in their theolog
cal emphases: while the Synoptics highlight Jesus’ announcement of the 

 

son of God (see especially the “I am”

Gospel and the Synoptics, John has been charged with “excessive individ
alism and introspective exclusivism.”

saying that scholars “have almost unanimously, I think entirely correctly, 

opment (…).”

–

49: “(…) the gospel of John is not a source 
the teaching of Jesus. (…) we have felt it necessary to ignore the Johannine material 
altogether.”

among others, Marcus Borg, “Seeing Jesus: Sources, Lenses, and Method,” in 



accounts of Jesus’ words.

– –

Collins, 1999), 12: “John’s gospel is very different from the synoptic gospels and is not 
a primary source for the historical Jesus;” James D. G. Dun

: “Few scholars 
would regard John as a source for information regarding Jesus’ life and ministry in 
any degree comparable to the Synoptics.”Although 

(New York: Doubleday, 1991), 45, is able to say that the “‘tyranny of the synoptic J
sus’ should be consigned to the dustbin of the post ,” he later insists r
garding the words of Jesus (53n22): “In the quest for the historical Jesus, the former 

the sayings tradition].” Cf. also below chapter 1.2.1 an

who is skeptical about the historical value of John, yet uses the “fourfold gospel” for 

86, esp. 235: “It [i.e., 

a source of information about him.” See now
–

But cf. Jörg Frey’s criticism in “Historisch – –
Jesusbild Joseph Ratzingers,” in 

“clearly presents the Jesus of the Gospels who is most stylized on the basis of the
ical premises,” yet they also affirm that it is “not worthless” as a source. Cf. also 

2001), 74, who states that the Gospel of John has a “ergänzende Funktion” in the 

–

Tom Thatcher, SBLSymS 44 (Leiden: Brill, 2007). The terms “dehistoricization” and 
“de Johannification” were coined by the chairmen of the Study Group to describe the 

–



 

ysis, Paul N. Anderson, member of the group’s steering co
mittee, can summarize the “sense of the meeting,” saying that the scholarly 
perspectives presented in the first volume “[call] for a more sustained focus 
on aspects of historicity in John.”

See, among others, the essays of Paul N. Anderson, “Why 
Why It Is Needed Now,” 13 70, and Mark Allan Powell, “The De
Jesus: The Twentieth Century and Beyond,” 121

), as well as Anderson’s earli

2006). These kinds of contributions have been labelled as being led by a “neoco
servative interest” by Jörg Frey, “

,” 

from a more philosophical perspective, see C. Stephen Evans, “The Historica
bility of John’s Gospel: From What Perspective Should It Be Assessed?,” in 

Paul N. Anderson, “Getting a ‘Sense of the Meeting’: Assessments and Convergen
es,” in 

saying that “all the essays in this volume 

If there is a single point of consensus within the present collection, this is it.” (Paul 
N.Anderson, “Aspects of Historicity in the Fourth Gospel: Consensus and Conve
gences,” 380 [

towards the authenticity of John, overall, Köstenberger’s estimation that “John’s 
e witness” has to be considered 

being “[happy] to grant them privileged status as prevalent modernist views” while 
the question is simply “how well they stand up to critical scrutiny as predominant 
platforms for conducting further critical investigation” (“Why This Study Is Needed,” 

“The Return of John to Jesus Research,” 

John saying: “We conclude (…) with the assertion that 

Nevertheless, I am not so confident that we can speak of a ‘Return of John to Jesus 
Research,’ as D. M. Smith (2003) claims.”



readers’ perspectives and ready to lay the historical task to rest (or at least 

extent does the author of the Fourth Gospel take us back to Jesus’ original 

, we are evaluating Jesus’ 

historical problem of the authenticity of Jesus’ discourses in the Gospel

) Robert Kysar, “The Dehistoricizing of the Gospel of John,” in 
101; also his essay “What’s the Meaning of This? 

pon a Life and Career,” in 

77. Cf. also as a representative of the growing field of “ideolog
m” Fernando Segovia, “Johannine Studies and the Geopolitical: Reflections 

upon Absence and Irruption,” in 

Tom Thatcher’s recent anthology, by saying that “I was 
unrepentant advocate of historical criticism” (“Sec
Gospel,” in 

“Rückfrage” to Jesus, see also Jörg Frey, “Der historische Jesus und der 
Christus der Evangelien,” in 

94; as well as David Wenham, “Paradigms and Possibilities 
in the Study of John’s Gospel,” in 
John Lierman, WUNT 2/219 (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2006), 2: “The history versus 
theology question remains as interesting and important as ever, so far as John’s 
Gospel is concerned.” 



 

 

For an exhaustive review of the Fourth Gospel’s histo
John’s 
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