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GENERAL EDITORS’ PREFACE

Much scholarly work has been done on the Bible since the publication of
the first volumes of the International Critical Commentary in the 1890s.

New linguistic, textual, historical and archacological evidence has become
available, and there have been changes and developments in methods of
study. In the twenty-first century there will be as great a need as ever, and
perhaps a greater need, for the kind of commentary that the International
Critical Commentary seeks to supply. The series has long had a special
place among works in English on the Bible, because it has sought to bring
together all the relevant aids to exegesis, linguistic and textual no less than
archaeological, historical, literary and theological, to help the reader to
understand the meaning of the books of the Old and New Testaments. In
the confidence that such a series meets a need, the publishers and the
editors are commissioning new commentaries on all the books of the
Bible. The work of preparing a commentary on such a scale cannot but be
slow, and developments in the past half-century have made the commenta-
tor’s task yet more difficult than before, but it is hoped that the remaining
volumes will appear without too great intervals between them. No attempt
has been made to secure a uniform theological or critical approach to the
problems of the various books, and scholars have been selected for their
scholarship and not for their adherence to any school of thought. It is
hoped that the new volumes will attain the high standards set in the past,
and that they will make a significant contribution to the understanding of
the books of the Bible.

G.1.D.
G.N.S.
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PREFACE

John McHugh was surely one of the most learned and able New Testa-
ment scholars of the latter part of the twentieth century and the first years
of the twenty-first. For some years a member of the Pontifical Biblical
Commission, he had a worldwide reputation. The great wealth of his
learning was matched by penetrating insight, originality and clarity of
mind. He was, I think, exceptionally well prepared to undertake the
especially formidable task of writing a full-scale commentary on St John’s
Gospel. It is a matter of profound regret that he did not live to complete it.

John was a splendid colleague, who could always be relied on to give
wise counsel. Always generous in his readiness to assist other scholars, he
sometimes allowed his altruism to hold up the progress of his own work.
He was greatly appreciated by the students who heard his lectures, and
those who had tutorials with him were specially privileged.

In addition to his knowledge of the Bible, of Rabbinic writings and of
the Qumran texts, he had a wonderful familiarity with classical Greek and
Latin literature, with mediaeval Latin, and with a wide range of English
and other literatures. He was fluent in a number of European languages.
He had a notable feeling for language, which is reflected in the clarity and
felicitousness of his own English style.

John McHugh had a keen realization of the need for theologians to be
concerned about politics. He was always well informed about current
affairs, and cared deeply for justice and compassion. He was, for example,
deeply concerned about the injustices suffered by the Palestinians since
1948, though he was never forgetful of the sufferings of the Jews in the
1930s and 1940s or lacking in compassion for them.

He was a wonderful friend and a shining example of what it means to
be a faithful Christian pastor.

Charles Cranfield
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INTRODUCTION

Introductions to commentaries on biblical books have nearly always set
out the author’s views on the authorship, sources, setting, and textual
tradition of the writing about to be considered. Now and again, a com-
mentator will explain that while the extended Introduction precedes the
exegesis, this was the last part of the commentary to be written.

At the time of his sudden death on 3 February 2006 at Alnwick, North-
umberland, Dr John McHugh left a largely complete commentary on the
first four chapters of John’s Gospel. He had not written the Introduction to
his planned ICC commentary on the whole of John’s Gospel. Several
years ago in discussion with me (as General Editor of the New Testament
ICC commentaries) he explained that it would not be possible to draft the
Introduction until he had completed at least half the planned two volume
commentary. [ fully concurred.

Dr McHugh’s views on the topics usually considered in an Introduction
would have been of considerable interest to many readers. In a few places
in the commentary which follows it is possible to glimpse the ways he
would have tackled disputed questions concerning the origin and structure
of this Gospel, and its relationship to other early Christian writings. Alas,
the notes he left did not allow me to include a summary of his views with
any confidence.

The sub-divisions adopted and the titles given to the main sections and
sub-sections of John 1—4 are striking. They presuppose particular ways of
construing the text and will certainly stimulate many readers to further
thought. For example, along with many commentators, Dr McHugh
confines the Prologue to John 1.1-18. Verses 19 to 51 of ch. 1 are not read
as ‘a second Prologue’, but as the first section of the evangelist’s presenta-
tion of ‘The First Week’ in the ‘ministry’ of Jesus which runs from 1.19
to 2.12.

In notes Dr McHugh left he carefully compares his own plans for the
topics to be discussed in his Introduction with the Introductions to the
major modern commentaries. While it is a pity that there is no traditional
Introduction to this commentary, there is a sense in which its absence
may be an advantage. We have no option but to consider carefully with Dr
McHugh the text, the text, and nothing but the text. This commentary
focuses sharply on precisely what the evangelist wrote. The exegesis is not
pre-determined by theories about the origin, social and religious setting of
this Gospel. Dr McHugh would certainly have accepted the old adage that
the evangelist is the finest commentator on this Gospel.



xii ISAIAH

John McHugh gave an intriguing foretaste of his views on many
passages in the later chapters in John’s Gospel in his article, ‘“In Him was
Life”: John’s Gospel and the Parting of the Ways’, in ed. James D. G.
Dunn, Jews and Christians: The Parting of the Ways A.D. 70 to 135,
WUNT 66, Tiibingen 1992, 123-58. There he tackled a topic which
continues to attract comment and debate: the extent to which John’s
Gospel is anti-Jewish. He insisted that the Fourth Gospel cannot be called
polemically anti-Jewish. ‘There is certainly a powerful and deep stream of
apologetic directed towards those of the Jewish faith who might wish to
understand how the new Christians looked at Jesus, but hostility in
principle seems too strong a word’ (p. 158).

Dr McHugh had been working on his ICC commentary for many years.
From time to time he sent his drafts on sections of the text to me. So I
have known for a long time that we could anticipate an outstanding, fresh
reading of John’s Gospel. Dr McHugh also sought comments on his drafts
from his friends and former colleagues in the Department of Theology at
Durham University, Professors Kingsley Barrett and Charles Cranfield.
They both shared my conviction that since Dr Mc Hugh’s draft on chs. 1
to 4 was quite distinctive and almost complete, we should try to secure its
publication.

My predecessor as General Editor of the series, Professor Charles
Cranfield, first invited Dr McHugh to write the ICC commentary on
John’s Gospel. His warm commendation of the commentary and his
appreciation of Dr McHugh as scholar, colleague, and teacher have been
printed as a Preface on p. ix. Professor Barrett, himself the author of one
of the most influential commentaries on John’s Gospel published in the
twentieth century, writes as follows:

To be asked to add a note to what Professor Cranfield has written
in his Preface is a great privilege. It can only be a word of whole-
hearted agreement. Nothing he has said is exaggerated. Dr
McHugh’s sudden death was not only a deep personal sorrow but
a grievous academic loss. He was in every way—in languages, in
history, in theology, in philosophy—qualified to write a great
commentary on the Gospel of St John, and had begun, in the four
chapters we have, to write such a commentary. Completed it
would have stood beside those of Augustine, of Hoskyns (also
incomplete at the author’s death), and of Bultmann. It is left to
another generation to complete the task.

It remains for me to add a word about the commentary which follows.
Following his retirement from his Durham University post, for several
years Dr McHugh undertook some parish duties while he continued to
work on his commentary. I am certain that he conveyed in sermons and
homilies to his parishioners some of his theological reflections on John’s
Gospel. How fortunate his parishioners were! When ill health forced early
retirement from his parish responsibilities, he pressed ahead as he was
able with his scholarly work.



INTRODUCTION xiii

In his correspondence with me, Dr McHugh mentioned that once he
had completed his exegesis of the whole Gospel, he intended to add some
further theological comments to the drafts. He also mentioned that he
intended to interact more fully with at least some of the secondary litera-
ture. I readily agreed, anxious that he should press ahead with his invalu-
able exegesis.

As far as possible I have refrained from modifying the material which
John left. The bibliographies are the major exception. I have drawn on
John’s own bibliographies and added references to some of the more
recent secondary literature. I hope the bibliographies will assist readers
who wish to consult some of the enormous secondary literature. I doubt
whether any individual can now master it all! I am responsible for the
present arrangement of the bibliographies and of the supplementary
material in the fourteen excursuses.

I am very grateful to Mr Damian McHugh, John’s brother, for making
available to me not only computer disks and printouts, but also John’s
impressive collection of offprints and his bibliographical and other notes.
The enthusiasm and support of Mr Haaris Naqvi of T&T Clark Inter-
national has been much appreciated, as has the meticulous copy editing of
Dr Duncan Burns of Forthcoming Publications Ltd.

Graham Stanton
Epiphany 2009
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ETYAI'TEAION KATA IQANNHN

Since the publication, in 1869, of Tischendorf’s editio octava critica
maior, it has been customary to print the superscription as kaTta
twavvny, following & (and B, kaTa wwavny). But evayyeiior kata
twavvny is found in the majority of manuscripts of the Byzantine
tradition (including C L Wswr W, and the ‘Caesarean’ witnesses © and
/1; in D, where it appears in the form evayyeiov kaTa padbatov
€TENETHN apXETAL EVAYYEALOV KATA Lwavvny; and in two of the most
ancient papyri, P° and P7°, written, at the latest, in the early years of the
third century. Thus evayyeliov kaTa twavvny is not only the most
widely supported reading, but also the most ancient attested; and it is
therefore to be preferred to the form kaTa Ltwavvny found in & (and B),
which can easily be explained as a handy abbreviation. In fact, if one is
looking for the title of the work rather than the manuscript superscription,
N itself gives as the title evayyeiiov kaTa twavvny, at the end of the
Gospel, as a subscriptio, following its pattern with Mark and Luke (that
of Matthew having been omitted, probably by an oversight).

A few witnesses have aywov €v. k. L., and some editions of the
Peshitta read: ‘the holy gospel of the preaching of John the Evangelist
which he spoke and preached in Greek at Ephesus’ (for the evidence see
Tischendorf 739). But the absence of aytov (or of any other addition) in
the overwhelming majority of early codices makes it virtually certain that
the formula evayyeliov kata twavvny was the original title of the
work.

The absence of the definite article before evayyeAiov is in accordance
with normal Greek practice when giving the title of a book, as in amo)o-
YLd OOKPATOUS OF TAATWI0S TOoALTeLa: there is nothing indefinite about
the anarthrous nouns here (cf. MHT I 82). It is to be noted, however, that
(as in the two examples just mentioned) evaryyeliov is first and foremost
a description of the content of the writing, probably inspired by Mk 1.1: it
is the ‘Gospel, the Good News’ as preached in a tradition ‘according to
John’ (compare Mk 14:9). Only later did the term acquire, by a quite
natural extension, the secondary meaning of a written gospel-book.

This is evident from the fact that in the NT and in the Apostolic
Fathers eVayyé\iov is found only in the singular, and in its primary
sense of ‘gospel-message’; and from the fact that the earliest Apologist,
Aristides, uses the clumsy circumlocution evaryye ik dyta ypadt to
denote the book (or books) which he invites the Emperor Hadrian to
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examine.' Justin is the first witness of the plural form evayyé\ia,? and
it is remarkable that in his extant writings neither the oral proclamation
of the Christian gospel by the Church nor its content is ever termed
evaryyéhlov; in Justin’s writings, the word eVayyé\iov denotes, exclu-
sively, a book.3

In the latter half of the second century the use of the plural with the
meaning ‘gospel-books’ became widespread, partly as a result of the
proliferation of what we call apocryphal gospels, partly as a reaction
against Marcion’s attempt to restrict the Gospel-message to one written
gospel-book (Luke’s), and partly because it was such a natural develop-
ment of the language. True, apart from the text of Justin just mentioned
(I Apol. 66.3), there is only one other known reference to gospels (in the
plural) before Irenaeus, in the Chronicon Paschale of Apollinarius of
Hierapolis, written under Marcus Aurelius. There we read otaocidlew
Sokel kaT avTovs Ta evayyéAla (PG 5.1297 A). The very wording of
this phrase implies that it was by then normal to speak of gospels in the
plural, and as written books; and in Irenaeus, Clement of Alexandria and
Origen, this usage is well established (see PGL 555ff.). Indeed, both
Tatian’s endeavour to harmonize our four canonical narratives into his
Diatessaron (after A.D. 172) and Irenaeus’ stress on the unity of the
teaching in the ‘fourfold gospel’ (4dv. haer. 111 11.7-8) may be seen as
attempts to keep a balance when speaking of the gospels, by ensuring that
the original and primary sense of ‘Gospel’ should not be lost: the Church
possesses only one Gospel, albeit in four different versions.*

It is impossible to say whether the writers (or the final editors) of our
four canonical gospels themselves attached the title ‘gospel’ to their
books. Mark 1:1 is not conclusive proof, for it is not certain that it refers
to Mark’s book: it could refer to the content of the writing. But Hengel
has argued well that, to distinguish the various codices in the library or

! Apologia 15: o0 T0 k\éos Tfis Tapovolas éx Ths Tap’ avTols kalovpérns
ebayyelikis dylas ypadfs €EeoTl ool yvavat, Bactied, éav évtixfs (J. Rendel
Harris and J. Armitage Robinson in Texts and Studies 1,1, Cambridge, 1893, 1102!-3),
That Aristides had in mind Luke’s gospel is highly probable, in view of his strong
emphasis at the beginning of ch. 15 on the virginal conception of Jesus; but since he
there writes also of the son of God ‘descending from heaven’ and ‘taking flesh’, and
invites the Emperor ‘to look into the writings [plural] of the Christians’ (ch. 16; 111242%),
one cannot exclude the possibility that he was also asking Hadrian to read the gospel
according to John. For the text and translation of the beginning of ch.15, see the
comment below on Jn 1.14a, p. 51 fn. 7.

2 ] Apologia 66.3 (ca. A.D. 150-155): ol yap amdaTolot €v Tols yevopévols v’
adTov dropvnuovelpacty, d kaleltal edayyéAia...

3 He speaks of the preaching of the apostles in 7 Apol. 42.4; 45.5; 49.5; 50.12; 53.3;
Dial. 114.4; 119.6, without ever calling it ebayyé\iov. But in the Dial. 10.2 we read of
the ‘wonderful divine commandments, év T) \eyopéve edayyelio’, and in 100.1, év
TQ edayyelly yéypamTat.

4 See G. N. Stanton, ‘The Fourfold Gospel’, NTS 43 (1997), 317-46, especially
329-35.
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book-chests of a Christian community, the obvious step was to put a short
title at the beginning of each manuscript, by which it could be precisely
identified at a glance. In that case, the ‘short title’ (e.g. evayyeAiov kaTta
twavvnr) would in all probability be contemporaneous with the making
of the first copies from the original manuscript.

One final point must be noted. In the Graeco-Roman world, the name
of the author normally precedes the title of the book. Thus one finds
TAATOVOS TOALTELA, but amoloyla cwkpaTovs (in the reverse order,
since Socrates was not the writer of the book). Now no NT manuscript
contains as a short title Loavvov evayyeiiov, though such usage would
be perfectly legitimate in the case of an epistle (see Tischendorf on
James, 1 Peter etc.) or of an apocalypse, and does in fact occur. A4 fortiori,
no Greek manuscript reads evayyeltov toavvov? for it is always ‘the
Gospel of Jesus Christ’ which is intended, and which is as a rule entitled
quite simply ‘[the] Gospel’, followed by the identification of the particu-
lar version, as in ‘according to John’.¢

> Though some Syriac texts (including the Curetonian) do. For the evidence see
Tischendorf 739.

6 For further detail, see M. Hengel, Studies in the Gospel of Mark, London and
Philadelphia, 1985, cf. III: “The Titles of the Gospels’, 64-84, plus invaluable notes on
162-83. See also G.N. Stanton, Jesus and Gospel, Cambridge, 2004, 9-62.
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THE PROLOGUE

1.1-18

The first 18 verses of the Gospel according to John are by custom known

as ‘The Prologue’, a title which goes back at least to Jerome.' In this
commentary, the Prologue is divided into four parts:

A. The Word of God in Creation and History (1.1-5).
B. John as Witness to the Light (1.6-8).
C. The Coming of the Light into the World (1.9-13).
D. The Word Become Flesh (1.14-18).
A. THE WORD OF GOD IN CREATION
AND HISTORY (1.1-5)
la In the beginning there was the Word,
1b and the Word was very close to God,
lc and the Word too was God.
2a This Word was, in the beginning, with God;
3a Through it, all things came into being,
3b and without it, not one thing came into being.
3c-4a  What has come into beingt | in it was life,
4b and this life was the light of mankind,
Sa and the light is shining in the darkness,
5b and the darkness has never become master of it.

[T 3c: or What came into being]

I'<...in illud prohemium caelo veniens eructavit In principio erat verbum’ (Prologus
quattuor evangeliorum: Praefatio in Matthaeum: printed in Aland, Synopsis Quattuor
Evangeliorum 546).

Nowadays it is widely accepted that the core of this Prologue consists of a hymn, into
which additional or explanatory matter has been inserted. Which verses belong to the
hymn, and whether the verses assigned to the hymn were written by the evangelist or an
editor or were taken over from another source, Christian or not, are questions much
debated. They are discussed immediately after v. 18, in Excursus I.
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1a. ’Ev dpxf. The absence of the article is normal, even classical, in
such prepositional phrases, especially in designations of time (BDF 255
[3]). Thus Thucydides writes (1 35,5) domep év dpxf vmeimopev, and
Plato (Timaeus 28b), év dpxTf Selv okomelv. The phrase is therefore
good Greek for “at the beginning’ and is not to be regarded as a Semitism.

It occurs only four times in the NT, here in Jn 1.1-2, in Acts 11.15 and
in Phil 4.15, but the latter texts, which refer respectively to the first
reception of the Spirit in Acts 2 and to the first preaching of the gospel in
Macedonia, throw no light on the meaning of the phrase in Jn 1.1-2. In
fact, the opening words of the Gospel are clearly intended to recall the
first words of Genesis (1.1): ’Ev dpxfj émoincev 0 Beds TOV oUpavov
kal v yhv (LXX). The first question, therefore, is to ask how the
writer of Jn 1.1 understood these words of Genesis.

Gen 1.1 is a declaration that the first thing God created in our physical
universe was just raw material, material which was to begin with in a
state of chaos (v. 2);2 this shapeless and chaotic mass God then proceeded
to organize over a period of six days in order to produce a place suitable
for human beings to live in. That Gen 1 is concerned with the creation
only of the physical universe, and not of the world of spirits, is evident
both from the list of the things that are made and from v. 26: ‘Let us
make man in our image, after our likeness’. The plural here is best taken
(asinIsa 6.8, and very probably in Gen 3.22 and 11.7) as addressed to the
attendant spirits in the heavenly court,’> who are therefore considered as
already in existence before the making of the material world.

v is then an affirmation that év dpxf, even before the raw material
of the physical world was created, the Logos was already in existence.

Thus far, the assertion is identical with those in Prov 8.22-23 and Sir
24.9, which state that Wisdom existed before the world was made; but, in
contrast to these two texts, John gives no hint that the Logos was created.
Proverbs 8.22ff read: ‘The Lord begot (?) me (1p [gqanani] LXX,
€xTLoév pe) as the starting-point of his activity, the first of his acts of
old. From eternity (@%'wn [me‘olam]: LXX, mpo Tod aidvos) I was
enthroned, from the beginning (¥nn [meros]: LXX, év dpxf), before
the origins of the earth...’ Sirach 24.9 reads: ‘From eternity, in the
beginning [Tpd Tob atdvos, am dpxfis] he created me, and to eternity
[€ws aldvos] I shall not cease to exist’. In Jn 1.1 there is no equivalent
reference to the creation of the Logos, and this is significant, particularly
when one compares it with the text of the Palestinian Targum on Gen
3.24. ‘Two thousand years before the world was created, he created the

2 This is true whether one construes the Hebrew absolutely as ‘In the beginning God
created...” (thus the majority of interpreters, and all the ancient versions), or as ‘In the
beginning, when God created...’ (Rashi, Ibn Ezra, and some moderns). For detail, see F.
Delitzsch, 4 New Commentary on Genesis, Edinburgh, 1888, I, 74-76.

31t is not a plural of majesty (which is never found in the Hebrew OT where God is
speaking of himself) nor a plural of self-deliberation (the content of the whole chapter
speaks against this). Cf. Delitzsch, Genesis, 98.
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Law. He established the Garden of Eden for the just and Gehenna for the
wicked.’* There is also a baraitah’ in the Babylonian Talmud (Pesahim
54a) stating that ‘Seven things were created before the world was created,
and these are they: The Torah, repentance, the Garden of Eden, Gehenna,
the Throne of Glory, the Temple, and the name of the Messiah’.¢ The
Law (Torah) is here listed as having been created, and is even placed first
in the list; therefore, since the Law is the medium by which the designs of
divine Wisdom are outwardly expressed, it is reasonable to conclude,
with Sir 24.1-29 (note especially v. 23), that Wisdom is logically and
‘chronologically’ antecedent to the Torah. This will be an important
factor in assessing the relationship between the Logos, Wisdom and
Torah.” For the moment, it is sufficient to note that in Jn 1.1 the verb nv
asserts that the Logos was in existence év dpxf, that is, before the
creation of the material world, and that there is nothing to imply that this
Logos was itself created.?

0 A0Y0s. Since the meaning of \dyos in this and the following verses
cannot be finally determined except in the light of the Prologue as a
whole, it must suffice to set down here various possible meanings and to
indicate which is preferred. A full discussion is given in Excursus II.

Five basic and clearly differentiated meanings are theoretically
possible. (1) In the Platonist sense, the term denotes a self-subsistent
Form or Idea.’ (2) In the Stoic sense, it denotes either the internal concept
(Mdyos évdLabéTos) or the external expression of the same (A\dyos
mpodoptkss). (3) For Plotinus and the Neoplatonists, the term denotes
the first, ontologically necessary (i.e. non-contingent), emanation from
the absolutely primary principle of all things, the One, and is more
commonly spoken of not as Logos but as Mind (Novs). (4) The Hebrew

4 Neophyti I: 1 Genesis, ETr by M. McNamara, Edinburgh, 1992, 505. Though the
text does not of itself imply that Eden and Gehenna were also created 2000 years before
the world, this is its most natural meaning, with which one may compare Mt 25.34, 41.

>L.e. ‘teaching not included in the Mishnah, but related to and contemporary with the
teachings of the Mishnah, and recorded in the Gemara’ (H. Danby, The Mishnah, Oxford,
1933, 141 fn.7).

6 The Soncino Talmud, Seder Mo ’ed II: Pesahim 54a, 265.

7 See Excursus II.

8In 1 Jn 1.1, the phrase & qv dm’ dpxfis, referring to the incarnate Logos, pre-
supposes its existence év dpxi, as does the phrase Tov dm dpxfis in 1 Jn2.13, 14.

° ‘Platonist’ is used (in preference to ‘Platonic’) because Plato himself did not use the
term AGyos in presenting his theory of Ideas or Forms. See especially the Theaetetus
206d-10d, where Socrates argues that the three meanings of \dyos are the expression of
thought, the correct enumeration of the constitutive elements of an object, and the
determination of its distinctive characteristic ¢ dmdvTov Stadépet To EpwTtndév (208c).
Compare also the Sophist 259c-63e. In no text does Plato himself come anywhere near to
equating Adyos with i8éa as denoting an ideal form or archetype (e.g. Republic VI
517b: 1) Tod dyabob i8€a). The assimilation was made by the later Platonists, notably
by Plotinus. See LSJ s.v. Il 7 ¢, and IV 73 A 2 (Debrunner) and especially 79-86 B 2
(Kleinknecht).
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OT presents the Word of God as creative of all things, revelatory of
God’s will and sovereignly effective of his decrees concerning human
history, so much so that this Word may be considered as the external
expression of divine Wisdom, with which it is closely identified. (5) In
the Targums and in rabbinic thought, the Aramaic term Memra, meaning
literally the utterance or the Word of God, is frequently found, but its
precise meaning is much debated. (a) Perhaps the most widespread view
is that which regards the Memra as nothing more than a reverential
circumlocution to avoid pronouncing the Holy Tetragram, YHWH. (b)
Others see the Memra as a kind of divine attribute akin to Wisdom, or to
the Holy Spirit, or to the Name, which are virtually personalized in order
to express God’s activity in creation and in history while at the same time
preserving untouched the immutability of the Godhead. It is thus a kind
of literary form used to preserve the doctrine of divine transcendence. (c)
Some Christian scholars have taken this rabbinical term to indicate a kind
of intermediary hypostasis between God and his people. (d) But the most
satisfactory meaning seems to be that which interprets Memra as ‘neither
an hypostasis, nor a simple replacement for the Name YHWH, but an
exegetical term representing a theology of the name “HYH”’'° (see
below).

The first, strictly Platonist, sense is rarely, if ever used in interpreting
John. The second, Stoic, sense was used in the early Trinitarian con-
troversies (notably by Tertullian) in order to defend the unity of the
Godhead; but few would maintain that this was the meaning intended
here by the evangelist. The third, the Neoplatonist, sense exercised a
profound influence on patristic interpretation, but, unless one regards the
Fourth Gospel as a fore-runner of second-century Gnosticism, it is hard to
see how anything resembling the philosophical Neoplatonist meaning
could have been in the mind of the evangelist. His thought-world is far
too Jewish.

The fourth, the OT, meaning is the meaning attached to the concept of
the Logos in all the classical interpretations, and it may be taken as
certain that the evangelist intended to include in his usage whatever the
OT meant by the term Logos. This, however, need not restrain anyone
from holding in addition that the primary sense of Logos in Jn 1 is the
fifth one, namely, that the term Logos there stands for the Memra
considered as the Holy, Ineffable, Name of God. That is, to speak of the
Logos-Memra is to refer to the Deity revealed in the phrase ‘1 AM
WHAT I AM’ at Exod 3.14; and the meaning of this phrase is that the
God of Moses does not merely exist in an ontological sense (Sein), but is
also ever-present at the side of his creatures, ever ready to have mercy
and to supply whatever help they may need in any situation (Dasein). The
foundation of Israel’s faith is that its God does actively intervene in this

10 Thus Robert Hayward, Divine Name and Presence: The Memra, Publications of the
Oxford Centre for Postgraduate Hebrew Studies, 1981, xii.
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world, that is, the exact opposite of what is now termed deism. The
Logos, the Memra, is ‘He Who is There’. The sense of Jn 1.1a is
therefore: ‘In the beginning, before the material world was created, there
existed the Word of God, the Compassionate, the All-merciful’.!" This
paraphrase accords perfectly with the Palestinian Targum of Gen 1.2: ‘a
spirit of love from before the Lord was blowing over the face of the
waters’.!?

1b. kai 6 Adyos N wpos TOV Bedv. (1) It is often said that in the
Koine, mp6s with the accusative is, after a verb such as elvat, equivalent
to mapd with the dative, as in Mt 13.56; 26.16[, 55 + mwpos vpas v.L],
Mk 6.3; in that case, the meaning of the clause would be ‘The Word was
with God, was beside God’ (aupreés de Dieu), just as Wisdom is said to
have been Tap’ alt® (Prov 8.30), mapd kuplov kal pet’ avTob eis
Tov aldva (Sir 1.1). Thus Bultmann, Barrett, Schnackenburg. (2) Others
maintain that here the preposition has not lost its classical sense of
relationship. Abbott (JG 2363-66) would render it as devoted to, and in
converse with [God]; Westcott similarly. I. de la Potterie offers a more
refined interpretation of this second view,"? and argues against the first
interpretation on four grounds: (a) No other text of John uses mpds with
the accusative to denote proximity. (b) The Wisdom texts use Tapd and
HeTd to express that sense, and John could easily have done the same. (c)
John, to express the proximity of the Son to the Father, uses mapd oot
(17.5)and mapa ¢ maTpi (8.28), and employs the same construction to
denote the nearness of one person to another (1.39; 4.40; 14.17, 23; cf.
19.25). He also uses peTd Twvos (3.22, 25, 26 etc.) but never mpds with
the accusative. (d) 1 John uses mpds with the accusative to denote
orientation towards (TapdkAnTov €xopev mpos Tov maTépa, 2.1;
mappnoiar €xoper mpos Tov Bedv, 3.21; cf. 5.14). De la Potterie
concludes that mpos TOv 6edv in 1.1 is the first member of a chiasmus
with 1.18, and equivalent to els TOV kéATOV ToD TaTpOs, with the sense
‘Le Logos était tourné vers Dieu’."

Perhaps the difference between these interpretations should not be
pressed too hard, for if the Logos was ‘with God’, it must have been in
some relationship to God, and it is obvious that this cannot have been a
local or spatial relationship in a material sense. De la Potterie’s reasons
do seem to tip the scale appreciably in favour of the second interpretation,
in which mpds is taken to stress the close ‘metaphysical’ relationship
between the Logos and God. Compare 1 Jn 1.2, amayyé\opev vpiv

' The ambiguity of attribution for the adjectives is of course deliberate.

12 Neofiti I: 1 Genesis, ETr by M. McNamara, 497. See further, Catrin Williams, 7
am He’: The Interpretation of ’ANI HU in Jewish and Early Christian Literature,
Tiibingen, 2000.

13 Biblica 43 (1962), 379-81.

4 Compare C. K. Williams, The New Testament: A New Translation in Plain English,
London, 1952: ‘The Word was face to face with God’.
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™y lofv T aldviov ATl Qv mpds TOv matépa, and 2.1,
TapdkAnTov €xoper mpos Tov TaTépa; see also Jn 8.42 and 16.28.
Thus v. 1b might be represented in English as ‘“The Word was very close
to God’, with all the ambiguity those words contain.'

1c. kai 8eds AV 6 Adyos. Ever since Chrysostom, commentators have
remarked that the first clause (1a) asserts the pre-existence of the Logos,
the second (1b) affirms that he was in a certain relationship with God,
and the third (1c) states that he is some sense to be identified with God.
The threefold v thus leads up to a climax: the Word was God. The three
statements taken together are the foundation upon which the teaching of
this Gospel rests. Further, when the Logos is identified with the Memra in
the sense defined above, the three statements become in addition a decla-
ration that mercy, love and compassion beyond all telling belong from all
eternity to the very nature and essence of the Godhead. This doctrine is
perhaps the most distinctive characteristic of Johannine theology.

The absence of the article before 8e6s shows not merely that o A\éyos
is the subject, and 6e6s the predicate (MHT III 183); it also ‘indicates
that the Word is God, but is not the only being of whom this is true’
(Barrett), thus laying the foundation for the long and arduous discussions
in early Christian history about the sense in which the Word could be said
to be God (0eds), if there was only one God, and if the Word was not in
every respect identical with 6 6eds. English, like most languages, cannot
reproduce the distinction between 0eés and 6 6eds, and the translation
above endeavours to achieve a semi-satisfactory version by the insertion
of the adverb 7oo.

The chiasmus in 1bc (\dyos—Bedv, Beds—\dyos) has often been
remarked; sometimes also, the symmetry between 1.1 and 1.18. Less
often noticed is the fact that if the term Logos here stands for the Holy
Name of God, the Memra, there is an all-embracing inclusio around the
entire gospel, whose purpose is that ‘believing, you may have life in his
name’ (20.31).

2. 0UTOS as a resumptive pronoun is distinctly more emphatic than the
natural choice, avTés, and the insertion of Word in the English
translation is intended to reflect this. The position of the verb v serves to
place all the stress of the sentence on the complement: the Logos was, év
apxf, mpos TOV Bebv.

15 Burney’s suggestion (AOFG 29) that mpds is here a translation of the Aramaic m>
(Iwt), denoting either connexion with (= apud, mapd) or motion towards (= ad, Tpds),
has not been well received. Straight after the book’s publication, G. R. Driver pointed out
that this text, far from being in the strict sense an Aramaism, is simply ‘an extension of
many classical usages’: see MHT II 467 for the reference and for examples. Nigel
Turner, somewhat surprisingly, writes that it is ‘is a Semitism and it may be due to the
Aramaic lewgthi (MHT IV 71)’.
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Though the sentence may seem at first reading to be an otiose repeti-
tion of facts already stated in v. 1, it does in reality add a clarification, by
reaffirming that from the very beginning the Logos was in close relation-
ship to God (Barrett). It is more questionable whether this statement was
inserted to prevent anyone from misunderstanding v. 1 as an assertion of
the existence of two divine beings, a Logos—Theos and 6 0eés, the God
(so Bultmann), for it is difficult to imagine any first-century Christian
thinking in terms of two deities. The most satisfactory explanation is that
v. 2 by reaffirming, at this point, and in the strongest way possible, the
nature of the Logos in se and quoad Deum, prepares the ground for the
next statement, about the role of the Logos with respect to all that has
been created.

3. mdvTa 85U’ avTob €yéveTo, Kal Xwpis avTol EYEveTo ovdeE €v
0 yéyovev. This is the reading and punctuation of the Textus Receptus.
A different punctuation will be discussed at the end of the commentary
on this verse. Verse 3 punctuated as in the Textus Receptus may be
interpreted in three ways.

1. The verse is understood as referring to the creation.

In Classical Greek and in the Koine, both mdvta and Ta mdvTa are used
to denote ‘the whole of creation, the entire universe’ as distinct from
God. Plato, for example, writes (Epistula 6.323d): TOv TGOV TavTov Hedv
Nyepdva TV Te SvTov kal TV peAévTwv. Colossians 1.20 and Eph
1.10 use Ta wdvTa in the same way, to denote the whole of creation, the
totality in each case being further emphasized by the addition of the
words ‘those that are in heaven and those that are on earth’ (Ephesians;
Colossians in the reverse order, and with one different preposition). So
also Rev 4.11: ov ékTioas Ta mdvTa. The presence of the article in
these texts and elsewhere is probably intended to stress the notion that a//
things, taken collectively (rather than ‘every thing’ taken distributively)
were created (Revelation), reconciled (Colossians), given a new begin-
ning (Ephesians)'s etc. In that case, the absence of the article in the
present verse (Jn 1.3) would indicate that every single thing, taken one by
one, came into being through the Logos, a distributive sense which may
also be intended in Rev 21.5, ’I80v kaivd mold mdvTa, individually. If
this is the sense here, it would be more accurate to translate the Greek
mdvTa not as all things, but as everything, or even better, as every thing."
The translation above retains the plural all things to reflect the Greek
plural.

16 For this translation, see J. McHugh, ‘A Reconsideration of Ephesians 1:10b in the
Light of Irenaeus’, Paul and Paulinism: Essays in Honour of C.K. Barrett, ed. M. D.
Hooker and S. G. Wilson, London, 1982, 302-309.

'7 The only other texts in John where the same difficulty might arise are 3.31 and
10.29, but see the notes in loco.
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8U avtod: through him. Note that the text says ‘through him’, not ‘by
him’ (U™ avToD), a distinction which is well taken by the Latin versions’
per ipsum (not ab ipso). This may be very significant, because in the
Synoptics, 5td with the genitive is rarely used to indicate a personal
agent, and on two of the four occasions it is used in a bad sense. '8 In John
the construction is more common, and is always used in a good sense:
apart from the occurrences here and in v. 10." 8ud with the genitive is
always used of the contribution made by God’s personal agents in the
work of salvation. Thus the Baptist is his agent as witness (1.7), as is
Moses as lawgiver (1.17). Both are superseded by one who remains for
ever the supreme and only, definitive and irreplaceable, agent of salva-
tion, Jesus Christ (1.17; 3.17; 10.1, 2, 9 and especially 14.6). Johannine
usage tells rather against interpreting this half-verse as referring solely to
the work of creation.

€yéveTo: came into being, was brought into existence, the aorist
denoting a fact completed in the past. The tense stands in (probably
deliberate) contrast to that used of the Logos in 1.1, 2 (). At this point
the author could have underlined the universality of the work of the
Logos by inserting a phrase such as Td év Tols oUpavols kal Td éml
TNs y1s; indeed, if he were writing a hymn, and that in proconsular Asia,
such a line might have commended itself as almost a natural expansion of
mdvTa, as it is in the hymns of Eph 1.10 and Col 1.20. If he did first
entertain and then reject this idea, it might have been because he was
consciously thinking of Gen 1.1, in which ‘heaven and earth’ denote only
the material creation (see above on 1.1), and do not include the spirits
outside this world. This would seem to be the sense of the words in Rev
14.7; 20.11. The reason for mentioning this hypothesis is that the author
may have wished to stress that everything without exception was brought
into existence by the Logos. Hence, instead of writing ‘the things that are
in heaven and those that are on earth’, which could have been be mis-
interpreted as denoting only the material world, terrestrial and celestial,
he placed next a clause more emphatic still.

As in 1.29 etc., a positive statement is reinforced by the denial of its
opposite. xwpls means apart from, 005¢ €v (si vera lectio®) is even more
emphatic than 008¢év, and & yéyovev is in this context almost a technical
term for that which has come into existence.”' Thus the sense is that ‘not a

18 Tt is found seven times, but on only four occasions, namely, in Mt 11.2, of the
Baptist’s envoys; in Lk 18.31, of the prophets; in Mt 18.7 =Lk 17.1, of the one through
whom scandals come; and in Mt 26.24 = Mk 14.21 =Lk 22.12, of him 8.’ ov the Son of
man is handed over.

19 But see below, on 1.10.

20 That 008¢ €v is the true original reading can scarcely be doubted, for among the
papyri and uncials the only witnesses to 008év are P, n* and D, and among the
minuscules, only /1 and 1071.

21'So also in a frequently cited text of Plato (Timaeus 28b), which is worth quoting in
extenso. 0 81 mas ovpavos - 1 kGopos 1) kal d\ko §TL moTe drvopalpevos pdloT’
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single thing that has come into existence ever came into existence
independently of the Logos’.

2. The verse is understood as referring to the work of salvation.

In John, and in the Johannine Epistles, the neuter plural Ta mdvTa is
never found. By contrast, mdvTa without the article is found on several
occasions with reference to the work of Jesus on earth (notably in 3.35-
36; 5.20; 13.3; 16.15; 17.7, 10; and especially 19.28). Secondly, there is
the phrase 81" avTod. Everywhere else in John Std with the genitive,
when used of Christ, refers to his mediatory role in the work of salvation
(see especially 3.17; 10.9; 14.6; 1 Jn 4.9; and above, on this verse, under
1). Thirdly, the verb yivea6at occurs three times in this verse, each time
with an indeterminate and neuter subject (TdvTa, 008¢ €v, ). Whenever
this construction is found elsewhere in John, ylvecbal always applies to
an historical event, which either happened, took place (1.28; 3.9; 13.19
[%2]; 14.22, 29 [%2]; 19.36) or which will come to pass (15.7). Verse 3,
so interpreted, would then mean that every single event in the story of
salvation which is about to unfold fakes place only through the Logos,*
and that not one thing happens independently of him. Some add, as a final
and confirmatory argument, that on this interpretation, the Prologue
would be framed in a double inclusio, with éyéveTo twice at the
beginning in 1.3, and twice at the end (1.14, 17), on each occasion
referring to historical events.”

3. The verse is taken as referring both to the role of the pre-existent
Logos in the creation and also to the salvific work of the Word made flesh
which is about to be revealed.
The verbal similarity between 1.1 and Gen 1.1, and the repetition of ‘And
God said...’ throughout Gen 1, make it hard to think that the role of the
Logos in creation was absent from the writer’s mind at Jn 1.3; but to
affirm that is not to invalidate the arguments just given in favour of the
second interpretation. There is no difficulty in accepting both, for such a
double meaning would be entirely in keeping with the style and theology
of the evangelist, and here in 1.3 it could well be fully intended (but
contrast 1.9-10).

The foregoing interpretations of v. 3 assume the punctuation found in
the Textus Receptus, but there is another, more ancient, manner of con-
struing the final words of v. 3 and the initial clause of v. 4 which, though

dv 8éxorto, ToUO Hiv dropdodo - okemTéov & obv mepl avTod mpdTOV, dTEP
UmékeLTaL mepl TavTos év dpxf Selv okomely, méTepov N del, yevéoews dpxny
&xov obdepiav, § yéyovev, am dpxfis Twos dpEdpevos. yéyovev.

22 The preposition is important: not by the Logos. See above on 1.2a. It will assume
great importance in early patristic Trinitarian debate.

23 1. de la Potterie, La Vérité, 162-64. The first to argue this point in print was
apparently T. E. Pollard, ‘Cosmology and the Prologue of the Fourth Gospel’, Vigiliae
Christianae 12 (1958), 147-53.
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it does not affect the meaning of v. 3, makes a significant difference to
the sense of v. 4.

3-4. Of the two ways of punctuating vv. 3-4, the first places a full point at
the end of v. 3, after 6 yéyovev, whereas the second places a full point
after o08¢ €v, and takes the words O yéyovev as the initial words of the
sentence in v. 4. The text will thus read

either 1. &yéveTo 008 &v O yéyovev. év adTd Lo .
or 2. &yéveTo ovde €v. O yéyovev év alTd Lo ny.

The interpretation of v. 3 just given is in accordance with Reading 1.

Reading 2 is more difficult to explain, for the words 6 yéyovevinv.3
and the first four words of v. 4 take on different meanings according to
the manner in which they are construed; and they can of course be
construed

either as (a) d yéyovev / év adTd {on Av.
oras (b) 6 yéyovev év adTd // {wn Nv.

One of these alternatives must be chosen in order to interpret and to
translate Reading 2. The commentary will here indicate the sense which
emerges according to the punctuation which the reader prefers to assign
to it (and it is well to remember that the original text was not punctuated
at all). A short history of the interpretation of the verse according to the
punctuation adopted is given in Excursus IV, ‘Longer Notes of Textual
Criticism’.

Reading 2 (a) places a comma after yéyovev, giving 6 yéyovev, év
abt®d Con nr. On this reading, O yéyover may be construed as an
accusative of respect, giving the sense ‘for that which has come into
existence, there was life in him’, but the evidence for such a grammatical
construction is flimsy in the extreme,* and if that meaning had been
intended, the text should have read rather, to make the antecedent clear, d
véyovev. A second possibility is to take év aUT as referring not to the
Logos, but to 6 yéyovev: ‘As for that which has come into existence,
there was life in it’. This would keep close to the text of Gen 1, especially
if life is here understood as denoting purely ‘natural’ life.? It would make
good sense here, but gives rise to problems when this life is identified
with light in v. 4. The alternative is to take 6 yéyovev as the subject of
the clause, and to translate it as ‘that which has come into existence [or:
come to pass]—in it was life’, which makes little sense, if any. Unless the
\:VOl‘d’S are taken as an accusative of respect, the comma must come after
€V auTQ.

24 The only possible examples in John are at 6.10, TOv dpt8pov os mevTakioxiAtot,
where the grammar is self-evident, and at 8.25, Ti\v dpxnv kT\., where the construction,
whatever its meaning, must be idiomatic. See BDF 160.

2 Thus A. van Hoonacker, ‘Le Prologue du quatrieme Evangile’, RHE 2 (1901), 5ff.
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Readmg 2 (b) puts a comma after adTQ, glVlng O yéyovev év avTd,
{wn nv. The usual objectlon to this punctuatlon is that the second verb
should be not v butéoTiv, areading which is in fact found in 8 D it syre
cop, and several Gnostic writers (see UBS). Certainly, if one is thinking
of the creation, it is more natural to expect ‘What has come into existence
in him is life’; but this objection has less force when one remembers that
the perfect may be used in the sense of the aorist, a usage which Nigel
Turner calls a ‘resultative’ rather than a ‘present’ perfect. The verse
could then mean ‘What came into existence in him, was life’.

If, however, the words are taken to refer not to the creation but to
Christ’s work of salvation, they may be translated as ‘What came [or: has
come] to pass in him was life’, which seems eminently reasonable.

Indeed, if this third interpretation of v. 3 is accepted, it suggests a most
attractive double meaning affirming both that created life came into being
through the pre-existent Word, and that it was through the Word made
flesh that it was restored (cf. 3.5; 10.10; 11.25). One may then recall that
in Gen 1, the creation proceeds from day to day, in a careful logical
succession, establishing the conditions in which living things may grow
until on the sixth day, when all is at last ready for the completion of the
work, God creates the land-based beasts and finally the human race. In
Genesis, all these things, from the first creation (light) to the last, were
brought into existence through God’s Word. So in the Fourth Gospel, all
proceeds towards the restoration of life for the entire human race on the
sixth day of the final week of Jesus’ earthly life, with Paradise Restored.

4.¢év a¥T® LN Nv. The absence of the article before (w1 indicates that
the writer is alluding not to an abstract concept of life apprehensible by
the mind, but to an objectively subsistent reality (‘a life’), and is asserting
that there was in the Logos a principle of life, that is, a particular kind of
life. Such a principle is, of course, found also in many kinds of creatures
which in their different ways are ‘living’ beings which ‘have’ life, but all
the living creatures which are observable on earth carry within
themselves by nature the germ of death: they grow, mature, age, decline
and die (cf. Zahn 54). In the Logos, by contrast, there is by nature,
because of his relatlonshlp to God (év dpxf M mpos TOV Bedv),
uncreated life— kaTa dpvowy o (Cyril of Alexandria). Following the
interpretations given above of v. 3, some will see this initial statement of
v. 4 as an assertion that even before the creation there was in the pre-
existent Logos a principle of life; others will see it as referring to the
ministry of the Incarnate Word, and others as referring to both.

The meaning of the term (o, ‘life’, will therefore depend on the way
in which the word Logos is understood. (1) If the meaning of Logos is
here restricted to what has so far been stated about the Logos in vv. 1-3,

26 MHT 1I 68-69 and 81-85. See also BDF 343 (3).
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that is, if the term Logos is understood to denote, at this point in the
Gospel, God’s agent or instrument in creation (cf. Gen 1 etc.), and
nothing more than that, then the term ‘life” will in consequence be of
wide and generic application (as in Gen 1.20-21, 24, 30); and though this
would proclaim the greatness of God, so ‘deistic’ (if one may use the
term) a view of the Logos hardly seems consonant even with the OT
concept. (2) If, however, that same creative Logos is understood (as
elsewhere in the OT) to have been in addition God’s agent in the
providential guiding of events in history (e.g. Isa 40.8; 55.10-11), then
this implies that it has, at particular moments in time, ensured life and
survival for God’s people on this earth. (3) If the Logos is also a rule
(torah) for the people as a whole, and a light for each individual (e.g. Ps
119.105), to guide them during their time on earth along the paths of
righteousness, then this Logos is in an even more specific sense a source
of what we may call the life of the spirit, ‘enlightening the eyes’ (Ps
19.9). (4) If ‘Logos’ is also here equivalent to the term Memra, and
therefore connotes a whole theology of the name YHWH as defined above
(p- 8), then it is capable of bemg a source of life for all humanity. The
precise sense in which there is life in the Logos remains, however, to be
disclosed, and its full implications will become clear only gradually, as
the story of the Fourth Gospel unfolds. The evangelist begins by
declaring that the first characteristic of ‘the life which is in the Logos’ is
that it brlngs ‘hght to humankind.

kal N {on v TO ¢ds TOV avBpamev. It would be absurd to say
that this was so before the creation; the meaning of jv must therefore be
that the life which came in the Logos was destined to be the light of the
human race after the creation.

But what is the meaning of T0 $&s TOV dvopdmor? By qualifying T6
dos with the words Tév dvBpdmov, the writer makes it clear that he is
not referring to natural light, as in Gen 1, for in that text the daylight is a
precondition of life not only for humans, but for beasts and plants as well.
Equally, he is not speaking of ‘the light of the world’ in the sense which
that phrase has in Jn 8.12; see the note on 6 kéopos at Jn 1.10. The
primary meaning must therefore be that the life which God has from the
beginning given to human beings contains a special, and indeed unique,
kind of enlightenment, namely, the faculty of reason. See Thomas
Aquinas’s collection of patristic authorities in his Catena aurea 8-9.

But there is more to the meaning of 70 ¢ds TGOV dvbpdTov than that.
It is impossible to imagine any Christian steeped in Judaism thinking of
the coming of Jesus as having been without preparation (cf. Gal 4.4; Heb
1.1 etc.), and here at the beginning of John’s Gospel, the full sense of the
words TO ¢ds TOV dvlpdTer must be interpreted not only in terms of
the OT concept of that unique kind of ‘life’ which God has given to the
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human race (as the sentence demands) but also in terms of salvation
history (which is implied). Heilsgeschichte is the key to this sentence.”
nv: ‘The imperfect is the tense of incomplete action, duration and
continuity’ (MHT III 64). Therefore the life which was in the Logos has
from the moment of creation been throughout history, Tolvpepds kal
moAvTpoTws (Heb 1.1), the source of light for humankind. It was
through the life-giving Logos that our race was first endowed with the
primal faculty of reason; and then, as the OT so often teaches (see
Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, Sirach and Wisdom), God would enhance this gift
in all who sincerely sought to do his will, by bestowing upon them the
gifts of wisdom and prudence. The universalist horizon is particularly
evident in Sir 24, where the enshrinement of Wisdom in the Torah marks
the culmination of its descent to this earth, and in those four great
chapters of the book of Wisdom (6-9), addressed to all the rulers of the
earth, which discourse upon the folly of preferring any material pros-
perity to the possession of wisdom. Far beyond the frontiers of Israel, as
well as inside its culture, the Word and Wisdom of God had from the
beginning been engaged in a praeparatio evangelica. But a still deeper
meaning is to come. Just as human reason is enhanced by the gifts of
wisdom and prudence, so wisdom and prudence may in turn be further
heightened by another gift of the one who first bestowed them.

TO $@s: here the presence of the article is significant, for it would
have been equally easy to write kal 1) (o1 ¢ds v TGV avbpdmov. The
article indicates that the author is now referring to the most outstanding,
indeed the unique, source of light for humankind (MHT III 183). The
second article, too, is significant, for it too could have been omitted (e.g.
N Lo dGs MV avbpdTov); Tov dvBpdmor, therefore, must refer to the
whole human race (see v. 9).

The underlying reasoning of vv. 3c-4ab is that the life which was in
the Logos, being uncreated, is of its nature imperishable.? Therefore, the
life which comes to the human race through and in and from the Logos
must contain within itself the possibility, the prospect, the expectation
and even the sure hope, of one day sharing to the full in some deathless
life. Hope of this nature will clearly be T0 dds TOV dvbpdTor Kat’
€Eoxjv—the light par excellence for all those who here on earth dwell in
darkness and in the shadow of death (compare Lk 1.79; Ps 106.10, 14 in
the LXX, and Isa 9.1; 42.7). This is one of the central ideas in Johannine
theology.

5.kal T0 ¢@s €v TN okoTia dpaivel. In early Greek, the usual term
for darkness was 6 okéTos, but the alternative T0 okéTos became

27 Pace Bultmann, ‘The history-of-salvation perspective as a whole is lacking in
John’ (Theology of the New Testament, ETr, 11 8).

28 The next occurrence of ‘life’ is at 3.15-16, where it is characterized as (o)
atdvios.
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common in Hellenistic Greek, and the masculine form is nowhere found
in the LXX or in the NT.? The feminine form okoT{a is Hellenistic and,
by comparison with okéTos, rare; see LST and TWNT VII 425.

0kGTOS occurs six times in Matthew (4.16; 6.23; 8.12; 22.13; 25.30;
27.45), four times in Lk (1.79; 11.35; 22.53; 23.44), and once in John
(3.19). With the possible exception of the three Synoptic references to
darkness at the crucifixion (Mt 27.45; Mk 15.33; Lk 23.44), its reference
is always metaphorical. okoT{a is found in only two Synoptic texts, Mt
10.27 and its parallel Lk 12.3, and as a variant reading at Mt 4.16;3° it too
is in all cases used metaphorically.

John, by contrast, has a distinct preference for the form okoT{a, which
occurs eight times in his gospel (1.5 [x2]; 6.17; 8.12; 12.35 [x2], 46;
20.1) and six times in 1 Jn (1.5; 2.8, 9, 11 [x3]). There does not, however,
seem to be any difference of meaning between the three terms, masculine,
feminine and neuter, unless we hypothesize that the termination —a,
which so often represents an abstract noun, justifies one in translating
0KOTOS as the dark and okoTla as the darkness, with the latter being
more pronouncedly metaphorical. Against this, okoT{a is in Jn 6.17
indubitably, and in Jn 20.1 almost certainly, literal. In any case, John’s
theology would have been no different had he written 76 ok6To0S rather
than 1) okoTia, in accordance with the general usage of the LXX and of
the other NT writers.?!

In religious literature the use of the term ‘darkness’ is almost certain to
be metaphorical. It refers not to the absence of physical light, but rather to
that ‘encircling gloom’ of doubt or depression, of uncertainty or despair,
where it would be a grace to see but one step ahead (cf. Ps 119.105).3
Similarly, LSJ records that in the lliad, 6 ok6Tos always refers to the
darkness of death, mostly in the phrase TOv 8¢ okdTos dooe kdAvev
({l. 4.461 etc.), but also in lines such as oTvyepos & dpa pLv okdTOS
ellev (Il. 5.47; 13.672). Again, the texts from Qumran about the struggle
between the Prince of Light and the Angel of Darkness (1QS 111 20-26),
or between the children of light and the children of darkness (1QS 19-10;
1T 16-17; 11 24-25), serve to illustrate the currency of this metaphor in the
religious literature of the age.

29Tt would be rather pedantic to object that the anarthrous nominatives in Mt 27.45,
Mk 15.33e and Lk 23.44 could in theory be masculine.

30NA? cites for okoTia 8! B D W; Or®; for okoTetr, 8* CL © 1 13 IM; OrPt, NA?
prints okoTel as the text, ckoTLa as a variant.

3UHR lists only three instances of okoT{a in the LXX (Job 28.3; Mic 3.6; Isa 16.3);
there are more than 100 instances of ok6Tos. All the NT occurrences of okoTia are
listed above—two in the Synoptics and 14 in John and 1 John; there are 18 examples of
okéTos in addition to the 12 instances in the gospels enumerated in the preceding
paragraph.

32 Cf. Conzelmann in TWNT VII 425.
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In the OT, darkness is one of the constituent elements of the initial
chaos (Gen 1.2) which is not annihilated, but brought under control by
God and turned into a useful and subordinate part of his creation (Gen 1);
indeed, the darkness serves to reveal God’s glory (Gen 15; Pss §; 19).
Furthermore, even though it is regularly seen as a source of danger and a
cause of disaster, these things too may serve God’s purposes, as at the
Exodus. The realm of darkness too is subject to God’s will, because he is
its creator (Ps 139.11-12), as the Community Rule of Qumran stresses: ‘It
is He [the God of Israel] who created the spirits of Light and darkness...
And he loves the one everlastingly and delights in his works for ever; but
the counsel of the other he loathes and for ever hates its ways’ (1QS III
25-1V 1).5

ok6Tos and okoTla can, of course, also be used with reference to
blindness, and in particular of the mental incapacity to see what is in fact
before one’s eyes. This too qualifies as ‘darkness’, and the meaning of
okoT{a in Jn 1.5 is that human existence is lived out in a world of deep
darkness, a place without hope, until the uncreated light of eternal life in
the Logos begins to shine into and through that darkness, just as the
creation of physical light in the beginning initiated the ordering of the
universe and the beginning of life on earth (Gen 1.3). okoTtia should
therefore not be taken to refer directly either to those who are unbeliev-
ers, or to spiritual powers that rule in this present world (Eph 6.12), but to
the cultural climate, the godless atmosphere, in which those who believe
in God are so often called to live out their lives.

This is the first mention of the contrast between light and darkness in
the Fourth Gospel, and two statements are made. daiver: the close
parallel in 1 Jn 2.8 (1} okoT{a TapdyeTal kai TO @S TO AANOLYOV 18N
daiver) is there certainly intended to refer to the age in which the writer
is living (TapdyeTat, §8n), but neither there nor here in Jn 1.5 is there
any reason to restrict the meaning of the verb to one particular era. The
light is perpetually shining, just as the darkness always remains. €v T
okoT{q: the writer had available a wide choice of prepositions. He could,
like Paul in 2 Cor 4.6, have written that light shone out of darkness, or
have used ém{ with the accusative, genitive or dative, implying that the
light shone into or over or upon the darkness, thus clearly affirming that
the darkness was overwhelmed and dispelled. By writing not i but év,
he stresses that the darkness remains, undispelled by the light. By the
placing of daivel at the end of the clause, and the studied choice of the
present tense, the superior power of the light is quietly affirmed.

kail i okoTia avTo ov kaTéNapev. Pace Turner (MHT III 73), 0¥
kaTé\apev can only with difficulty be termed a gnomic aorist, since,
though it expresses a repeated fact, the fact is not an axiom (compare
BDF 333 [2]). The verb can mean either has not overpowered, over-
whelmed it (so most Greek commentators since Origen, and many

33 Translation by G. Vermes in DSSE, 3rd ed., 65.
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modern writers®), or has not understood, has not grasped, has not
embraced it. The Latin versions’ tenebrae eam non comprehenderunt is
ambiguous enough to be patient of both meanings, and perhaps indicates
that both meanings were thought to have been intended by the writer, as
several modern scholars (notably Barrett) affirm. The darkness was not
able to master it (Knox) and has never mastered it (NEB = REB) seek to
catch the double meaning that the darkness ‘has neither extinguished the
light nor understood it’. The translation given above is but a variation of
this: and the darkness has never become master of it

So the opening paragraph of the Gospel ends. The conflict between the
light-bearing life-giving Logos (cf. 8.12; 11) and the powers of darkness
will be one of the principal themes of the Fourth Gospel.

3+ And also (if it is a quotation or a true parallel) the lines in the Odes of Solomon
18.6a: ‘Let not light be conquered by darkness...” (translation by J. H. Charlesworth in
OTP11 751).



B. JOHN AS WITNESS TO THE LIGHT (1.6-8)

Without warning, both the scene and the subject-matter change, and the
reader is thrust into the world of time. With no connecting particle, the
break in the train of thought is so abrupt that several modern scholars
judge that v. 6 may have been the original opening of the Gospel, before
the Prologue was added.! The only link with v. 5 is the theme of light: a
man was sent from God to testify about the light that was shining in the
darkness. Schnackenburg writes that the evangelist introduces the Baptist
here precisely because of the key-word ‘light’, ‘which is his favourite
image for the work of the incarnate Son of God’, and suggests, because of
v. 8, ‘that the disciples of the Baptist outside the Christian Church
claimed this title for their master (cf. also 5.35)’.

%There was a man sent from God—his name was John. 7He came for testi-
mony, to bear witness to the light, that through him, all might believe. 8He
was not himself the light, but came to bear witness to the light.?

6. The paratactical structure, common in Semitic languages, is also quite
acceptable as Greek, and provides no positive ground for postulating that
the sentence must be a translation from Aramaic or Hebrew.>

"EyéveTo dvBpamos. Mark too introduces the Baptist into the gospel
story with the word éyéveto (1.5), which may be there translated,
without any emphasis, as There came, There appeared, or even There
was once.... John’s use of the same word at this point is more significant.
His Gospel opens (Jn 1.1-2) with the imperfect tense 1v, describing what
was before creation, and then, in v. 3, changes over to the aorist éyéveTo,
when it begins to speak of the time-conditioned work of creation, and of
history. Similarly, here in v. 6, the use of the aorist € yéveTo in preference
to nv signals that the story is moving into historical time,* and ‘clearly
refers not to this man’s coming into existence, but to the mission itself’
(Chrysostom). The choice of dvBpwtos over avrjp is not significant, for
with the possible exception of 1.30, John uses dvrjp only when he wishes
to refer to a husband or a male.

Furthermore, the combination of the two words éyéveTo dvlpuTos is
almost certainly intended to suggest that the story now beginning marks a

! See Excursus I, ‘The Structure of the Prologue’.

2 The lines are here arranged to indicate that they are not part of the hymn.

3 Contra Burney, Torrey et al.

4 So, most emphatically, Cyril of Alexandria (I 7, 61bc); and also Aquinas fn. 109:
erat was used when speaking de aeternis, fuit is now used de temporalibus.
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momentous step forward in the salvation history of the human race. It is
probably purely by accident that this exact verbal combination occurs
nowhere in the LXX, but the two words clearly echo the LXX renderings
of the Hebrew vy " [way#hi ’i§] as kal éyéveTto avip (Judg 13.2 A, of
Manoah; father of Samson, and 17.1 AB, of Micah), or kal v dvijp
(Judg 13.2 B) or "Avbpotos nv (1 Kgdms 1.1, of Elkanah, father of
Samuel). Each of these texts introduces a new figure into the narrative,
first by stating his tribe or homeland, and then by identifying him in the
words kal dvopa adT®; similar constructions occur in 1 Kgdms 25.2-3;
2 Kgdms 9.2 and Esth 2.5. So also Lk 1.5 tells of the parentage, profes-
sion and tribe of the Baptist, in order to link his birth with the Temple and
the ancient hopes of Israel (1.5-25, 68-79). Our lemma is essentially
different. It says nothing about ancestry, profession or homeland; in this
Gospel, it is enough that he is sent directly ‘from God’.

ameoTalpévos mapa 6Oeod. The periphrastic construction, in
preference to dTeoTdAn, has two advantages. First, the choice of the verb
€yéveTo is a reminder that both the existence of the Baptist and his
mission are to be counted among ‘all those things that came into being
and into history’ (1.3) only through the pre-existent Word (cf. 1.15, 30).
Secondly, the perfect participle passive, dmeaTapLévos, places the stress
on the abiding quality in the envoy rather than on the once-for-all fact of
the mission. ‘There was a man sent from God’ rather than ‘A man was
sent from God’. In Classical Greek, the verb dmooTé\\w is generally
more emphatic than oTé\\w or mépumw, and is often used to denote the
commissioning of a representative to discharge a particular task; this
usage is even more widespread in Hellenistic Greek (TWNT1397), where
in legal contexts this verb underlines the fact that the person so com-
missioned is in truth duly authorized. Indeed, in religious contexts it was
sometimes used almost as a technical expression to denote the pleni-
potentiary delegate of a divine being. Thus Epictetus writes that ‘the one
who is in truth a Cynic...should know that he is sent as a messenger from
God’ (Tov Tals da\ndelars Kuvikov...el8éval el 6TL dyyehos amo
ToD ALds dméoTalTal).’s Irenaeus states that Menander, a disciple of
Simon Magus, ‘made himself out to be the saviour sent down from invisi-
ble (worlds?) for the salvation of humankind’,s and Philo writes that
Jacob’s son Joseph, addressing his brothers, ‘declared that he had not
received his commission at the hands of men, but had been appointed by
God () mpos avlpdTov dmecTdNbal VO 8¢ Tob Beol Kkexelpo-
TovfijoBar)’.’

5 Dissertations I1I 22,23.

©123,5=S8CT 320, where the Latin reads ‘se autem eum esse qui missus sit ab
invisibilibus Salvatorem’. Compare Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 111 26, 1, where a rather
different text uses dmeoTaA\LEVOS.

7 Migr. Abraham 22, as translated in Loeb Philo IV 145. All the references in the
paragraph above come from K. H. Rengstorf in I 397-99, where further detail may be
found.
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In the LXX, where it occurs over 700 times, dmooTé\\w is for all
practical purposes the equivalent of the Hebrew rbw [$1h], and, like that
verb, in the overwhelming majority of cases it means to entrust, to
charge, or to commission someone with a message or task. All the
emphasis is on the authority of the sender, to whom the person of the
envoy is wholly subordinate, and consequently on the respect due to his
delegate. This stands out starkly in the sending of Isaiah (Isa 6.8) of
Jeremiah (Jer 1.7) and of Ezekiel (Ezek 2.3). In each case there is also in
the recipient the consciousness of a divine mission, and an obedient
acceptance of the prophetic role, however arduous it may prove (TWNT 1
399). dmooTéA\w carries the same connotations over into the NT, stress-
ing the commissioning, the task involved and the empowering authority
behind the mission. Here, then, in Jn 1.6, the sense of dmecTa\pévos is
that there was a man duly commissioned and charged with a particular
task, by the authority of God. Note also that though this Gospel uses the
noun ‘apostle’ only once (13.16), the use of the verb here may point to
another all-embracing inclusio spanning the entire Gospel, with John
being sent (dmecTaiuévos) at the beginning to present Jesus to Israel
(cf 1.31), and the Eleven belng sent out at the end (kabas dméoTarkéy
pe O maThp, kKayo TéuTw UIAS),! to present the message of salvation to
the whole world (20.21).°

In mapa Oeod, the choice of mapd rather than UTé calls for the
translation from as distinct from by, indicating the envoy’s origin rather
than his commissioner: in the LXX, mapd renders perfectly the pre-
position 182 (de chez, cf. Abel, Grammaire §50 f, and BDB 86 4).
Further, the omission of the definite article before e ot may well indicate
that the commissioning of this envoy was not restricted to the one
described in 1.1 as O 6eds, but can be predicated also of that Logos—
Theos through whom all things came to pass (cf. 1.3). Thus we can say
that the man was not merely sent dmo Tod 8eod or U0 Tod Beod, but
also 8La ToU A\Gyou, and one may also suggest that mapa 6eod was inten-
tionally chosen in order to embrace all three meanings.'® The authority

8 For the difference between dmooTé\\w and mépumo in the NT, see below on Jn 1.33
(and TWNT 1 403-405).

 Origen II 29-31, nn. 180-88, prefers to explain the word ‘sent’ in Jn 1.31 by
appealing to the doctrine of the pre-existence of souls. It would account for the Baptist’s
pre-natal holiness (Lk 1.44); indeed, he might have been more than human—an angel
(Mal 3.1 =Lk 7.27), similar to the angel described in the Prayer of Joseph. (For the latter,
see OTP 11 713-14, with an Introduction by J. Z. Smith on 699-712.) Cyril of Alexandria,
without naming Origen, denounces this ‘widely circulated tale’, and asserts that it was to
counter this misinterpretation that the evangelist wrote dvbpomos (I 7, 61cd).

10 This interpretation may underlie the reading mapa kuvpiov in D*, which in a
Christian MS probably refers to the Word before the Incarnation. It is not, however, a
true variant reading, for it is nowhere else attested, and is corrected in D itself by the
simple alteration of the initial kappa to theta (i.e. from KY to ©Y).
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behind the message is not human, but divine."" See further the comment
on 5.34a.

6vopa a¥Td 'Tedvvns. The construction, with ellipsis of the verb, is
typically Semitic,'? and as it here introduces John, so in 3.1 it introduces
Nicodemus (contrast 18.10, with a verb). But whereas in 3.1 Nicodemus
is there described, ‘John’ is here considered sufficient for identification.
This name occurs 18 times in the Fourth Gospel, and, by contrast with the
Synoptics, always stands without patronymic or epithet; on every
occasion it denotes the Baptist. Clearly, the readers know to whom the
name John refers, and the next step must be to state what his task is.

7. The resumptive pronoun 0UTOS, more emphatic than a¥Tds, means
this one, the one just mentioned (cf. BDF 290). It is difficult, probably
impossible, to translate these nuances into Enghsh AABeV: he who had,
by God’s election and free initiative, been ‘sent from God’, came
obviously ‘from God’, in the sense described in the comments on v. 6
under Tapa 6eol. ‘With this sentence, the place of the Baptist in salva-
tion history is at once established’.’> We are not yet told when, or from
where he came, only why, and his task (i.e. God’s purpose in sending this
envoy) is described in three ever more precise expressions.

First, John came, in a general sense, €l papTuplav, thatis, in order
to testify, to bear witness. paptupla here carries its primary, legal,
meaning of testifying, of bearing witness to the true state of affairs
because one has fuller knowledge than others. Ordinarily, testimony is
given ‘before a tribunal which has to give judgment on the matter, and
this judgment must be based on the statement of the witness; on the other
hand, the witness is in duty bound to make his statement, and in so doing
commits himself to what he says’."* The Fourth Gospel frequently uses
the vocabulary of litigation, reminding its reader especially of bearing
witness (LapTupla, 14 times; papTupetv 33 times) and of judgment
(kplvewv, 19 times; kplots, 11 times). John will be the first witness, both
in the gospel-book (1.15) and in the story (1.32, 24; 3.26, 28); he is also
the first witness invoked in what we may call the (unofficial) trial of

1 ¢Sj quis obiiciat, nimis infirmum esse testimonium hominis, ut Christus probetur
esse filius Dei: hic quoque in promptu est solutio, non citari Baptistam quasi privatum
testem, sed qui divina auctoritate praeditus, angeli magis quam hominis personam
substineat’ (Calvin).

121t is not a solecism in Greek. 8* D* WP syr insert nv before ovopa, but it is
deleted in & and ‘pointed out’ in D; and syrc is notoriously pleonastic. Likewise, the cui
nomen erat of the Latin versions is nothing more than an elegant rendermg, nota witness
to a different Greek text. So also, when Origen on one occasion writes ¢ dvopa
Todvwns (I1 37 fn. 225, in SC I 362), the reconstruction is there recommended by the
shape of his sentence; elsewhere he reads o. a. I. (e.g. XXXII 17, in Brooke II 180 line
6; and Fragment 49 on 264).

13 “Mit diesem Satz ist zugleich der heilsgeschichtliche Ort festgestellt, den der
Taufer einnimmt’ (Johannes Schneider in TWNT 11 669011,

14 Bultmann ETr 50-51 fn. 5.
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Jesus in Jerusalem, spanning chs. 5—10 (see 5.33-36a). Apart from one
passing reference in the story of the woman of Samaria (4.39), he alone
‘bears witness to Jesus’ during the earthly ministry,'s and in fact he does
nothing else. In this Fourth Gospel, there is not a hint of the comminatory
preaching attributed to him in the Synoptics, no reference to his attracting
great crowds seeking baptism for the forgiveness of sins, much less to his
baptizing Jesus (see on 1.32-34). John was indeed sent from God, but his
sole task was to be a witness in the Great Trial in which Jesus was
arraigned before an earthly tribunal, and humanity thereby arraigned
before God.

Secondly, the Baptist’s testimony was to be directed to one specific
topic: iva papTupnon mepl Tov ¢wTos. The wording here repays
close examination. papTupelv mepl is normal usage both in Classical
and in Hellenistic Greek,s and is a particular favourite in this Gospel for
to testify concerning, with reference to. The complete listis: Jn 1.7, 8, 15;
2.25;5.31, 32ab, 36, 37, 39; 7.7; 8.13, 14, 18ab; 10.25; 15.26[; 18.23];
21.24, c¢f. 1 Jn 5.9, 10, and the phrase is found nowhere else in the NT.
John probably prefers this construction to papTupety with the dative
(which occurs in 3.26; 5.33; 18.37) because it avoids any ambiguity: the
Baptist did not come to bear witness 7o the light, but to others (including
the readers). He was to bear witness Tepl Tod ¢wTOs, that is, about the
light which was shining in the darkness, and which the darkness had not
understood (1.4-5). Origen asks why John did not bear witness about
Life, or about the Logos, or about some other title of Christ, and answers
that what the people that dwelt in darkness most urgently needed was
Light."” It is worth mentioning also that whereas in 4b, 5a and 9a, the
Latin versions translate T0 ¢®s as /ux, in 7b and 8b, they read us testi-
monium perhiberet de lumine. The Latin /umen is used primarily of the
physical source from which light proceeds, and consequently comes to
denote also the illumination; /ux refers primarily to the ambient
brightness which enables us to see, and only secondarily to the source.
The Latin versions thus distinguish very precisely between Jesus as the
bodily source from which light proceeds here on earth (/umen), to which
the Baptist bears witness (7b, 8b), and the pre-existent Word as the
source of that enlightenment (/ux) which dispels spiritual darkness:
compare the hymn O nata lux de lumine. Though the distinction cannot
claim any foundation in Greek lexicography, it is an important indicator
of the interpretation customary in the Latin Churches. For further detail
on the witness borne by John, see below on 1.15.

15 All other texts about bearing witness to Jesus concern the post-Resurrection age:
15.26 (the Holy Spirit), 27 (the disciples); 19.25 and 21.24 (the disciple whom Jesus
loved).

1o BDAG s.v. papTtupéw 1.a, citing Josephus, Vita 259 (‘they bore testimony about
my past conduct’) and Apion 1 217.

711 fn. 226 = SC 11 362.
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Thirdly, the ultimate purpose of the Baptist’s divine mission and of his
witnessing was iva wdvTes moTevowowv. To whom does mdvTes
refer? Obviously, to all those who physically heard the Baptist preaching;
almost as certainly, to those who heard his message at second- or third-
hand; and therefore, to all whom his message was to reach in future time,
for to John there applied, even before the death of Jesus, the principle
stated in Heb 11.4: ‘he, being dead, still speaks’ (cf. Zahn 64), as Jesus
himself averred (Jn 5.35). moTetowoLy: that all these ‘might come to
believe’ (an inceptive aorist), though we are not yet told in what, or in
whom (see below on 1.13). The evangelist ‘sees all faith as a response to
testimony... Nowhere do the concepts of papTupetv and paptupla stand
out so strongly as in the fourth Gospel’ (Schnackenburg ETr 251), and
the divinely willed response to such witness ({va) is faith.

8. alTob: this apparently simple phrase is far from clear. The
preposition itself can be used for anything from the bearer of a letter (e.g.
Ignatius, Rom. 10.1; Philad. 11.2; Smyrn. 12.1) to a plenipotentiary agent,
even in creation (Jn 1.3, 10; 1 Cor 8.6; Col 1.16): see BDAG. 6.4,
therefore, does not specify the precise role of the Baptist in bringing
everyone to believe; it merely intimates that this role was, in God’s plan,
that of a subordinate agent. And even so, the phrase remains ambiguous.
Does 81” alTod mean that all might come to believe through John’s
witness, or through the Light, or through the Logos that is in 1.9 identi-
fied with the Light ? Grammatically, any one of these interpretations is
possible. In favour of the first is the fact that there is no other instance in
Johannine writings which speaks of believing through the Logos, or
through the Light, and that 8td can be used for a subordinate agent of
God, as in 1.17, ‘The law was given through Moses’. In favour of the
second (or third) is the fact that in this Prologue, with the exception of the
unemphatic and parenthetic phrase 6vopa avTd/ lodvins, the pronoun
alTés is everywhere used only for the Logos, the Light etc., and that it
seems unlikely that the evangelist would say that ‘all’ were, in the divine
Providence, intended to believe through the Baptist, when he stresses so
firmly that the role of the latter was subordinate to that of Jesus. The first
interpretation, taking 5U” aUToD to refer to the Baptist, is almost univer-
sally accepted, but Abbott, who discusses this text at length (JG 2301-
304), defends the alternative vigorously, with several additional argu-
ments. Haenchen also dissents.

8. o0k M ékelvos, that is, ‘the one previously mentioned’ (BDF 291
[3]), was not the light, T0 ¢@s. Cyril remarks that the article indicates
that John was not the one light, though he, like all the saints, can
assuredly be called both a light (Mt 5.14), and a lamp (Jn 5.35).

AN’ iva papTupnon mept Tod wTOS. Other occurrences of GAN’
{va used elliptically are to be found in 9.3; 13.18; 15.25 and 1 Jn 2.9
(BDF 448 [7]); the meaning is ‘but on the contrary’, with the main verb
mentally supplied. Though many ask whether this verse is not redundant,
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its clear implication is that at the time the Gospel was published, some
people did think that John was ke light come into the world. The idea is
far from absurd, for, as Chrysostom points out, ‘as a general rule, the
witness is greater than the one for whom he testifies, and more worthy of
trust’ (VI 69-70). The first clause (8a: oUk v kT\.) is therefore necessary
to preclude this misapprehension among uninitiated readers, and the
second (aAX” {va kT\.) consequently advisable, in order to make a
smooth transition from v. 7 to v. 9. Without 8a, 9 would read as an asser-
tion that John was the one true light.



C. THE COMING OF THE LIGHT
INTO THE WORLD (1.9-13)

After vv. 6-8, marked off by the introductory éyeveTo, the reappearance
of v returns the reader to the theme of 1.4-5, about the light that was in
the Logos. Many would say that here the pre-Gospel Logos-Hymn
resumes, though some prefer to attach v. 9 to the previous section and to
place the recommencement of the Hymn at v. 10. The view taken here is
that v. 9 is not part of a pre-Gospel Logos-Hymn but that it is more
logical to place it in this section than in the preceding one, about the role
of the Baptist.

9ab The Word was the true light | that enlightens every one

9¢c coming into the world.

10a It was in the world,

10b and it was through it that the world had come into being,
10c yet the world did not recognize it.

11a It came to what was its own,

11b yet its own did not welcome it.

12a But to all who did welcome it,

12b it gave power to become children of God,

12¢ to those who believe in its name.

13a It was not through the union of blood-streams,
13b nor through any carnal desire,

13c nor through the desire of a husband,
13d that they were begotten,
13e but from God

9a. "Hv T0 ¢@s TO dAnbuwév. The first point is that the Life which
was, before creation, in the Word (1.4) was (fv, not éyéveTo) even then
TO ¢ds TO dAndwdv. The use of the double, postpositive, article
signifies a certain emphasis and, though the clause could be rendered as
‘That was’ (AV =KJV) or ‘There was’ (RV) the true light,' perhaps the
best englishing is ‘It was the true light’, with a slight, and equal, vocal
stress, when speaking aloud, both on the article and on the adjective. The
usage is self-evidently metaphorical, but neither the nature of this light
nor the manner of its operation are here described. The Greek states only
that it is the light par excellence.

"' Or even: ‘The light was the true one’, though it is pedantry to mention the fact,
since no one proposes this version.
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aAndwvov. The adjectives dAn6ns and dAndurds, though close, and
sometimes even identical, in meaning, are not completely synonymous:
see JV 1797, TWNT 1 249-51 (Bultmann) and BDAG for details.

In Classical Greek, a\j0eLa means truth as opposed to lies (its only
meaning in Homer), and therefore comes to mean (later, after Homer)
truth as opposed to mere appearances. Eventually, there is a confluence
of the two connotations in the notion of truthfulness, sincerity, honesty,
though LSJ gives no examples of this meaning before the fifth century
B.C. The same development occurs with the cognate d\n6ns: in Homer it
means true as distinct from false, and later, from the fifth century, real as
distinct from apparent, that is, genuine. AAnBLvés is not attested until
around 400 B.C., when it is found in Plato and Xenophon, but from its
earliest usage it means, when applied to persons, truthful and trustworthy
or, when used of things, real and genuine (see LSJ for the evidence).

Etymologically, d\feta originates from the prefixing of an a—
privativum to the verb Aav@dvew/A\dw, so that its root meaning is ‘that
which is not hidden, that which is not veiled’. It was therefore an ideal
term waiting to be adopted in the Golden Age of Greek philosophy to
denote that which is discovered by natural reasoning; and it was even
more fittingly applied to those humanly undiscoverable secrets (in Greek,
Ta puoTthpla) which are disclosed only by the gracious gift of God.
Hence it has always been a favourite term among the adherents of a
revealed religion, not least in the Greek mystery-religions, and in
Gnosticism.>

In Greek-speaking Judaism, however, d\j0era and its word-group
underwent a subtle but profound refinement. a\1jfeLa itself occurs about
190 times in the LXX.? On 107 occasions it translates a Hebrew or an
Aramaic word; on 97 of them that word is a cognate of ray (Cmt),
meaning truth, fidelity; on only ten occasions does it represent some other
Semitic word (see HR). dAndns occurs about 25 times, 16 of them being
translations of Hebrew or Aramaic; of these 16 instances, seven render
the Hebrew noun s (°mt), and three the verb 11> (kwn) in the Niphal,
where it means standing firm, steadfast.* In the LXX, a\n61s is applied
to God only three times, once at Esth 1.20 (only in Codex A; a gloss
perhaps?), and twice in the Wisdom of Solomon, at 12.27; 15.1. By
contrast, its near-neighbour dAn6wés is freely predicated of God (Exod

2BDAG s.v. d\fjBeLa gives many examples, biblical and extra-biblical, of the word’s
being used for ‘the content of Christianity as the absolute truth’.

3 In citing word-counts, especially from the LXX, ‘around’ or ‘about’ are regularly
used because of the variations in the different editions of the text. All statistics about the
LXX are based on HR.

4 The remainder translate: (1) oon (hkm) wise, in Job 17.10; (2) pr13 (sdyq) true,
correct, in Isa 41.6; (3) wp (qst) true, in Prov 22.21 and #ruly, in Dan 2.47 LXX; (4)
e (tusiyyah) from V o ysh) in Job 5.12. meaning abiding success; (5) 27 (1b)
extensive (?) in Esth 1.20 (only in A); (6) 21 (tyb) good, in Isa 65.2 (only in Codex Sin.,
lectio prima, subsequently corrected).
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34.6; Num 14.18; Pss 86[85].15; 103[102].8 etc.), of his words (2 Kgdms
7.28; cf. 3 Kgdms 17.24), of his works (Deut 32.4; Dan 3.27; 4.34) and of
his judgments (Ps 19[18].9; Dan 3.27, 31; Tob 3.2, 5). Furthermore,
aAndLrds occurs twice as frequently as dAndrs, about 50 times, of which
34 are translation, where it does duty for nine etymologically different
words; but of these 34, twelve render the Hebrew maf (Pmt), or its root
7% Cmn), and a further six, all in Job, represent the root > (ysr)
meaning honest, virtuous, upright. The other seven Semitic roots too are
associated more with moral integrity than with the factual accuracy of
affirmations or judgments.s

Thus both dAndns and dAndivds display in the LXX a strong measure
of the Hebrew content of miax (°mt), that is, of faithfulness and reliability,
of being true to one’s promise, true to one’s word. Classical Greece
would on the whole have expressed this concept by the word-group
mioTis (see LSJ), not dA\fBera, but the introduction of this Hebrew
element of faithfulness into the lexicon of Greek religion was profoundly
to alter the balance of meaning in the word-group d\1j0eLa. In Judaism,
to say that God was dAndnis or (more usually) dAndivds was not so
much an assertion that his sayings were free from error, as an affirmation
that he is ever faithful, always true to his word. This harmonizes well
with the proposal previously mentioned on Jn 1.1a, namely, that the
primary sense of Logos is equivalent to the Memra, the very embodiment
of God’s everlastingly protective Presence (sein ewiges Dasein) as
disclosed and affirmed in Exod 3.15 (see pp. 8-9).

It is astonishing, therefore, to discover, when we turn to the Gospels,
that ““Truth”, in the Synoptics, occurs only in the phrase “in fruth” (Mk
12.14, 32; Mt 22.16; Lk 4.25; 20.21; 22.59: €’ dArjfeLas, except in Mt
22.16 [év d.]) and in Mk 5.33 “told him all the truth”. As an attribute of
God, or a subject of Christ’s teaching, it is non-existent in the Three
Gospels’ (JV 1727m). Likewise, dAndns is found only in Mt 22.16 = Mk
12.14 (‘We know that you are true’), never in Luke; and aAn6uvés, never
in Matthew or Mark, and only once in Luke (16.11). In John, by contrast,
aarifera occurs 25 times (plus 20 times in 1, 2 and 3 John), dAndrs 14
times, aAn0Lvds nine times (plus four in 1 Jn 2.8 and 3.20 [x3]), and ten
times in Revelations). John is evidently writing out of a different world
from that of the Synoptics, or for a different readership, or both. In the
Gospels, the word-group d\ifeta is one of his most wide-ranging
personal trade-marks.

3 The roots are: (1) m (8met) or s (*mn) meaning steadfast; (2) 0" (ySr) upright,
in Job 1.8;2.3; 4.7, 6.25; 8.6; 17.8; (3) "p1(nqy) guiltless, blameless, once, in Job 27.17;
(4) o0 (8lm) meaning correct or perfect, twice, in Deut 25.15, 25, of weights and
measures; (5) on (tm) meaning of utter integrity, twice, in Deut 32.4 and Job 1.1; (6) vzip
(q8t: Aramaic) true, i.e. in conformity with promises, once, in Dan 4.34 Theod. (7) 2%
(ysb: Aramaic) irrevocable, unalterable, once, in Dan 6.12 [13] Theod. (8) oru
(8tm) clearsighted, discerning, twice, in Balaam’s prophecy, Num 24.3, 15; (9) 21 (tyb)
good, once, in Isa 65.2.
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The various connotations of the noun d\jfeta will be investigated at
each of'its occurrences in the gospel text (the next one is at Jn 1.14¢). For
the present, it is enough to explain the differences, in John, between
aAndns and dAnburds. With the exception of the two occurrences in Jn
6.55 (see the notes in loco), a\ndnis always means truthful, veracious,
trustworthy in testimony; in this sense it occurs six times with papTupia
(5.31,32;8.13, 14, 17; 21.24), three times with a verb of saying in a con-
text of testimony (4.18; 10.41; 19.35), and three times with reference to
God (3.33), or to Jesus (7.18), and in the phrase ‘He who sent me’ (8.26).
It will be observed that eight of these twelve references occur in chs. 5—
10, in the course of ‘the trial’ in Jerusalem (see on 1.7, pp. 24-25).

aAndwés is different. It appears side by side with papTupla only in
19.35, but Abbott argues that not even here does aAn6Lvdés mean merely
veracious; it affirms also that the testimony is founded on fact. In 4.33 the
word denotes authentic, as distinct from merely outwardly observant,
worshippers; in 4.37 it refers to the #7ue sense of a misunderstood proverb
(see JV 1727, and in loco). In 6.32 it points to that which is (though this
is not at all apparent) the #rue bread; and in 8.16 it indicates the right
judgment (though here too this fact is not evident to those there
addressed). In 7.28 it refers to the one who in truth sent Jesus, and in 17.3
to the one true God. In all these texts, aAnfLvds points to something
which is not at first glance, and not obviously or evidently, that which is
sought after; but it is in the Fourth Gospel a literary marker, identifying
that which will, in the end, prove the only real and genuine object of our
knowledge or desiring. Where the definite article is repeated, and post-
positive, as here in 1.9, the emphasis is strong, as in 6.32 and 15.1.

Bultmann has argued that in Hellenism, d\n8wds, when used of
divine things, means that which alone ‘truly is’, the Eternal (das einzige
wirklich Seiende, das Ewige); and that, correspondingly, when the word
is used to refer to human affairs, it ascribes to them a more than earthly
character because they reveal, or are in contact with, the divine.® This
accords well with the ending of the preceding paragraph.

In brief, T0 ¢ds TO dAnBLvév denotes that qualitatively unique? light
which is, though not evidently so to all, real, authentic and genuine. As

¢ TWNT1250-51. He cites in support Philo, the Corpus Hermeticum, and (naturally)
Heb 8.2 (dAn6uvn oknrn) and 9.24 (Gvtituvma T6Gv axnbwdv). (1) Philo writes in Leg.
All. 132 [on Gen 2.7]: ‘This earthlike mind is in reality also corruptible, were God not to
breathe into it a power of real life (§8vapiy dinduwis wns)’, by endowing it with
‘divine breath’, the nature of which Philo explains at length in 33-42 (Loeb I 166-75).
Again, in Vita Mos. 1 289 [on Num 24.2-5]: ‘Thus saith the man who truly sees (0
aAnbwis 6padv), who in slumber saw the clear vision of God with the unsleeping eyes of
the soul’ (Loeb VI 427). (2) CH I 30 reads ‘The closing of my eyes became a veritable
vision (@Andwn Spaocts)’, and XIII 2 speaks of rebirth through silent contemplation as
the dAnOwéY dyadiv.

7 Schnackenburg I 254: dAnBuvév ‘can mean in Hellenism simply the divine being as
qualitatively unique in its incomparable excellence’.
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such, the phrase is the ideal expression to remind the readers that this
light has been from the first shining in the darkness, unrecognized (1.5),
and to prepare them for the next clause affirming its universal relevance,
and for the verses following, which will speak of its rejection and
recognition (1.10-13).

9b. 6 dwTileL. The verb, not attested before Aristotle, was, to begin
with, used only of physical light, at first intransitively (fo shine), later
also transitively, usually of a heavenly light which illuminates an object.
The earliest examples cited for its metaphorical sense o enlighten come
from the LXX; and thereafter it becomes common in Greek religious
literature.® This the only time this verb is used in John; it marks the last
reference to light in the Prologue. The next mention of light is in 3.19-21,
a hymn about the acceptance or rejection of the light, just after the
discussion with Nicodemus.

mdvTa dvlpwmov. (1) T. F. Glasson has suggested that the phrase
could perhaps be understood of a prenatal enlightenment, to which there
are parallels in rabbinic texts, and in 4 Esd 7.21; and even in the idea of
sin before birth (cf. Jn 9.2).° (2) Origen’s commentary is unfortunately
lost, at this very point; he might have had some interesting comments
about the incarnation of souls.' (3) Many ask how it can be that, if the
Logos enlightens everyone, some remain unenlightened. Chrysostom
answers: ‘If some wilfully close the eyes of their minds, and do not wish
to receive the rays of this light, it is not because of the nature of the light
that darkening comes over them, but because of the wickedness of those
who voluntarily deprive themselves of the gift’. He then applies this at
some length to the Jews, referring to Jn 9.22 (some were afraid to confess
Jesus in his lifetime) and citing 5.44. Calvin gives a similar answer to the
same question. Some, he writes, restrict the application of the phrase to
those who, reborn by the Spirit, share the life-giving light, but he himself
prefers to stand by the literal sense of ‘all’, and to say that the light which
is given to all humanity (as distinct from brute beasts) and restricted to
the, is the light of reason, albeit clouded by sin.!! It is obvious that the
theological question raised by the affirmation of universal enlightenment
remains, however the Greek be construed.

8 For the evidence, see LSJ, BDAG and TWNT I1X 304 (Conzelmann). All the
examples cited are later than the LXX.

9 ¢John 1.9 and Rabbinic Tradition’, in ZNW 46 (1958), 288-90.

10 See above, p. 23 fn. 9.

11 *Caeterum bifariam hic locus exponi solet. Quidam enim notam universalem ad eos
restringunt, qui Spiritu Dei regeniti, lucis vivificae fiunt compotes...Sed quum omnes
generaliter ponat Evangelista qui in hunc mundum veniunt, mihi alter sensus magis
arridet...Scimus enim hoc homines prae aliis animantibus singulare habere, quod ratione
et intelligentia praediti sunt, quod discrimen recti et iniusti in sua conscientia insculptum
gerunt.’
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9c. épxOpevor €is TOV kOopov. There is no way of deciding on
purely grammatical grounds whether épyduevor is a masculine
accusative, qualifying dvBpwov, or a neuter nominative, belonging with
T0 ¢&s. Quite fortuitously, spoken English is able to reproduce this
ambiguity, in the translation ‘He was the true light that enlightens every
one coming into the world’. Commas give the game away.

(1) If épxSpevov is taken as qualifying dvBpwmov, the meaning is
‘enlightening everyone who comes into the world’. This is the sense
taken by all the early ancient versions (Latin venientem, Old Syriac,
Bohairic), except the Sahidic (at least in part), by several Greek Fathers
(Eusebius, Cyril of Alexandria and Chrysostom) and by some modern
writers, notably Burney, Schlatter and Bultmann. In modern times, the
main argument adduced in its favour is that the phrase oowim "8a 52 (ki
b’y h¥lm: every one coming into the world) is a common expression in
rabbinic writings.'? To this one may retort that the Aramaic phrase cited
contains no equivalent for dvBpwmov;' that ‘coming into the world’ is,
after dvbpomov, a redundant synonym; and that the evangelist would
have been more likely to have written TdvTa TOV épxSpevov els TOV
kéopov." T1as (sing.) followed by the article and a participle is one of
his favourite constructions: see 3.8, 15, 16, 20; 4.13; 6.40, 45; 8.34;
11.26; 12.46; 16.2; 17.3. 18.37; 19.12; cf. 6.37, 39; apart from 1.9, it is
only in 2.10 that we find Tds dvbpotos, without the article. Of those
who prefer to construe the Greek in this way, most are content to see here
a strong emphasis, and to ask why, if the Logos enlightens all who come
into the world, so many remain unenlightened (see above on 9b).

(2) IfépxSpevov is taken as neuter nominative, in agreement with 70
d@s, the sentence means that the true light, which enlightens every man,
was coming into the world. This also can be interpreted in two ways.

(a) The verb nv may be linked with the participle, to constitute a
periphrastic imperfect: thus the NEB and REB read “...was even then
coming into the world’. This could be understood as drawing attention to
the durative nature of the verb. Abbott, for example, remarks that ‘like
the distinction between kaTaBaiver and kaTapds [in 6.41,48-51], there
appears a distinction here between épxSpevov and n\ev [1.11], and the
passage says, first, that the Light was “continually coming” to all man-
kind (more especially to the prophets and saints) and then that it defi-
nitely came in the Incarnation’.'s On this view, the reference is to, and the

12 See SB I 358-59.

13 Bultmann (32 fn. 6 = ETr 52 fn. 3) suggests that dvbpwmov is inserted as an
explanatory gloss by the translator of the underlying Aramaic hymn, and should be
removed, but he does not explain why the word was ever put in.

14 Interestingly, Origen, who says that both constructions have the same meaning
(ExaTépws avTo éppunvevTtéov), clarifies the former by writing mdvta Tov épxdpevor
els TOV kéopov dvpwtov. See Brooke 11 216-17, Fragment 6.

15 JG 2508, and cf. 2504-505.
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emphasis on, the praeparatio evangelica both in the OT, and among the
Gentiles.

(b) On the other hand, there are nine instances of the imperfect with a
participle in John (1.9, 28; 2.6; 3.23; 10.40; 11.1; 13.23; 18.18, 25), and
they seem on the whole to put a distance, rather than a close link,
between the two words. Leaving aside 1.9, none of the other texts appears
to stress duration, and here in 1.9 the imperfect is in addition separated
from the participle by a clause. This makes it less probable that in 1.9 the
intent is to say that the Light was ‘continually coming’, over a period.'¢
The form is more often ascribed to Semitic influence, Aramaic in parti-
cular,"” though Lagrange cautions that the occurrences in John are not
exactly the same as Aramaic imperfects.'s

Hence it is wiser to understand 1.9 as saying, first, that the Logos was
the true light, and secondly that it was coming, or was about to come, into
the world. This Gospel does not in any way deny that there was a
relationship between the light of God’s Word and humanity from the
beginning (1.4: év T \dyo Con My, kal 1 {on v TO ¢GOS TOV
avBpdmov); but 1.9 affirms that at a particular moment in time, this light
was, presumably in a entirely new sense, entering the world (cf. Gal 4.4;
Heb 1.1, etc.). So in the RSV we read, ‘The true light...was coming into
the world’, and in Barclay, ‘...was just about to come into the world’
(where €pxdpevov is taken as a futurum instans). The decisive argument
for linking épxSpevor with 70 dds is that in John, Jesus is called ‘he
who comes into the world’ (6.14; 11.27), who came into the world (3.19,
with ¢6s; 9.39; 12.46 with dds; 16.28; 18.37), or who was sent into the
world (3.17; 10.36; 17.18). ‘The Light coming into the world’ is, in John,
little short of a technical term for Jesus, the Son of God (see on 1.15).

10. Kéopos, the crucial word in this verse, is one of the most important
in the entire Gospel, and deserves close attention.

THE MEANING OF O KOXMOZX IN THE FOURTH GOSPEL

The original meaning of kéoos is order, good order, adornment etc.,
from which it came to denote the orderly pattern of the moon and the
seasons, of the planets and the stars, and hence, among the Ionian
philosophers of the sixth century, what we call the Universe. There it first
took on a spatial reference. This application was well established in
Plato’s day, though both he and Xenophon remark that it was a technical

16 To say that this view about the construing of the participle épxdpevov is, on
grammatical grounds, less probable does not mean that one cannot simultaneously hold
that the Word was active in the world under the Old Covenant.

17 Thus MHT III 87-88 (with references to major grammars).

18 <Ces cas ne sont pas précisément des imparfaits périphrastiques a la maniére de
I’araméen, car le verbe substantif garde une valeur propre et un certain accent sur I’idée
de I’étre’ (12). This is the interpretation favoured above.
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usage among academics;'® the more common terms were T0 G\ov or TO
mav. Later still, 6 k6opos came to be used of particular parts of space,
such as the firmament or the heavenly spheres, or (especially in the
plural) of the constellations within them. Finally, it was used, by
hyperbole, for the inhabited world, the olkoupévn of the Greeks, the
orbis terrarum of Rome. The earliest text cited in LSJ for this sense is an
inscription, from Priene near Miletus, ca. 9 B.C., where the birthday of
the divine Augustus is referred to as the beginning of good news to the
world: np€ev 8¢ Tl Kool Tov 8L avTov evavyelL[wv 1| YevedALos]
Tou Beov, and the second (A.D. 67) hails 0 Tov TavTos KOGPOU KUPLOS
Nepov.2* With the consolidation of Roman rule, it was only natural that
the word k6o os should have come to be virtually synonymous with the
Roman Empire. This is the sense in Rom 1.8 (‘your faith is spoken of
throughout the entire world’) and 1 Clem 5 (Paul ‘taught righteousness to
the whole world and reached the farthest bounds of the West’).?!

The outstanding merit of Greek philosophy is to have sought to
describe the origin of our world by human reason rather than through
mythology. The pre-Socratics all accepted that matter was there ‘from the
beginning’, whether there was initially only one element (Thales: water)
or four (Anaximander: earth, air, fire, water), or whether everything was
always changing (Heraclitus). Plato, in the Timaeus 281f., introduced into
the discussion the idea of an intelligent maker or Demiurge; but his
Demiurge was not a self-subsistent God, only a Divine Craftsman work-
ing to arrange, according to eternal patterns or ‘Ideas’, the unformed
material before him. For Aristotle, ‘the order of the universe is eternal (1)
Tob Kkéopov TdEis dtdios)’,2 ‘...without origin and incorruptible
(dyévnTov kal ddBapTov €dn ToV kéopor ewvar)’.® The idea of a
Creator-God is nowhere found in the Classical Greek philosophers.

It was otherwise in Alexandria, where the term kGopos was taken up
by philosophers who were also deeply religious Jews. The notion of
creation by God’s Word (Gen 1) was central to their faith: ‘he spoke, and
they were made; he gave the command, and they were created’ (Pss
33.10; 148.6). Their cosmogony was expressed partly in myths and
legends which had their origins in ancient Mesopotamia. For the rest, the

19 Gorgias 507e-508a: ‘ Academics... call the whole of this Cosmos, not disorder or
disarray’ (ot godol...T0 6hov TobTo Sld TadTa kéopov kakoboy, obk dkoopulav
008¢ dkolaciav). Xenophon, Mem.1.1.11 (Loeb IV 8-9): Socrates ‘avoided speculation
on the so-called “Cosmos” of the Professors’ (6Tws 6 kaAoVpevos UTO TOY GoPLOTOY
KOO LOS €dU).

20 For the detail see LSJ, MM and TWNT I1I 868-74. See also G.N. Stanton, Jesus
and Gospel, Cambridge, 2004, 30-33.

2 Translation by J. B. Lightfoot in The Apostolic Fathers, ed. and completed by J. R.
Harmer, London, 1891, 59. The Greek reads: Sikatootvny 8t8d€as Ghov Tov kbéopov,
kal €Tl 70 Téppa Ths dvoews ENOQY... dTnINdyn Tob kGoLov, where kKGO oS is, at
its second occurrence, taken in a different sense.

22 De Caelo 11 14 296a33.

2 Fragment 17, 1477a10. See also De Caelo I 10-12 279b4.
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Israelites had been content to tell of God’s creation in poetry and in story;
they had admired its beauty without seeking to examine philosophically
the principles underlying its harmonious order. Consequently, Hebrew
had no proper word to designate ‘the entire universe as an integrated
unity’. It used instead ‘heaven and earth’ (Gen 1.1) or simply 5 (ko!:
‘all’, as in Ps 8.7b; Isa 44.24; Eccl 3.1), but neither term expresses
formally that ‘all are but parts of one stupendous whole’.>* Here the
Jewish scholars of Alexandria saw a role for the word kéopos.

One of them, Aristobulus, was the first to substitute the term k4o |Los
for ‘heaven and earth’, when commenting on Genesis; he stressed, too,
that, once created, it needed God’s continual support for its conservation
(rakpaTetobar and ouvéxewr). Later Alexandrian scholars took up the
Greek notion of 6 kéopos with enthusiasm, and none more than Philo.
He ‘distinguishes between the ko os vonTds on the one hand (= “the
original principle behind all principles, after which God shaped or formed
the universe”, Mig. Abr. 103), the spiritual blueprint of the empirical
world, and on the other hand, this world, which he calls k6o jLos oUToS
(Rer. Div. Her. 75), k6éopos ailodntds (Op. Mundi 25), kéopos Opatds
(Op. Mundi 16)’.2" The creative Word of God in the religion of Israel
became, for Philo, an intermediary agent, like Plato’s Demiurge, between
God and the world. ‘“The image of God is the Word through whom the
whole universe was framed’ (\§yos & éoTlv elkov Beol, U ov
olumas O kdopos EdnpLovpyelTo, Spec. Leg. 183 [Loeb IV 147]). The
Greek concept of order (and beauty) in the material world was thus
coupled with the Jewish idea of a personal, but entirely spiritual, God,
and it was to this personal God that the order in the material world was
ascribed.?

In the LXX (including 3 and 4 Maccabees), kéaLos occurs 71 times.
In 19 texts it is a translation from the Hebrew, and on every occasion
kbo oS means ornaments, adornment; it is never used to translate the
Hebrew 0w (colam). Seven instances are found in Sirach; they all mean
adornment, except for 50.19, where the word means liturgy. In the

24 Pope, Essay on Man, 266.

25 He wrote around the middle of the second century B.C. Of his works, only two
long fragments survive, cited in Eusebius, Praep. Ev. VIII 10 and XIII 12 (GCS Eus.
VIII 1 451-54 and 190-97 or PG 21.635-39 and 1097-103). See Schiirer II1 579-87.

26 See XIII 12: ‘Orpheus is said to have written about the upholding of all things by
divine power (mept ToD SiakpaTelobar Oeiq Suvdper Tad TdvTa)...that is, was
brought into existence by God and is continually sustained by him (Um0 8eo¥ yeyovulay
kal cvvexopévn adtakelmtd)’ (PG 21.1097C). Compare Wis 1.7 (10 cvvéxov Td
mavTa) and 7.27b (pévovoa év abTh Td TdrTa kawllev).

2T TWNT 111 8779-812.

28 Indeed, so attractive was this Greek idea of k6o pos that by A.D. 100 its sense had
passed over into Palestinian and Babylonian Judaism, so that both the Hebrew
oW (‘olam) and the Aramaic 05y (‘alam) acquired a spatial meaning. See TWNT 111 881-
82 for examples.
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remaining 45 occurrences, which are not translation, the sense still
remains, always, adornment or array, until one comes to the books of
Wisdom and Maccabees. In Wisdom, 0 kéopos always means the world,
in the sense of ‘the entire universe’ (18 times), a usage which is found
also in 2 and 4 Maccabees.?

In the light of this LXX usage, it is at first surprising that in the NT the
word k6o pos never means order, and only once (1 Pet 3.3) adornment.
Further, in the Synoptic Gospels it is relatively rare. In Mark it is found
only three times, or even twice (8.36; 14.9; 16.15[?]), in Luke three times
(9.25; 11.50; 12.30). Matthew has nine (or eight) instances (4.8; 5.14;
13.35[?], 38; 16.26; 18.7; 24.21; 25.34; 26, 13). All mean, in a general
sense, the world, denoting by this anything from the whole material
universe (Mt 24.21; 25.34) to those parts of the earth where people live
(Mt 13.38; Lk 12.30) or the people themselves who live on our planet (Mt
5.14; 18.7). Apart from Mt 4.8, all 15 examples are sayings placed on the
lips of Jesus and the meaning would be equally well represented by the
Aramaic 0% (‘alam).

In the rest of the NT, 6 kéopos only rarely denotes the Universe. The
most prominent example is at Acts 17.24, in Paul’s speech at Athens; the
word is notably absent in the prayers of the believers at 4.24, and in
Paul’s speech at Lystra (14.15). Moreover, wherever k6opos does mean
the Universe, it is usually with reference to the act of creation: so 4o
kTioews kéopov (Rom 1.20), mpo kaTapolfis kéopov (Eph 1.4; 1 Pet
1.20), amo kaTtaBolfis kéopov (Heb 4.3; 9.26. Rev 13.8). Two other
texts of interest are Jn 21.25 (‘the world itself could not contain the books
that would be written’) and 1 Cor 3.21-22 (“all things are yours, whether
Paul or Apollos or Cephas or the world or life or death or the present or
the future, all are yours’); but both are figurative, and do not necessarily
refer to the Universe. It is therefore fair to say that in the NT, the word
kéopos refers to the Universe only where the context demands it, for
example, when someone is referring to cosmology or astronomy, and that
otherwise it refers to the planet earth, or the people on it, or to the
countries around the Mediterranean, or even to the Roman Empire. It is
much the same in every culture.’

In contrast to the Synoptic evangelists, John uses the word k6opos
persistently (75 times), and a further 22 examples occur in 1 John.>' One
may well ask why. The roots of the Fourth Gospel go deep, and grew to

292 Macc 7.9, 23; 8.18; 12.15; 13.14, four times as king, sovereign, or creator of the
world; so also 4 Macc 5.25. Did the usage start in the liturgy? In 4 Macc 16.18, it means
the place where people live, in 17.14 the people who live there; and in 8.23 we find the
words, T{ éEdyoper éavtovs Tod HdloTov Blov kal dmooTepoduer EauTovs Tod
YAUK€OS KGOOU;

30 Cf. Apuleius, Metamorphoses X1 17: ‘quae sub imperio mundi nostratis reguntur’.

31 There are 35 instances in Romans, Galatians, 1 and 2 Corinthians, and another
eleven in the Corpus Paulinum.
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maturity in Palestinian Judaism; but before or after A.D. 70 that tree had
to be transplanted, to flourish afresh in a different climate, among the
Greeks. Philo in Alexandria had been only too happy to accept the
optimistic view of a world divinely ordered; but at the same time, other
Jews elsewhere were reading and writing books about impending
apocalyptic doom, and after A.D. 70 they seemed to have been proved
right. The Fourth Gospel was written to present Jesus’ teaching to the
Greeks as well as the Jews (cf. Jn 12.20-23), and to interpret for all the
significance of Jesus’ life and death (12.24). For that purpose, the use of
0 k6opos to denote the inhabited earth, and in particular the Roman
Empire, was a new linguistic tool ready to hand, for the word designated
everyone who lived in that world (including the Emperor and his
officials), and designated it as the spatial, the historical and the existential
setting for their lives.

For Christians, this world was essentially impermanent: 6 ko LOS
mapdyeTat (1Jn2.17), mapdyer 10 oxfipa Tob kéopov TovTovu (1 Cor
7.31). Yet nowhere in the NT is the word kdoLos used for a future world:
we find 6 alov 6 pé\ov (Mt 12.32; Eph 1. 21 Heb 6. 5) and 0 alov 0
epxouevog (Mk 10 30; Lk 18.30), but never 6 kKOoos O wéXwv or O
kéopos O épxopévos. Christian writers, when speaking of the future,
stayed with the OT usage of ‘heaven and earth’, a usage which still
survives 1n the Christian creeds. Thus we read Katvovg d¢ ovpavovg KO(L
ynv Kawnv TrpOOSOKwuev 2 Pet 3. 13) and eLSOV ovpavov Katvov kal
YAY kKawnv. 6 ydp TpATOS ovpavog kal 1) TpdTN YA dmfiz0ar (Rev
21.1). In the NT, the word kdopos refers always to the material world
that we know, and is never once used to denote the life of the world to
come. Furthermore, with the exception of Jn 1.10b and Acts 17.24,
nowhere in the NT is the k6o Los said to have been brought into being by
God. The only conceivable explanation for these two facts is that in the
NT, as in the early Christian writers, the term k6opos is taken ‘existen-
tially’ and refers to a world full of sinfulness and hostile to God. This is
nowhere more true than in John.

Yet for Jewish or Christians believers, ‘this world’ is also the place of
Heilsgeschichte, where God intervenes to save. The Christian hope of a
‘new age’, an age yet to come, has just been mentioned. The word atdv
occurs 13 times in John, once in the phrase éx Tod alévos (9.32) and
everywhere else in the conventional els Tov aléva (4.14;6.51, 58; 8.35
[x2],51,52;10.28; 11.26; 12.34; 13.8; 14.16). John, who never promises
anew kéopos, does not promise a ‘new age’ (alov kaiwvds) either. His
new heaven and new earth come into being when a new Jerusalem comes
down out of heaven from God, to quote Rev 21.1-2.32 These two facts are
significant for the hypothesis of ‘realized eschatology’.

32 Note the prefix and prepositions: kaTaBalvovoav ék Tob 00pavod amod Tod Beod.
3 The article aldv in TWNT 1 197-209 is also by H. Sasse.
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¢All the meanings that kéoLos can have blend with one another in the
usage of the Fourth Gospel’,** and therefore each occurrence must be
closely examined to discern how many connotations are there implied.
Among the Greeks, 0 k6opos denoted the theatre in which was played
out, in full view of the gods, the drama of every human life. John had the
script for the greatest drama of all time. In his church, intellectual belief
in the godhead of Jesus was firmly established (Jn 20.28-29), a fact which
placed Jesus in the relationship of creator to the entire universe (1.3 etc).
When the central human figure in the story is a God crucified by those
whom he created, the kéopos (in the threefold sense of the Empire, the
Earth and the Universe) is the only theatre large enough to accommodate
the tragedy, and the audience must be men and women of all races, of
every place and of every time. The kdopos did not know him, and the
kéopos did not welcome him.

The Synoptic evangelists wrote of Jesus’ earthly life in Palestine, and
drew from it lessons for the present and the future. John takes the record
of those historic years, and then, like a Palestrina or a Victoria, employs
the plainsong of the Synoptics to inspire his own polyphony. He sees the
events of Jesus’ life as paradigmatic for all future time, and in manifold
ways reinterprets the meaning of Jesus for the Graeco-Roman world of
his own day. By so doing he seeks to offer to ages yet to come a deeper
understanding of the reality, the d\jfeLa, lying hidden beneath the
external facts recorded in the annals. It is not too much to say that his
starting-point is the concept kéopos. With it, his gospel opens, here in
1.10, and with it, Part I of the Gospel closes: ‘I came as light into the
world...I came not to judge the world but to save it’ (12.46-47). Part 11
opens with the words, ‘Jesus knew that his hour had come that he should
pass over from this world to the Father’ (13.1). His parting words to the
disciples before his arrest are ‘Be of good heart! I have conquered the
world’ (16.33). His final words to Pilate are: ‘For this have I been born,
and for this am I come into the world, that I may bear witness to truth;
everyone who is on the side of truth listens to my voice’. Pilate’s answer
is, ‘What is truth?’ (18.37-38). These are the last occurrences of the five
thematical words kéopos, d\j0eta, papTupén, dkodw and dwry in the
Fourth Gospel.’

This richly allusive pattern of meaning obtains wherever the word
k6o Los occurs in John. The multiple allusions are clearly essential when
we ask, for example, who is 6 dpxwv Tod kdéopov TovTov (12.31).

Before we proceed to comment further on the text of Jn 1.10, two
remarks are necessary. (i) In all three clauses, the word kdopos refers to
the Universe only if the context clearly demands it, as was argued on
p.- 37. (i) It is debated whether vv. 10-12 refers to the presence of the

34 Qasse, in TWNT 111 894.
35 This is so if one agrees that 19.35 and 21.24-25 are editorial additions.
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Logos in the world and in Israel before the coming of Jesus, or to the
presence of Jesus on earth during his ministry. This is discussed after
v. 11.

€V T@ kOope Av. The unexpressed subject of the clause must be
Adyos, not dds, because of the masculine accusative avTdv in the third
clause. Because of the proximity of els Tov kéopov at the end of v. 9,
év T¢ k6o must here mean ‘in the world, where people live’, referring
equally to the place and the population. v has so far been used to refer
only to what was permanently, and even eternally, a fact; and the text
here does not say that the Logos came into (elofi\0ev €ls) or came down
to (kaTéPn els) the world. A comment above (p. 33) stated that it was
less probable that 1.9¢ intended to affirm that the Light ‘was continually
coming into’ the world over a period of time (interpretation [1]), and
argued (mainly for grammatical reasons) that 9c meant that at a particular
moment in time, this Light was, presumably in a entirely new sense,
entering, or about to enter, the world (interpretation [2]). Here the state-
ment in 9c is extended: the imperfect v affirms that the Logos, as Life
and as Light, was, after that first entry, always present in the world.

kai 0 k0o os. Though areference to the whole Universe, as in 1.3a,
is logically entailed, this is not the primary meaning here. The natural
sense is that ‘the world, where people live’, had come into being only &t
avTob. The sense of €yéveTo differs slightly from that in 3a; here it is
more correctly rendered into English by a pluperfect. Through the Logos
‘the world had come into existence’.’ It makes a poignant transition to
10c.

kai 6 KOopPos avTov ovk €yve. The same meaning of 6 kdojL0S
must apply, with the stress here on the people living on this earth. They
failed to recognize the Logos. The verb is almost certainly intended to be
taken also in a Semitic sense, that is, as meaning ‘to know and to respond
with moral commitment’, because of the parallel in 11b. For examples of
this Semitic sense, see Isa 1.3; Jer 9.3; 22.15-16 and Hos 4.1-6.

After the first appearance of 0 k6o Los in 1.9c¢, its triple occurrence in
v. 10 is certainly a description, almost a definition, of the sense in which
John is going to use the term. The three clauses make three statements
about the world. (1) It came into existence only through the Logos, and
presumably, therefore, was, in its original state, wholly good. In Gen 1
the refrain ‘God saw that it was good’ in vv. 4, 10, 12, 18, 21, leads up to
God’s judgment concerning the entire creation: ‘God saw that it was very
good’ (v. 31). (2) The Logos was in the world from the moment of its
creation. It is legitimate therefore to infer that the Logos beckoned the
whole human race to enjoy perfect happiness in the beginning (Gen 2).
(3) Even this first invitation was rejected (Gen 3). That the Logos was
present in the Garden is an ancient interpretation, as can be seen from two
texts in the Targum Neofiti. At Gen 3.8 we read ‘they heard the voice of

36 See the excellent remarks by /BNTG 16.
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the Word of the Lord God’, and at 3.10, ‘the voice of your Word I heard
in the garden’; and there are, in addition, several marginal glosses in
these chapters which insert Memra, or the Memra of the Lord.’” Thus in
the Fourth Gospel 6 kéopos denotes the divinely created world which
has, as Genesis teaches, rejected God, but which is at the same time not
beyond salvation, rather the opposite: it is certain to be saved. This is
clear already in Gen 3.15, and it is most significant that the next
occurrence of k6o pLos in Jn s at 1.29, where the first words of the Baptist
concerning Jesus are that ‘he takes away the sin of the world’.

11. €eis Ta idia. BDAG 4b gives as alternatives home or property,
possessions, with examples for each, but mostly for the former; yet the
two meanings are very often indistinguishable. Most of the occurrences in
the LXX mean ‘home’ (Esth 5.10; 6.12; 1 Esd 5.46 [47]; 6.31 [32]; 3
Macc 6.27, 37; 7.8, 18, 20), though some refer to ‘[their] own affairs’ (2
Macc 11 23 26 29) In the present context, a good interpretation would
be his homeland his own country, for n)\eev implies that this is a
location more precise than the preceding one ‘in the world’, and Barrett
observes that ‘the aorist points to a unique coming’. (This would of
course affect, even if it did not prejudge, the meaning assigned to ol
{8LoL: see below.) It may also be noted that this coming is apparently
subsequent both to the one mentioned in v. 9 (epxouevov els TOV
k6opov), and to the permanent presence (€v T¢ k6o M) noted in
v. 10.

kai ot i8iotL. These are people in some way personally connected
with the Logos. The identification is discussed below. This term too, like
Ta {8La, is rare in the LXX (Sir 11.34; 2 Macc 10.14 v.1. in At; 12.22).
avTov ol mapélaPov. Receive has been the classic English rendering
for centuries, no doubt because of the Latin receperunt; but JB, NRSV,
NAB and REB choose accept, which conveys better the idea of an open-
hearted welcome. The rendering preferred here, with Knox and Kleist, is
welcome. mapalappdvo is in Classical Greek a regular term for learning
from a teacher,” and is especially frequent for the receiving of religious
truth or heritage by living tradition (e.g. 1 Cor 15.13; Gal 1.9; 1 Th 2.13;
2 Th3.6).* In Aramaic, 3p represents the same idea of teaching accepted

37 Neofiti1500-505, or 56-64. Compare also the comment above on the Memra under
Jn 1.1a, at v (on pp. 8-9).

38 A passage in Augustine, too long for full quotation, links this text with Eph 5.8 and
6.12, to speak of the Christian’s high hope of salvation from the diabolically evil powers
that preside over this present world in all its darkness. ‘...mundi dixit, tenebrarum
harum; mundi dixit, amatorum mundi; mundi dixit, impiorum et iniquorum; mundi dixit,
de quo dicit Evangelium: Et mundus eum non cognovit’ (Enarr. in Ps. 54, 4).

3 E.g. Plato, Theaetetus 198b: kaloDpév ye mapadidévta pev Si8dokelv,
mapalapBdrovta 8¢ pavddvewv: see also Laches 197d and Euthydemus 304c.

40 See G. Delling in TWNT IV 11-13, and, for extra-biblical references, BDAG.
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by tradition (e.g. Pirke Aboth 1.1).4 Thus the negatived o mapélapov is
somewhat stronger than o0k €yvw in 10c. In itself, the phrase signifies
only a failure positively to accept, the absence of a true welcome; it does
not necessarily imply a fully deliberate rejection.*> Nevertheless, in the
present context, if these words are taken to refer to Israel under the Old
Covenant, there are many OT texts which stress that God’s people has
from time to time knowingly rejected him (e.g. Jer 3.25; 7.28; 9.12;
32.23;40.3; 42.21; 44.23; Bar 1.18-2.10).

The juxtaposition of Ta {8ta and ot {8tot makes it plain that the
terms are connected. A minority (but including Maldonatus, Loisy,
Bauer, Schlatter and Bultmann) takes Ta {8ia to denote ‘the world that
came into existence through him’ and ot {8tot to denote all humankind.®
Others, however, understand the words as referring specifically to the
land and to the people of Israel, where divine Wisdom had made itself a
special dwelling. Proverbs 8.22-31 tell how Wisdom was with Yahweh
before the creation, and how it shared in the work. Sirach 24 speaks the
same language (‘I came forth from the mouth of the Most High, and
covered the earth like a mist’, v. 3; cf. Gen 1; 2.6), adding that Wisdom
finally found a dwelling-place in Israel:

Among all these I sought a resting place;

I sought in whose territory I might lodge.

Then the Creator of all things gave me a commandment,

and the one who created me assigned a place for my tent.

And he said, ‘Make your dwelling in Jacob,

and take possession of your inheritance in Israel’.**

...So I took root in an honoured people,

in the portion of the Lord, who is their inheritance (Sir 24.8, 12).

Similar ideas are found in Sir 14.20-15.20 (note the wording in 15.1b,
‘he who holds to the law will obtain wisdom’) and 1.1-10, where the
universality of God’s gracious gift is unequivocally affirmed:

The Lord himself created wisdom;

he saw her and apportioned her,

and poured her out over all his works,

to be with all flesh according to his bounty,

and he has lavished her upon those who love him (1.9-10).

The question therefore arises, whether Jn 1.10-13 refers to the presence of
the Logos in the world and in Israel before the Incarnation, or to the
presence of Jesus on earth during his ministry.

Schnackenburg draws attention to a commentary by Paul Schanz
(1841-1905),* who states that Maldonatus (1534—1583) was the first to

41 See Jastrow.

42 ‘Sometimes the emphasis lies...on the fact that the word implies agreement or
approval’ (BDAG s.v. 3).

43 Aquinas, however (pace Lagrange, 13) prefers to take sui of the Jews (fn. 145).

4 &y Topan) kaTak\npovopndnTL.
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explain vv. 10-12 of the Incarnate Logos, with only Gaudentius to appeal
to among the Fathers.* Maldonatus writes: ‘I do not see how, before the
Incarnation, the world either should or could have recognized the
Word’.#” Schnackenburg adds that the older view, which takes these
verses to refer to the activity of the Word of God in the Old Covenant,
prevailed until quite recent times.

Distinguished names can be cited on either side, but one fact, which is
often overlooked, is antecedent to all supporting arguments. One group
argues that since vv. 10-13 come after vv. 6-9, i.e. after the mention of
the Baptist, they must refer to the public ministry of Jesus, whereas
another group asserts that since vv. 1-13 come before v. 14, they must
refer to what precedes the Incarnation.* R. E. Brown cites for the former
interpretation Biichsel, Bauer, Harnack and Kédsemann, and for the latter
Westcott, Bernard and Boismard; both lists can be extended year by year.
With so much honest scholarship on either side, common sense decrees
that the two positions are perhaps not mutually exclusive alternatives, but
complementary, for the arguments brought forward on one side may be
justified in what they affirm, without thereby disproving the rival inter-
pretation. In other words, the reception of the Word of God under the Old
Covenant was repeated at the coming of the Word made Flesh. The
Fourth Gospel would not be the first work of literature to carry two
meanings, one evident at first reading, the other becoming clear only at
the end of the story.

One further fact should not be overlooked. In all the Latin versions,
the noun verbum, which was quite correctly assigned a neuter pronoun as
far as v. 9b, abruptly receives a masculine one in 10c (‘et mundus eum
non cognovit’), a gender it retains at 11b and 12a (‘sui eum non
receperunt’, ‘quotquot autem receperunt eum’). This is the more

45 Commentar iiber das Evangelium des hl. Johannes, Tiibingen, 1885.

46 CSEL 68 Tr. XII 8f. 112 = ML 22.827-1002.

47 ¢Ante... incarnationem non video quomodo aut debuerit aut potuerit Verbum
mundus agnoscere...Nec enim de eo titulo Joannes agebat, quo populus Tudacorum
proprius et peculiaris dicebatur, quod ab eo electus esset...sed de eo potius quo universus
omnino mundus erat, quia per ipsum erat factus’. Juan de Maldonado’s two-volume
Commentaria in Quattuor Evangelia, first published at Pont-a-Mousson in 159697, are
still worth consulting. The two citations are from an edition by J. M. Raich, Mainz 1874,
11 406 and 408.

4 Obviously, it becomes more complex when commentators introduce their
hypotheses about extraneous verses interpolated into a pre-Gospel hymn, but the
principle at issue remains the same. Schnackenburg, for example, thinks that the original
pre-Gospel hymn was thinking of the time before the Incarnation, and that the evangelist,
after inserting v. 9, applied the text to the work of the Incarnate Logos. Brown argues
that most of the phrases in vv. 10-12 are used in the Gospel to describe the ministry of
Jesus: e.g. he came into the world as light (3.19; 9.5; 12.46) and was by his own rejected
(4.44; 12.37). But this is exactly what the evangelist so clearly states in 12.38, 40, citing
Isa53.1 and 6.10, about the blindness of God’s people. Wisely, Barrett comments ‘It was
the world which rejected Jesus’.
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astonishing since the translator could have continued to use, in vv. 10-12,
the ambivalent ipsum, which had done duty in vv. 3-4 (‘omnia per
ipsum...et sine ipso... nihil’). Could it be that the Latins were (subcon-
sciously?) relating these verses to the Incarnate Word long before
Maldonatus? The same question arises with the German versions from
Luther onwards, which follow das Wort with Er in vv. 10-12. Such
translations condition the reader to think of the Logos in 10-12 in terms
of the Incarnation, and it is essential to remember that what is in question
is whether ‘the non-acceptance by his own’ in this verse refers to the
Logos before or after the Incarnation.

12a. o0l 8€. A nominative absolute (nominativus pendens) such as this
is common in the Koine, is also a common Semitic construction, and is
more common in John (28 times) than in the Synoptics: this is its first
occurrence (BDF 466 [2]). 6oou 8¢ denotes therefore everyone who
received God’s enlightening Word. Aquinas comments, ‘to show that
God’s grace is distributed impartially to all who receive Christ’, whether
free or enslaved, male or female, Jew or Gentile, with quotations of Acts
10.45 and Gal 3.28.% éxaBov avTov. There is no difference in meaning
between € aBor here and mapéhaBov in v. 11. J. H. Moulton calls
attention to ‘the survival in NT of a classical idiom by which the
preposition in a compound is omitted, without weakening the sense, when
the verb is repeated” (MHT I 115).%° The simplex Aappdvw can mean
both to receive what is offered, not to refuse or reject it (Thayer) and o
accept or recognize someone’s authority, as in Jn 5.43; 13.20, where the
verb is equated with ‘to believe’ (cf. 5.44 and 13.19). Where it is, as here,
equated with the compound TapalauBdvo, it includes also the idea of
accepting the Word (either in the OT or in the person of Jesus) as
presenting authoritative teaching handed down from God (see the
comment on Tapalapfdve, on pp. 41-42).

12b. é8okev avTois €Eovoiav. The grammatical subject is still the
Logos, as Bengel perspicaciously observes: ‘€8wkev. dedit: Gloria
Christi, Unigeniti’. adTols, resumptive of the first clause in 12a,
embraces all who received the Word. In the NT, é€ovoia is found far
more often without than with the article; and with an abstract noun, there
is sometimes no significance in its presence or omission.s' €€ovoia here
denotes the possibility, the ability, a capability, and therefore the potential,

4 “Dicit Quotquot ut ostendat quod gratia Dei indifferenter datur omnibus
recipientibus Christum’.

50 He cites Euripides, Bacchae 1065, where kaTfiyov, fyov, fyov answers to the
English ‘pulled down, down, down’, and offers as further examples Rev 10.10
(katédayov / é€dayov), Rom 15.4 (mpoeypddn / éypadmn), 1 Pet 1.10-11
(&Enpatvnoav / épawdvTes), and Eph 6.13 (dvtioThivar /otivatl).

SUMHT III 177 cites Plato, Meno 99a 1) dpeTt| - 99¢ 1| dpeTn - 100b 1} dpeTH -
apeti; Rom 3.30 etc.
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the power® ‘to become children of God’. The clause affirms that this is a
gift from the Logos.

Tékva Beov yevéoabatr. The phrase Tékva 6eo is nowhere found in
the Synoptics,* and only twice in John (here and at 11.52; plus 1 Jn 3.1,
2, 10; 5.2). Elsewhere in the NT it occurs only in Rom 8.16, 17, 21; 9.8;
Eph 5.1 (? &s Téxva dyamnTd) and Phil 2.15. Ephesians 5.1 is of Jewish
inspiration,* and Phil 2.15 is in part a citation of Deut 32.5 in the LXX,
so that neither is of distinctively Christian origin.

The phrase viol 8eo? is equally rare. It occurs in Mt 5.9 (and 45, v. T.
maTpds kTA. = viol VhioTov in Lk 6.35) in an OT sense, in Lk 20.36, in
a similar sense (‘they are equal to angels and are sons of God, being sons
of the resurrection’), in Rom 9.26, citing Hos 2.1, and in 2 Cor 6.18,
echoing 2 Sam 7.14; Isa 43.6, and Jer 31.9. The only NT examples of
vlol Oeod used in a specifically Christian sense are Rom 8.14.19 and Gal
3.26.

For good measure, one may add that the only texts with viofec{a in
that sense are Rom 8.15, 23; Gal 4.5 and Eph 1.5 (but not Rom 9.4). It
will not have escaped notice that, whether one is considering the words
Téxkva Beo?, viol Beol or vioBeoia, all the non-Johannine texts which
bear a distinctively Christian connotation are found either in Rom 8.14,
15, 16, 17, 19, 21, 23, or in Gal 3.26; 4.5, the two classic passages
dealing with the topics of emancipation from slavery through faith, and of
adoptive sonship.

vlos Beod in the singular always refers to Jesus Christ (Matthew 9
times; Mark 6 times; Luke 7 times; add Mk 14.61, v. ebloynTob and Lk
1.32,v. vsioTov). John uses vios Oeo?, or its equivalent, 11 times; vios
avlpdmou 13 times; vids on its own 20 times; and vios povoyévns 4
times, almost 50 times in total. The sole NT author to use povoyévns of
Jesus (1.14, 18; 3.16, 18; 1 Jn 4.9), he declines to extend the title vids

52 For detail on other senses see W. Foerster in TWNT 11 559-71.

53 Although the noun Tékvov is quite common there (Matthew 15 times; Mark 9
times; Luke 14 times).

34 Compare SB IIT 605. One quotation reads: ‘We are called “sons”, as it is written,
Sons are ye to the Lord your God [Deut 14.1]. He [R. Akiba] said to him: You are called
both sons and servants. When you carry out the desires of the Omnipresent, you are
called “sons”, and when you do not carry out the desires of the Omnipresent, you are
called “servants”’ (The Soncino Talmud, Seder Nezikin II: Baba Bathra 10a, 45.) J.
Gnilka comments: ‘Bereits diese Analogie erhellt, das Eph 5.1 mentalitdtsméssig
judisch...konzipiert ist, obwohl die griechische imitatio-Idee vorgetragen wird. Die
christliche Begriindung folgt nach’ (Der Epheserbrief, 1971, 244).

53 This is not acknowledged by bold type in the UBS or by italics in NA?”. The text
reads (with the LXX allusions underlined: {va yévnofe dpepmtor kal dképatot,
Téxva Beod dpopa péoov yeveds okolds kal SleoTpappévns, év ois dalvesde
s dwoThipes év kdopw.

56 Elsewhere in the NT, only of the three sick children in Lk 7.12; 8.42; 9.38 and in
Heb 11.17 (of Isaac).
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Beob to any other person, while affirming that they have the power to
become Tékva 6eod.

Is there a difference, then, between being viol 8eod and becoming
Tékva BeoD? It is notoriously difficult to define in English the difference
between a couple’s ‘children’, and their ‘sons and daughters’. So also in
Greek. Téxvov (N TikTw) describes the offspring from the viewpoint of
the relationship to their progenitors, and is therefore on the whole used of
small children, with an accompanying awareness of their weakness, their
utter dependence on adults, their often total trust and guileless affection.
viol, and BuyaTépes, are more adaptable, and more comfortably used for
maturing or adult offspring; they are also, for obvious reasons, more
frequent in a legal context. Naturally, Tékvov will be the more intimate
and affectionate term.

The Christian notion of divine filiation is clearly a development of the
Israelite concept of God as Father, and, like its Israelite antecedent, it
occurs in a context of emancipation from slavery. In particular, it spells
emancipation from moral slavery (Rom 7), and also an interior liberation
(as Paul so powerfully portrays in Rom 8.12-24) from any fear of God
based on terror (timor servilis).” Paul there invokes the use in prayer of
the word Abba as proof of entitlement to be Tékvov Beod, as if this added
something, somehow, to being vios Ocod, perhaps because of the degree
of familiarity the word 4bba presupposes (see Rom 8.15-16), perhaps
because a child can plead lack of full adult discretion (Gal 4.3-7). John
1.12 asserts that the Logos has made it possible to become a child of God,
with all its privileges such as total and trustful dependence, and with
freedom from any vestige of timor servilis.

12¢. Tols mMLOTEVOUOLY €is TO Ovopa avTov. The phrase, in
apposition to avTols, is not a restrictive qualifier, but a defining one: to
accept the Logos is 7o believe and to trust in its name. Though there was
Life and Light in the Logos (1.3-4), the Logos itself has not as yet been
given any other, additional, name, much less a specific or personal name
(avToD). The almost identical phrase, fractionally but adroitly altered,
recurs, as all-embracing inclusio at 20.31, to form the solemn conclusion
of the Gospel.

13. The text as it stands affirms that those who believe in the name of the
Logos were born or were begotten of God. Note, ...were born’ or ‘were
begotten’, not are. The aorist éyevviinoar implies a once-for-all event

57 The term timor servilis is here used in the strict technical sense which it has in
Thomas Aquinas. ‘If someone is converted to God and clings to him through fear of
punishment, this will be servile fear; but if it is through fear of offending God, it will be
filial, since it is only natural that sons should be afraid of offending their father’ (Summa
Theologiae 2-2, q.19, a.2c).
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in the past,® and stands in striking contrast with the perfect tenses in 1 Jn
2.29; 3.9 [x2]; 4.7; 5.1 [*x2], 4, 18 (where contrast 6 yevvndels). The
spelling éyeviibnoav found in P75 A B* A © 28 pc (as if from the root
vivopat) is a natural mistake for a copyist, especially since both words
are used for 7o be born (e.g. BAG s.v. ylvopaur 1.1.a, citing Jn 8.58). For
emphasis, a threefold denial precedes one affirmation.*

All are agreed that ol oUk €€ atpdTwv® is intended to exclude birth
as a result of (€k) sexual congress, through the joining of two blood-lines,
but no-one seems able to bring forward another example of the usage.s!
Augustine’s remarks are still unbettered: the plural is not good Latin, but
the writer preferred to retain it, because it expresses so clearly that human
beings result from the union of two parents, one male and one female.®
For ‘Latin’, read ‘Greek’. 008€ €k OeAfjLaTos oapkos. Nor of urging
of the flesh. Oe\fjjLa, rare in Classical Greek, but frequent in Christian
literature, means will or desire, and here specifically the sexual desire or
urge, a sense found (according to many) in 1 Cor 7.37, and perhaps in
Eph 2.3 as well. Note, however, that cdp€ here carries no hint of sinful-
ness, or of opposition to God, as it does in Rom 7 (see Rom 8.3). cdp€ is
in itself neutral, and for John it will be the earthly dwelling-place of the
Logos (1.14), the instrument of everlasting life (6.51-63).9 008€ €k
BehjpaTos avdpos is clear: nor of the will of a husband [or: a male],
with the former sense much more likely. The three negative phrases thus
affirm that the birth of believers comes not through sexual congress, nor
from those natural urges which lead to sexual congress, nor from the
desire of a husband, here considered as the one who initiates the move
towards physical union. They were begotten (€yevviidnoav) solely ék
Oeo?, from God.

38 Though it could, grammatically, be translated as a pluperfect, it would be absurd to
write ‘he gave to those who had been born of God the power to become children of God’.

3 Lagrange, without suggesting any direct dependence, calls attention to / En 15.4
(‘méme genre d’esprit sémitique’): év TG alpaTt TOV yuvaikey éudvlnTe, kal €v
alpaTt capkos éyevvioaTe, kal €v alpaTt avbpdmov émebvpioaTe;

% The plural is a hapax legomenon in the NT, unless one includes the variant
readings in Rev 16.6 (accepted only by Tischendorf) and 18.24 (accepted, among modern
editors, only by Tischendorf, Souter, Vogels and Bover).

6! Euripides’ fon 693 is the closest parallel suggested (dMov Tpadeis €€ aipdTov),
but is not quite exact, for it refers to the child born of the demi-god Apollo and the
wholly human Creusa.

62 ‘Sanguina non est latinum: sed quia graece positum est pluraliter, maluit ille qui
interpretabatur minus latine loqui secundum grammaticos et tamen explicare veritatem
secundum auditum infirmorum.” In Hebrew, the plural form o7 always denotes blood
that stems from bleeding (e.g. blood shed by violence, but also blood-stains, the blood of
menstruation, of birth etc.); see BDB 2 fand HALOT 5. There is no record that it was
ever used in the sense ascribed to é€ aipdTov above.

9 The only other references are in 8.15 and 17.2. The only depreciatory uses are at
8.15 and 1 Jn 2.16; but contrast with them 1 Jn 4.2 and 2 Jn 7.
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But why should anyone think it was necessary to exclude such
notions, and so unequivocally? Many authors suggest that the text should
read not ol ovk...éyevvidnoar but (in accordance with some ancient
writers) 65 ovk...E&yevvndn (see UBS). The sense of vv. 12-13 would
then be: ‘But to all who did welcome him, he gave power to become
children of God, to those who believe in the name of him who was born
not through the fusion of blood-streams, nor through any carnal desire,
nor through the desire of a husband, but of God’. If this were the original
text, the most probable interpretation would be that it is a reference to the
virginal conception of Jesus Christ, though it could also be interpreted of
the eternal generation of the Word. Against this opinion is the fact that
not a single Greek MS has the singular reading éyevvri6n. Another
argument advanced in favour of the singular is that it is rather odd to say
that the Word gave to those who were born (or begotten) of God power fo
become children of God. On this, Barrett’s is the most helpful suggestion,
namely, that here there may be an allusion to the spiritual [re]birth of
believers as adopted children, which is utterly unlike natural birth, and
takes place through God’s will alone. A detailed note on this matter is
obviously desirable, and is printed in Excursus IV, ‘Longer Notes on
Textual Criticism’.



D. THE WORD BECOME FLESH (1.14-18)

14a And the Word became flesh

14b and came to dwell among us,

l4c and we beheld his glory,

14d glory as of someone unique, from a father,
14e full of grace and truth.

15a John bears witness to him, and cries aloud,

15be This was he of whom I said, | There is one of my followers
who has always taken precedence, by rank, before me,
because he existed before me.”!

16a For of his fullness have we all received,
16b and grace for grace.
17a For the law was given through Moses;
17b grace and truth came through Jesus Christ.
18a No one has ever seen God;
18b it is that utterly unique One,}
who is now returned into the bosom of the Father,
18c that has been our guide,

and shown and led the way.
[T 18b or: that one and only Son]

14a. So far, each new sentence of the Prologue except 12 (6oot 8¢€) has
begun with an asyndeton;? the kat here is therefore significant. Though
fair play demands that the translation be left as and, to encompass all
possible divergent meanings, this kal is certainly not merely copulative
(BDF 442 lists 16 possible senses). (1) For those (e.g. Schnackenburg)
who think that vv. 10-13 refer to the activity of the Word after the
Incarnation, the best translation is and indeed, taking kal as a resumptive
and confirmatory conjunction. (2) For those who interpret vv. 10-11 as
referring to the activity of the Word before the Incarnation, the ka{ might
be taken as a strong contrastive, meaning and yet, and nevertheless, i.e. in
spite of the rejection referred to in vv. 10c and 11b, the Word became
flesh. (The obvious objection to this is that v. 11 is far away, and that vv.
12-13 speak of those who accept the Word, so that the rendering and
nevertheless is, as the text stands at present, quite inappropriate. The
interpretation does, of course, make sense if vv. 12-13 are regarded as a
later interpolation, and disregarded.?) (3) The conjunction, however, need
not be solely adversative: kal is also used for ‘emphasizing a fact as

! The lines are here arranged to indicate that they are not part of the hymn.
2T take v. 5 to be a continuation of the sentence in v. 4 (see above).
3 Cf. Bernard cxliv and Haenchen, though both in fact take the kai in sense (3).
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surprising or unexpected or noteworthy; and yet, and in spite of that,
nevertheless’ (BDAG 1 b eta, with references to Jn 1.5, 10; 3.11, 32;
5.40; 6.70; 7.28). Hence ‘by an easy transition, the sense of addition
sometimes recedes into the background, while the sense of climax
predominates, a ladder of which only the top rung is clearly seen’.* On
this interpretation, particularly when we recall the continuous asyndeton
from v. 1 to v. 11, the most appropriate rendering is and then, to crown
all—the Word became flesh. The kal is then a conjunction expressing
astonishment, as the next words are intended to evoke adoration.

0 \0yos. The opening verse of the Gospel, pronouncing the name
Logos three times, once in each of its three clauses, made each of those
three statements programmatic for the entire Gospel: the Logos existed in
the beginning, the Logos was very close to God, and the Logos was God.

Thereafter, the Prologue refrains from any mention of the term Logos
until v. 14. In vv. 2-13, it is represented once by oUTos (v. 2), and by the
oblique cases avTév, alTod, avT®, but the term itselfis never mentioned.
Then in v. 14, 6 \dyos reappears, just once, and for the last time in the
Gospel, as a proper name. To be sure, a restatement of the subject was
required after vv. 12-13, for the sake of clarity. Nevertheless, the fact that
this is the last mention of the Logos makes it of supreme importance; and
the final declaration about the Logos in the Fourth Gospel is that it
‘became flesh’.

Before passing on, therefore, some notes on 0 Aéyos inv. 14 will not
be out of place. It was suggested above, under Logos in 1.1a, that the
author was thinking of the Word of God as revealed in the OT, and above
all of the Memra.5 This would explain why John in his Prologue writes
only 6 Aéyos and not 6 \éyos Tod 8eod, namely, because he wishes not
so much to make a distinction or separation between the Logos and God,
as to speak of the Logos for the moment in what is an indeterminate, but
exceedingly close, relationship with God. 8e0s fv 6 Adyos, as was the
Memra, the Holy, Ineffable, Name of God—the ‘I AM WHAT I AM’ of
Exod 3.15. To repeat what was stated on pp. 8-9, if 0 Adyos, without
addition, is taken as equivalent to the term Memra, then it denotes the
Compassionate, the All-Merciful, God not just as existent in an onto-
logical sense (Sein) but rather as One who is ever-present at the side of
his creatures, ever ready to have mercy and to supply whatever help they
may need in any situation (Dasein). This is surely the first and main
reason that John chooses to write 6 Adyos without adding ‘of God’.6

4 The words of J. D. Denniston, writing about kal in Attic Greek, in The Greek
Particles, Oxford, 1934, 316-17.

5> The comment on 1.1a (pp. 7-9) stated that of the five possible senses of Logos,
three—the ‘Platonist’, the Stoic, and the Neo-Platonic (plus its cousin, the Gnostic)—
were definitely not intended by the evangelist, and they are not considered here. See
Excursus II.

¢ See also on v. 14b, éokfjvwcey, and on v. 14c é6eaodpeda T 86Eav alTod.
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A second reason may have been that 6 Adyos on its own is tanta-
lisingly vague. A person unfamiliar with Judaism, but well-versed in
contemporary ideologies, might perhaps have been intrigued enough to
inquire further, to see in what sense a pre-existent Logos could, as the
Christians taught, be said to have once been ‘embodied’ in a particular
historical human being. One thinks of Aristides’ writing to Hadrian.”

Thirdly, the fact that 6 A\dyos as a proper name is, after v. 14, never
again found in the Gospel, must mean that it was there intended as a
technical term for the pre-existent Word up to the moment of its Incarna-
tion (1.14). Christian theologians have interpreted it correctly by speaking
consistently thereafter of the Incarnate Word, in accordance with the
patristic adage: verbum quod semel assumpsit nunquam dimisit.®

Fourthly, since most readers approach the Gospel with a firm belief'in
the Nicene dogma of the Holy Trinity, a plea for caution is here impera-
tive. Those who listened to Jesus during his life-time did not come
already endowed with faith in a Trinitarian Godhead, nor did those who
heard the preaching of the Apostles: it was not a matter of teaching
people who already believed in a Holy Trinity that one of those divine
persons had become a human being. Neither in Judaism nor elsewhere is
there any trace of such a belief. Rather, as the following verses show, the
early Christians first saw the historical Jesus of Nazareth and then sought
to express in words what they beheld in him; and when the Fourth Gospel
was written, its author could find no other vocabulary to express his faith
than to say that Jesus was the very Logos who existed in the beginning,
face to face with God.®

The word odpé€ is not too frequent in John (six times in 1.13, 14; 3.6;
6.63; 8.15; 17.2; plus one occurrence in each verse of the six verses from
6.61 to 6.56, a section the provenance of which is much disputed), and
each text needs to be examined on its own. Here it stands, by synecdoche,
for dv@pwmos, that is, for the whole human being, not merely for the

7 See above p. 2 fn. 1 on The Title, and note that one reference there suggested is
precisely Jn 1.14. ‘Christians trace their origin from the Lord Jesus Christ, whom they
confess to be the son of the Most High God, by a holy Spirit come down from heaven,
for the salvation of humanity; and having been begotten of a holy virgin without seed or
any damage, he took up flesh and made himself visible to the human race, so that he
might call them back from their aberration into polytheism’. The text reads: ol 8¢
XpLoTiavol yevealoyodvTat amd Tod kuplov ‘Incod XploTod: obTos 8¢ 6 vios Tod
8e0d Tod WioTou OporoyelTal év mrelpaTt dyly am obpavod kaTapds Sia Ty
cotnplar TOV avBpdmev: kal ék TapBévou daylas yevwnbels domdpws Te kal
adBSpws odpra avélaBe, kal dveddvn dvlpdTols, 8Tws €k THs ToAlBeov TAdINS
albTols dvakaléonTat. Aristides, Apology 15.1.

8 Chrysostom in loco: SLamavTos KATOLKEL TNV oknviv: THY ydp odpka THv
NueTépav mepLePdreTo, obx 0s TAAY abTHY ddfowr. AAN ¢S StaTavtos EEwy
ned éavtod (Hom. 11.2 =Ben 65B). For the sense, see also John of Damascus De fide .
I 27.

° The point is excellently made by G. Kittel in TWNT IV 134. For further detail on the
term Logos, see Excursus I1.
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flesh, but for the bones and blood and soul as well. It is worth adding, in
view of the later Apollinarian controversy, that the evangelist would
hardly have considered a body without any human intellect as matching
his concept of the Word made flesh: he meant to affirm that the Logos
became fully human, not that it did duty for the rational soul in a
hominoid body that was devoid of a human mind or will."* If one asks
why the evangelist did not use dv@pwmos, it might have been because the
idea of a divine Heavenly Man, existing before creation, was at the time
widely current in contemporary Judaism, as is fully evidenced by / En
45-57. Briefly, this heavenly being, known as the Messiah, the Righteous
One, and the Son of Man, reigned enthroned in glory, with dominion over
all creatures, heavenly and earthly, and as judge of them all. It has been
suggested that the evangelist, believing that the Logos was, even before
the creation, not merely identified with, but identical with, this Heavenly
Man, felt therefore unable to write ‘he became man’, and put instead ‘he
became flesh’."" Again, to say that 6 A\éyos dvBpwtos €yéveto could
have been misinterpreted, by readers more familiar with Greek mythol-
ogy than with Judaism, as meaning that the Logos was changed into a
human being. It is perhaps worth mentioning also that in John, cdp€ does
not stand for ‘flesh’ as corrupted by sin (frequent in Paul) but for flesh as
mortal and physically weak.'2 The risk of these misunderstandings might
have counselled the use of a circumlocution, as in Phil 2.7: éavTov
Exévooer popdnr SolAou AaBdv, €V opotdpaTt avlpdTor yevd-
levos, kal oxfuatt elpebels ws dvrdpotmos. But all these reasons
taken together still do not explain why John expresses himself so
differently, choosing odp€ simpliciter, with no explanation, or why he
writes éyéveTo.

19 An Easter sermon of Augustine, Sermo 238, in fine, ends with a comment on this
text. ‘Suscepit totum quasi plenum hominem, animam et corpus hominis. Et si aliquid
scrupulosius vis audire; quia animam et carnem habet et pecus: cum dico animam
humanam et carnem humanam, totam animam humanam accepit. Fuerunt enim qui hinc
haeresim facerent, et dicerent quia anima Christi non habuit mentem, non habuit
intellectum, non habuit rationem; sed Verbum Dei fuit illi pro mente, pro intellectu, pro
ratione. Nolo sic credas. Totum redemit, qui totum creavit: totum suscepit, totum
liberavit Verbum. Ibi mens hominis et intellectus, ibi anima vivificans carnem; ibi caro
vera et integra: peccatum solum non ibi.” (Vol. V 1450 AB = Ben 994). The words are
just as relevant nowadays, when a practical monophysitism is widespread among many
Christians, because it is so often inadvertently preached. Compare also Bernard’s
comment in loco.

A suggestion of J. Héring, ‘Kyrios Anthropos’, RHPR 16 (1936), 207-209: cf.
TWNT VII 140 tn. 304. Cullmann, Christology, ETr 187, is not unsympathetic to the idea
(‘perhaps not incorrectly’...particularly if a pre-Christian hymn to the Original Man
really lay behind the prologue). For further detail on this figure, see Excursus VI, ‘The
Son of Man in John’.

12 ¢Caro minime hic pro corrupta natura accipitur (ut saepe apud Paulum), sed pro
homine mortali’ (Calvin).
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In the end, the only satisfactory answer is that odp&, more than
anything else in the material creation, is diametrically opposed to the
Logos. Flesh is the most vulnerable, the most corruptible, the most easily
destructible, part of the human being—in a word the most impermanent.
The Logos is the Eternal. Flesh is T0 $0apTov T0 kat’ é€oxnv. They are
literally poles apart; but like a positive and a negative, they attract each
other, and the attraction is creative. This is what John’s Gospel is about.

€yéveTo. To write 0 Adyos odapE éyéveto is to exclude any
possibility that the human flesh of Jesus was something similar to
clothing which he had put on, something quite external to him, which he
could discard at will. Had that been the evangelist’s thought, he could
easily have expressed it without ambiguity.'? This does not mean that the
Logos was changed into a human being. It has just been suggested that
one reason why John used odpé&, not dvpwmos, might have been to
preclude any such misinterpretation: no one would think that the Logos
could be changed into material flesh, or even changed into a human
being. Nor does the use of éyéveTo imply that the Logos ceased to be
God. The sense is that the Logos became a human being without ceasing
fo be God." Thus the purpose of éyéveTo is to emphasize that the Logos
did not just ‘dwell in’ human flesh, did not just ‘have’ a human body in
order to speak his part for one or more performances, like a Greek actor
walking on stage with a particular mask.'s He, the divine Logos, was in
reality the principal character in the drama; the lines that he was to speak
were lines written for him in eternity (cf. 3.34; 7.17; 8.28, 38; 12.48-50;
14.10); and the words he was to utter were the words of God.'s Precisely
because of this, a still deeper message is necessarily embodied in the
&yéveTo of v. 14. Eduard Schweizer comments: ‘The underlying theo-
logical reason for the Incarnation lies therefore in this, that in the cosmic
lawsuit between God and the world which accuses him, only an act of

13 See the quotation from Chrysostom on p. 51 fn. 8.!% But can one really imagine the
author of the Fourth Gospel writing kal o@pa émiyelov évedloaTo 6 Adyos (cf.1 Cor
15.40) orkal 6 Aéyos ocdpa €avtd ENapev dbBapTSv (or rather, BunTév: cf. 15.53-54)?
Or kal 6 \oéyos odpka émevedioaTo (cf. 2 Cor 5.2)? Is it not significant that in
speaking of Christ’s advent upon earth, Paul, like John, consistently avoids the metaphor
of dress?

14 Two sentences of Athanasius deserve quotation for their perfect clarity. (a) del dv
©cos...UoTepov kal 8L Muds yéyover dvBpwTos, Kal CwpaTikds, ds Gno 6
améoTolos, kaTdknoev 1N Beldtns év Th capki. (b) 08¢ yap €meldn yéyovev
avlpwutos, Témavtal Tod elval Oeds (c. Arianos 111 31 and 38: PG 26.389A and
404C).

Barrett rejects the translation ‘became’, and writes ‘perhaps éyéveTo is used in the
same sense as in v. 6: the Word came on the (human) scene as flesh, man’, but this seems
too feeble for John, and for this context.

15 Augustine again: ‘Aliud est enim Verbum in carne, aliud Verbum caro; id est, aliud
est Verbum in homine, aliud Verbum homo’ (De Trin. 11 11, 6: VII 1 = Ben 777).

16 See Augustine, Sermo 187 In natali Domini, fn. 3 (V/1 1286 CD = Ben 886).
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witness—iLapTupetv—which includes the commitment of the whole
person—can evoke faith, not a mere communication of divine gnosis’.!”
See 18.37.

Schweizer’s profoundly perceptive judgment can be taken one step
further. If one asks why did John write the word oapé, it may be because
odpé€ is also intimately bound up with the notion of sacrifice: see the
comments on 6.51-56.

14b. On kai here and in the rest of the verse, see on 14a (pp. 49-50): its
successive occurrences are not merely copulative, but represent steps
always rising from one climax to another (kA{pa& meaning, literally, ‘a
ladder’).

€oknrwcev. The verb oknrodv occurs four times in the NT, here,
and in Rev 7.15; 18.6; 21.3. Only Rev 21.3 is akin to our v. 14: IS0V 1
oknrn Tob Beod peTd TOV AvdpdTov, Kal oKNVGoEL PeT aADTOV.!S
Nor, on the face of it, is kaTaoknvotv of much help. Three of its four
NT occurrences (Mt 13.32 = Mk 4.32 = Lk 13.19) refer to birds nesting,
as do both instances of the cognate kaTaokiroots (Mt 8.20 =Lk 9.58).
The one other text (Acts 2.26) is a quotation from Ps 16.9 LXX (1) odpé
LoV KaTAoKNVAoEL €T EAT(SL).

The LXX contains only five instances of oknrovv: Gen 13.12; Judg
5.17 (in B [x2]): 8.11; 3 Kgdms 8.12; all except the last refer to those
who lived, physically, in material tents. This is certainly not the sense
(even metaphorically) of éokfjrwoev in 1.14. By contrast, kaTacknvw
(rare in Classical Greek: see LSJ) is found in the LXX (including variant
readings) more than 60 times, in 55 of which it translates the Hebrew root
12U (shakan).” If one asks why, as a translation of this Hebrew verb, the
Greek compound form is so much more frequent than the simplex, it is
probably because the prefix kaTa— brings out the idea of a long, and even
permanent, residence: it is regularly used of Israel’s dwelling in the
Promised Land: e.g. Num 14.30; Deut 33.12, 28; Josh 22.29; 2 Kgdms
7.10 (cf. kaTolkely, kaTamaveLy ete.).? kaTaoknroby is also used for
God’s first coming down to dwell in the Land (Num 35.34), or to dwell in

17 ‘Die theologische Begriindung der Fleischwerdung liegt also darin, daB in dem
kosmischen Rechtsstreit Gottes mit der ihn anklagenden Welt nur ein paptvpetv, dal
den vollen Einsatz der ganzen Person in sich schlie3t, Glauben schaffen kann, nicht eine
bloBe Mitteilung géttlicher Gnosis” (TWNT VII 1406-10).

'8 The cognate nouns offer little help in settling on a precise definition, for their
meanings in different contexts are too varied, as this list (complete for the NT) shows:
okfvos in 2 Cor 5.1, 4, okijvopa in Acts 7.46; 2 Pet 1.13, 14, and oknvy] itself in Mt
17.4 =Mk 9.5 = Lk 9.33; Lk 16.9; Acts 7.43 [= Amos 5.6], 44; 15.16 [= Amos 9.11];
Heb 8.2,5;9.2,3,6,8,11,21; 11.9; 13.10; Rev 13.6; 15.5; 21.3.

19 In the MT, ¥ 120 (8kn) occurs about 140 times, and is variously translated; but
KaTaoknrovr dominates among the verbs used.

20 Further detail in TWNT VII 369-96 (Michaelis). Note 386-88 (oknvéw) and 389-91
(kaTaoknvoiv; its sole OT cognate is kaTaokivwots, at 1 Chr 28.2; Tob 1.4; Wis 9.8
[and possibly kaTaokrveots, a variant there]).
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the Temple (3 Kgdms 6.13; 1 Chr 23.25; 2 Chr 6.1); and after the
destruction of the Temple, there is the promise that ‘his name’ would
again dwell there (Ezek 43.7 and Neh 1.9; cf. Jer 7.12, of Shiloh). Thus
kaTeokfirooev would have suited the theme admirably, but John does
not use that form, and it is hard to think it was because he wished to
stress that Jesus’ life on earth was so transitory.

In fact, to understand the true thrust of John’s éokjvocer, we must
turn from the LXX to the Hebrew, and some introductory remarks are
required. A few altars were built here and there on special occasions by
the patriarchs,?! but they were not places of continuing worship; the
Israelites had no permanent sanctuary until after the Covenant at Sinai
(Exod 24). When Yahweh had revealed his proper name at Exod 3.15,%
his first command, immediately after the sealing of the Covenant, was to
gather materials to make a great tent, to be the visible sign of his presence
in the camp (Exod 25-31). Two verses at the beginning of this passage
are then of the utmost importance. (a) Exod 25.8. This is the first
occasion in the Bible that Yahweh says, in a phrase that was to be central
to his covenant-promises, 02 N>y (wesakanti bétokam), ‘and I shall
dwell among you’.” The same, or an almost identical, Hebrew phrase
recurs, a second time, at Exod 29.45 (a promise, to be fulfilled after the
consecration of the Tent); thirdly, at 1 Kgs 6.13, at the Dedication of the
Temple; fourthly, at Ezek 43.7, and Zech 2.10, 11 RSV [Heb 2.14, 15],
with reference to the divine presence returning to the Temple after the
Babylonian Exile. These are the only six instances of the word "m122)
(we&sakanti = ‘and I shall dwell’) in the Hebrew Bible, and it is note-
worthy that it is uttered only by Yahweh, the all-merciful, i.e. the speaker
is always called ‘Yahweh’, never ‘God’.> (b) In Exod 25.9 we encounter
the noun 12un7 (hammlskan LXX oknv1), this too at its first time in the
Hebrew Bible. It is commonly translated into English as the tabernacle or
the Tent, but means literally the dwelling, the abode. A cognate of

21 See R. de Vaux, Ancient Israel, 289-94. Only in Gen 35.1 is God said to have taken
the initiative.

22 In this context, it is worth mentioning ‘the general Rabbinic rule that the name
YHWH represents God’s Attribute of Mercy, while >elohim stands for the Attribute of
Justice’ (Hayward, Divine Name, 39).

23 The LXX translates this as kal 6d8qcopat év vuiv. See the comment on év Dpiv
at the end of v. 14b.

24 mpoy (3akanti) is found without the initial waw consecutive in Ps 120.6 [RSV 5]
and in Prov 8.12, neither of which is remotely relevant. Otherwise, not at all. Note that
when Solomon asks, at the Dedication of the Temple, ‘But will God indeed dwell upon
the earth?” (1 Kgs 8.27 =2 Chr 6.18), the Hebrew verb is not 1o¢ (kn) but 2t (ySb). The
nuance of difference seems to be that the former means fo settle down, to take up an
abode for a long while, or permanently, whereas the latter means primarily fo sit down,
and therefore simply to take up residence. See LHVT 334b, for 2u” (ysb), and 843a, for
120 (8kn). Yahweh has already promised that he will make his permanent home there, and
Solomon wonders, ‘Will he really take up residence here?’
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shakan, it occurs 139 times in the M T, and with two or three exceptions,?
wherever it is found in the singular, it denotes always (= 136 times) the
‘physical abode’ of Yahweh (BDB). This verb and this noun, each
occurring, with reference to God’s indwelling in the midst of Israel, for
the first time in Exod 25, explain why John chose to write éokfvocey;
and they, by recalling Exod 25, and the dedication of Solomon’s Temple,
and the return after the Exile, disclose the full meaning of €éokrjvocev. A
medieval Latinist caught the OT allusions perfectly: et tabernaculavit in
nobis.*

Further, at 25.8, Aquila, Symmachus and Theodotion all render the
verb "moy) (wésakanti) normally, and quite correctly, as oknrdow.
Aquila was much given to translating a Hebrew root by a similar Greek
word, and the correspondence between shakan and oxnrobv must have
seemed too good to miss. Perhaps it was noticed by Theodotion and
Symmachus too; this would explain why three such disparate versions
could, in Exod 25.8, arrive at the rarely used simplex oknvotv instead of
the commonly used compound kaTaoknvotv. May not John have done
the same?

Thus the kai before éokrjrwoev marks yet another climax. When the
Logos, the Memra, became flesh, there was the final dwelling-place of
God among men, as Rev 21.3 declares: '[8ov 1) oknyn Tod 6eod peTa
TOV AvdpoTov, Kal oknrdoel peT’ avTdv, where cknrooel must refer
to God, especially as the verse continues with ‘and God himself shall be
with them’. Revelation 21.22 completes this picture of new Jerusalem
with ‘and I saw no temple in her, for the Lord God the Almighty is her
temple, and the Lamb’. As in Rev 21-22, so throughout John’s Gospel,
there runs the theme of ‘the Temple of his body’: see 2.21; 19.34, 37;
20.25, 27.

€v NP refers primarily to those who personally ‘heard, saw and
touched’ Jesus (1 Jn 1.1), secondly to that particular generation, whether
Jewish or Gentile; thirdly and by extension to all who hear the Gospel
story to the end of time; and to all the human race.

Before moving to 14c, it is worth asking why the LXX did not always
translate the verb "oy (wésakanti) by kal kaTacknréow, but used
instead, in Exod 25.8, kal 0dOcopat év uiv, and in Exod 29.45, kal
émikAndioopal év Tols viots IopanA. (In the other four texts, it gives
Kal kaTaoknrwow, 3 Kgdms 6.13; Ezek 43.9; Zech 2.14, and
kaTaoknvoboiy, Zech 2.15). The reason for its choice of d¢pOfcopal in

23 Num 16.24, 27, where it is generally agreed that the original must have been not
the dwelling ‘of Korah etc.’, but ‘of Yahweh’; and Isa 22.16, poetically, of a tomb
(‘graving an habitation for himself in the rock’ (RV).

26 Concilium Armenorum (A.D. 1342) art. 2 in E. Marténe, Veterum scriptorum et
monumentorum amplissima collectio t. VII, Paris, 1733, col. 316 = Sacrorum
Conciliorum nova collectio ed. J. D. Mansi, Florence, 1759—, 25, 1190 C; cited in C. F.
Du Cange, Glossarium ad scriptores mediae et infimae latinitatis, new ed. by L. Favre, t.
VIII, Paris, 1887, sub voce. See also RV™e, ‘tabernacled’.
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Exod 25.8 is presumably to gloss the literal sense by hinting at the future
visible presence of the Cloud over the Tent (Exod 33.7-11; 40.34-38; cf.
Barrett), and the parallel gloss in 29.45 is intended to stress what the
people’s liturgical response to that visible divine presence will be.

All the Targums of these six texts mention the Shekinah: e.g. Neofiti at
Exod 25.8 (McNamara), ‘I will make the Glory of my Shekinah dwell
among them’, or 1 Kgs 6.13 ‘I will make dwell my Shekinah among the
sons of Israel’ (Harrington-Saldarini). The two (post-biblical) terms
Shekinah (Hebrew) and Shekintah (Aramaic) both designate the ‘Divine
Presence’ among the people of God. One translation including this idea
would be, ‘And the Word became flesh, and made his dwelling among
us’ (NAB: or, less literally, ‘came to dwell among us’, Knox, NEB).

14c. The third kai in v. 14 marks the final step on the ladder of climax.
€0eaodpeda has a strong and distinctive resonance: both the Latin
vidimus and the English see are unduly feeble renderings. LSJ gives as
the basic meaning gaze at, behold, ‘mostly with a sense of wonder’,
followed by a fascinating list of examples. The same sense obtains in the
LXX, where the word occurs only once in a translation from the Hebrew
(at 2 Chr 22.6), but seven times in the ‘Greek’ books (Tob 2.2; 13.6, 14;
Jdth 15.8; 2 Macc 2.4; 3.36; 3 Macc 5.47). In John, it often means to see
one thing with the physical eyes, and to perceive therein, by the gift of
God, something else, not self-evident, but profoundly true (cf. BDAG 2).
Thus the Baptist sees a physical dove, and ‘beholds’ in it a sign of the
Holy Spirit (Jn 1.32; cf. 1.38;4.35; 6.5; 11.45). Note that é6eacdpeba is
aorist middle, and deponent. It may therefore be translated as ‘we beheld,
for a time, for ourselves (his glory, dwelling among us)’. Cf. 1 Jn 1.1-4.

v 80Eav. The Hebrew word underlying 86€a, i3 (kabod), is
found three times in Genesis, where it is in no way connected with God.?’
As areligious term, it makes its first appearance in the very texts we have
just encountered under éokrjvooev. ‘The glory of Yahweh’ is first men-
tioned by Moses and Aaron en route to Sinai, to calm the people’s fears
(Exod 16.7, 10); secondly, when Moses goes up the mountain to speak
with God after the Covenant (24.16-17); and thirdly, when Moses asks to
see Yahweh’s glory (33.18), only to be told that he cannot see that face
and live (33.20, 22). Naturally, the phrase recurs at 1 Kgs 8.11 and in
Ezek 43.2, 5; 44.4. The éokrvocer of 14b calls forth the éeacdpeda
™V d86Eav of 14c.

avTob. Of the Logos, clearly, but of the Word made flesh. Both the
Shekinah and the Glory of Yahweh are regarded as being present in his
humanity, in his flesh; but how that glory is there contained, and how it
will be only slowly unveiled, and in what circumstances it will finally be
completely revealed—these are among the major themes that are subtly
developed throughout the Fourth Gospel. The first manifestation of Jesus’

27In Gen 31.1 it refers to the wealth accumulated by Jacob, and in 45.13, to that of
Joseph. In 49.6 it is parallel to ‘O my soul’.
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glory at Cana (2.11) is matched by a reference, at the end of his public
ministry, to the fact that Isaiah ‘saw his glory’ (12.41); and the discourse
at the Supper begins (13.31-32) and concludes with references to his
glory (17.1, 4, 5, 24).

14d. 86€av @s. This is the first clue as to the nature of that glory of the
Word made flesh, and Chrysostom rightly comments: ‘The o5 here is not
one of comparison or illustration, but of confirmation and unambiguous
definition’.? That is, it means not ‘glory similar to that of...’, or ‘glory as
though it were’, but ‘glory which truly is that of...”: see BDAG 3 (a) a,
and compare 1 Pet 1.19; 2.2. Michaelis observes that wherever os
introduces a fact, it is never followed by an article.?

povoyevois wapa waTtpds. J. H. Moulton comments, on this text:
‘For exegesis, there are few of the finer points of Greek which need more
constant attention than this omission of the article when the writer would
lay stress on the quality or character of the object’ (MHT I 83). There is
no article either before jLovoyevois or before mapa maTpds.

In the older English versions, povoyeviis was translated as ‘only
begotten’, but twentieth-century versions nearly all prefer ‘only Son’. The
danger with this new rendering is that it makes no distinction between the
use of povoyevrs without the accompanying vids (as here, and perhaps
inv. 18), and its recurrence with vids in 3.16, 18. Bultmann, for example,
writes that in v. 14, povoyevis, because it stands alone, must come from
the evangelist’s source, and must therefore be taken in a different sense
from its other occurrences (47 fn. 2; ETr 72 fn. 2). It is not necessary to
accept these two principles (which are far from being self-evident) in
order to agree that povoyevis with and without viés may well carry two
different meanings. In Excursus III, ‘The Meaning of povoyevn in John
1.14, 18’, it is argued at some length that in 1.14 the meaning to be
preferred is ‘of someone quite unique, coming [or: sent from] a father’. It
is a commonplace to remark that in the Johannine writings, by contrast
with the Synoptics and with Paul, Jesus alone is called vios 6eo?, and all
others are designated Tékva (e.g. 1.13). This usage itself implies that in
John the title ‘Son of God’ is considered to belong to Jesus alone, and to
apply to him in a quite unique mode.** The view taken here is that at this
point in the Prologue, the reader is told only that the Word become flesh

B 76 8¢, 05, évTadla, olx Opoldoeds €oTiv, o8 TapaBoriis: AN
BeBardoews, kal dvapdiopnTiTou dLoplopod.

2 TWNTIV 749 fn. 15.

30 Boismard writes succinctly: “...s’il est “I’Unique-Engendré”, ¢’est en tant que
Logos incarné’ (Moise ou Jésus, 116). The adjective ‘incarné’ is here of crucial impor-
tance, affirming as it does that povoyevis is not here (in v. 14, where it stands alone,
without vids) to be taken as referring, in a Nicene sense, to the eternal generation of the
Son apud Patrem, ante omnia saecula, but to the appearance on earth of that Word in the
flesh. At a second reading, when one knows the whole content of the Gospel, the term
povoyevns here can of course take on a deeper significance.
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was at first seen as someone quite unique, coming from another most
appropriately designated as a father (see the quotation from Moulton in
the preceding paragraph).

mapd TaTpds: ‘The idea conveyed is not that of sonship only, but of a
mission also’ (Westcott), and of a mission for a special work (cf. 6.46;
7.29; 16.27; 17.8). For further detail see Excursus III, ‘The Meaning of
povoyevn in John 1.14, 18, and the comment on povoyevrjs at 1.18.

14e. TANPNS XApLTOS kai aAnbelas. The Latin plenum gratiae et
veritatis attaches this phrase to verbum in 14a; so also (by bracketing the
intervening words) the RV of 1881, and (by repositioning the phrase:
‘dwelt among us, full of grace and truth’), the RSV (but not the NRSV).
J. H. Moulton, writing in 1905, questioned whether an educated writer
would have used the form TAr|pns for an oblique case, and suggested that
‘an original mA\1jpn was corrupted to the vulgar TAjpns in an early copy’
(‘areading which D has either preserved or restored’), and that it would
be more appropriate to take this mAfjpn as qualifying 86Eav (MHT 1 50).
Since then, the evidence of the papyri has made it clear that, from the first
century of our era onwards, TAfpns was regularly indeclinable when
followed by a genitive (MHT II 162; III 315 [nb.]; MM 519; BDF 137
[1]). Thus the construction in the Latin, the RV and the RSV may safely
be abandoned; and though Moulton’s application to 86Eav can stand, it
too is better relinquished.

If TAYjpns is genitive, then it may qualify abTod or povoyevods or
maTpds (or both the latter). Grammatically, there is no way to decide.
Nor does this Greek phrase occur in the LXX. It is, however a perfect
rendering of words in the Hebrew text of Exod 34.6, and if taken as an
evocation of this text, it suits the context to perfection.

In 14b, éoxfrucer év Mplv contains an implicit allusion to the
Shekinah in the desert (cf. Exod 25.8-9; 29.45). In 14c¢, ébcacdpeba Trv
86Eav atTod alludes to Moses’ request to see the Glory of Yahweh at
Sinai (cf. Exod 33.18-22). 14d may then be taken as a refinement of the
description of that glory (it is 86Eav ds povoyevods mapd TaATPSS).
14e can then be taken to match Exod 34.5-6, where Yahweh fulfils his
promise, made in 33.19, to ‘proclaim before [Moses] his name,
Yahweh’.3' Exodus 34.5-6 is a solemn disclosure of the meaning of the
Ineffable Name revealed at Exod 3.15, and may be translated thus:
‘Yahweh descended in the cloud and stood with him [Moses] there, and
he proclaimed the name “Yahweh”’.32 Yahweh passed before him, and
proclaimed, “Yahweh, Yahweh, is a God merciful and gracious, slow to

31 The meaning of this phrase M owa 87 (qr> bsm yhwh), when used of creatures, is
‘solemnly to call upon the name of Yahweh’; when used of God himself, it means
‘solemnly to reveal himself by name’ (as the context of Exodus makes clear).

32Tt is grammatically possible to construe this sentence either with Moses or with
Yahweh as the subject of ‘proclaimed’. Most prefer the latter interpretation.
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anger, and abounding in merciful love and faithfulness (78 707727: rab-
h&séd we&€met)...”” This is the first, and the most basic, OT reference
underlying Jn 1.14e. It is by the Incarnation of the Logos that Yahweh,
the most merciful God of Sinai, ‘has made his dwelling among us’.

Chapters 33-34 of Exodus follow immediately after the painful
apostasy of Israel in the episode of the golden calf (Exod 32), a fact
which serves to underline the unmerited and uncovenanted mercy of God.
Exodus 34.6 is aptly termed by Luther ‘this sermon on the name of the
Lord’.

It is therefore most significant that the almost identical formula recurs
next in Num 14.18 (indeed, v. 17 makes an explicit reference back to the
promise in Exod 34): ‘Yahweh is slow to anger, and abounding in
merciful love...’. This too is a prayer used immediately after a national
apostasy, when the people tried to stone Moses and Aaron, Joshua and
Caleb (Num 14.10). After this second apostasy, however, the MT omits
from the prayer the final word (mg): wé€met), though the full version,
with the two nouns, is found in a handful of MSS, in the Samaritan text of
Exodus and in the LXX (BHS). It seems more likely, though, that the MT
represents the better tradition, and that the formula of Exod 34.6-7 has in
the later texts been deliberately truncated, because Moses, in pleading for
mercy for the people, does not wish to remind Yahweh of the retribution
he had threatened to inflict upon them. This interpretation would seem to
be supported by the text of Deut 7.9-10, which places equal emphasis on
Yahweh’s loyalty to those who love him and on his sternness to those
who hate him.

The other citations of the phrase from Exod 34.6 occur in the two
great penitential services of the post-exilic period, at Joel 2.13 and at Neh
9.17 (here again, in both cases, in the truncated form, without the final
man) [we&émet]: cf. also Jonah 4.2). Thus this ‘definition’ of the name of
the Lord as all-merciful is attested at four major moments in the history
of Israel, in the Law, in the Prophets and in the Writings. It is interesting
that the phrase ‘slow fto anger, and abounding in merciful love [and
faithfulness]’ does not occur in the story of the dedication of Solomon’s
Temple, either in 1 Kgs 8 or in 2 Chr 6. On the other hand, the faith of
Israel during the period of the Second Temple is assuredly most accu-
rately expressed in the psalms; and they repeat over and over again that
the people of Israel trust in the Lord, and take refuge in him, because of
his merciful love and faithfulness (Pss 25.10; 40.11-12; 57.11; 61.8;
85.11; 89.15; 115.1; 138.2 [nb]; cf. 26.3; 117.2).

The evangelist concludes this foundational statement about the Word
become flesh, by declaring that everything that is true of the Memra (see
above pp. 8-9) is now true of the Logos, and of the Logos made flesh.
Though TA1jpns in 14d can, grammatically, be taken as an attribute of the
povoyevns (whether this be translated as ‘only son’ or ‘someone utterly
unique’), or of the one with the quality of a father, it is practically certain
that in the mind of the evangelist it applied to the former (the
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povoyevrs) as revealing that selfsame attribute of the latter (a father—
see v. 18; and 14.9-11). The Word made flesh is, like Yahweh in Exod
34.6, my) o727 (rab-héséd we’emst) aboundlng in merciful love and
in faithfulness’. The phrase xdpts kal dAneia recurs in 1.17, after
which it is never again found in the Gospel.

15. The climax past, asyndeton returns, and the apparent lack of a close
logical connection with v. 14 led WH, RSV and NRSV to place the verse
in parentheses; all others, wisely, do not (see UBS, and the remarks at the
end of the comment on this verse).

Tedvvns papTupel mepl avTol kai kékpayev Aéyov. The
present tense papTupel and the perfect kékpayev affirm the perduring
nature of John’s witness up to the time of the writing of the Gospel. John
is still witnessing; this interpretation seems preferable, in the present
context, to treating papTupel as a ‘vivid® historical present, pace JG
2479 and BDF 321. Likewise, the perfect kékpayev implies that his
public proclamation is still echoing around the churches (compare MHT I
147%, and, for examples of kékpaya referring to the present, BAG 2 a). It
is regrettable that so many English versions translate both verbs by a past
tense (KJV RSV NRSV NEB [ex parte] REB NAB), even though the RV
of 1881 had opted for the present in both cases (‘beareth witness and
crieth’): JB and NIV render by two present tenses, as does NJB (‘John
witnesses to him. He proclaims’).

OvUToS N 6v el mov. Thinking the accusative awkward, ‘8* rewrote
the passage...and several other witnesses (%% B* C* Origen)...changed
dv elmov to 6 elmdv’ (TCGNT), but the lemma above is undoubtedly the
original reading (see the evidence in UBS and the comment in 7TCGNT).
When it is translated as ‘This was the one I mentioned (or: meant)’, the
usage is both Classical* and Johannine (8.27: for further examples see
BDAG s.v. Aéyw 1b and elmov 1). fv: the imperfect is the correct tense
toreferback toa chronologlcally anterior witness by the Baptist (namely,
that yet to be related, in 1.27, 30). ‘The insertion of Upiv after etmov (D
Wsuwp X al) is a natural addition which copyists were prone to make’
(TCGNT).

‘0 6Tiow pov €pXOpevos. Almost all English versions render this
phrase as ‘He who comes after me’, or the equivalent; indeed, the two
most noteworthy exceptions, Moffatt (‘my successor’) and Barclay (‘He

33 Moulton there quotes Monro’s Homeric Grammar, 31, ‘Verbs expressing sustained
sounds...are usually in the perfect’ (in Homer), and adds ‘This last remark explains
kékpaya, which has survived in Hellenistic, as the LXX seems to show decisively’. The
conjunction of a present tense with the perfect of kékpaya is found also in Attic Greek:
KeKpAy®s kal Podv in Aristophanes, Plutus 722, Bodv...kal Kekpayws in
Demosthenes XVIII De Corona, 132.

34 So common indeed, that LSJ, under eimov IT 2 ‘hame, mention’, notes only one
example ({liad 1.90), followed by ‘etc.” (The sole reference is to Achilles’ oath, ‘not even
if you mean Agamemnon’: 008’ fjv "A. e{T).)
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follows me in time’), express even more forcefully that the words refer to
one who comes, chronologically, later than John. So it was in the first
edition (1953 = 1956) of the French Bible de Jérusalem (‘lui qui vient
aprés moi’); but in the second edition (1973 = 1992), we find ‘Celui qui
vient derriére moi’, in which dmiow is taken to denote not time, but
place.’s That this is the correct understanding can be argued on several
grounds. (i) The use of dmlow with the genitive to denote place (=
behind) is quite foreign to Classical Greek, and even to Josephus (who in
Ant. VIII 354 replaces the dxolovdrjon dmiow gov of 3 Kgdms 19.20
with the normal Greek dative: nkoloUOnoev *HAlq).* (ii) This
employment of 0T{ oo with the genitive to indicate a relationship of place
(not time) suggests that the phrase comes from a writer with a Hebrew
rather than a Greek mind, and that the meaning is therefore to be a
Jollower of. This is confirmed by the fact that the Hebrew "% 757 (halak
>ahdre) is in the LXX regularly translated by mopeteabat omion Twvos,
less often by dkolovBelv dmiow Tivos. See HR under 6mido (1) a, and
BDB under 7711 (hlk) I1 3 d (235) or (more conveniently) DCH I under
8 (Cahére), 2 a (197). (iii) In these words here at Jn 1.15, one can
perceive an echo of Jesus’ call Sedte omiow pov (Mt 4.19 =Mk 1.17),
and of the programmatic statement about discipleship, €l Tis 6élel
Omiow pov eNBety... (Mt 16.24 =Mk 8.34; cf. Lk 9.23, with €pxeofal),
where the words omlow pov éNBelv | €pxecbal in the protasis are
answered by dkolovBe{Tw pou in the apodosis. Matthew 10.38 = Lk
14.27 (and cf. Lk 21.8) witness to the same usage. (iv) Thus ‘as a general
rule, wherever it is found in the NT together with the genitive of a person
and a verb of motion, 6m{ow has a theological meaning’.3” Regrettably
(for his is a fine article), the author of these words, Heinrich Seesemann,
then writes that the three references inJn 1.15, 27, 30, along with Mt 3.11
and Mk 1.7, are (judged on the basis of dm{ow) exceptions to this rule,
and have no theological significance, but give only a time-reference.
Seesemann is certainly correct in claiming that at Mt 3.11 and Mk 1.7,
the words of the Baptist are intended to carry only a temporal meaning
(‘he who comes after, i.e. later than, me’); but it is hard to see no more
than this in Jn 1.15, 27, 30, and to treat these Johannine texts also as
exceptions to the OT usage mentioned above under (ii), and to the
Synoptic texts mentioned under (iii). (v) Origen calls attention to the
precision of this wording with épxdpevos: insofar as Jesus went forward
to be baptized by John, he may be said to have been a follower of John.3
The preferable translation of 0 dT{ow pLov épxduevos is therefore not
‘There is one who comes after me’ but There is one of my followers...

35 BDAG 2 b prefers to take this text (and also its parallels in Mt 3.11; Mk 1.7; Jn
1.27,30) as meaning that the Baptist came after Jesus in time; but the OT passages there
cited (3 Kgdms 1.6, 24; Eccl 10.14) are scarcely sufficient to determine the case.

36 According to G. Kittel in TWNT12118-16.

37H. Seesemann in TWNT V 29020-22.

38 Brooke II, Fragment 10, on 2211-10.
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€nmpoobev pov yéyovev. Though Jesus came ‘after John’ in time
(compare the birth stories in Luke 1-2) and in his ministry, the sense of
€umpoofer pov yéyovev is that he has always been (yéyovev is
perfect) one who takes precedence, by rank, before me. For examples of
énmpoofer with this sense, see BDAG 1 b (), which rightly comments
that if épmpoobev here referred to precedence in time, the following
words (6Tt TpdTSs povu nv) would be a tautology.* Consequently, There
is one of my followers who has always taken precedence, by rank, before
me.

éTL mpdTAOS pov M. This is because Jesus existed before John, as
1.1-4 clearly affirm. For the superlative ousting the comparative, see
MHT179;11 32, 216 fn. 2 (noting that mp&dTds ov is not classical), and
BDF 62: ‘Hellenistic has retained the superlative mp&dTos; mpdTepos has
surrendered the meaning “the first of two” to mpdTos, and now means
only “earlier”’.

Thus the meaning is ‘John is still testifying and his cry still rings out
loud: This is the one [ meant with “There is a follower of mine who takes
precedence before me, because he existed before me”’. This, the first
occurrence of dm{ow pov €pxecbar in John, has the Baptist designating
Jesus as one of his followers. The relevance of this fact will become clear
as the commentary begins to discuss this Gospel’s presentation of the
Baptist and his disciples.

The phrase recurs in Jn 1.27, 30, and then, for the last time, at 12.19,
in {8e 0 kbéopos Omiow avTob amfAber,* words which immediately
precede the great announcement, ‘There were some Greeks among those
who had come up to worship at the feast’ (12.20). In that final chapter of
Part I, when Jesus’ public ministry has reached its close, the last words
uttered by the Pharisees are ‘Behold, the world has gone after him’
(12.19). In that context, the words are surely intended to remind the
reader that the purpose of the Baptist’s mission announced at the begin-
ning (‘so that all might come to believe’, 1.6-7) has in fact been achieved,
and that the rhetorically phrased (but, ironically, so accurate) judgment of
the Pharisees unwittingly proclaims that it is no longer true, as was said
in 1.10, that ‘the world did not know him’. (Compare the comment on
1.10.)

16. The majority of codices insert ka{ before 6Tt,* but the agreement of
Pee-sx B C* D L 33 it co tells against its inclusion, and no modern editor
places kal in the text. Yet its presence in so many MSS is testimony that

3 Cullmann’s view, that the clause refers to the absolute time of the Prologue
(Coniect. Neot. 11 [1947], 31), need not, however, be positively rejected, for épmpoodev
need not be so restricted to precedence in rank as to exclude the priority of the Word’s
existence (cf. Jn 8.58, and BDF 214 [1]).

40 The only other occurrences of dm{ow in John are at 6.66; 18.6 and 20.14, on each
occasion in the phrase eis Td 0miow.

4'NA? lists A C? Ws Q Y '3 IR lat sy bo™s.
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a large part of the tradition found the initial 6Tt awkward, and therefore
preferred the reading with kai, which made it easy to interpret this clause
as a continuation of the words of the Baptist (thus Origen, Theodore of
Mopsuestia and many of the Fathers). Chrysostom and Cyril of
Alexandria, however, do not read kat, and interpret the clause as words
of the evangelist, here adding his own testimony to that of the Baptist.
6TL may then be considered a very loose connective, which scarcely
subordinates its clause at all (cf. BDF 456 [1]; MHT III 318); it may be
translated as For the fact is, that ...

‘Of his fullness we have all received’, referring to that fullness of
grace and truth mentioned in 1.14¢. ék Tov. After verbs meaning ro take
from, to eat of, the partitive genitive (used for the divided whole) is in NT
Greek regularly replaced by €k or amé followed by the genitive (BDF
169 [2]). (éx Tov) WANp@paTOoS is therefore the direct object of
é\dpopev. The word TAvjpopLa is not here employed with the sense it has
in Col 1.19; 2.9; Eph 1.23; 3.19; 4.13, much less in a sense akin to that
which it has in Gnosticism; the OT allusions in 1.14e (pp. 59-61) are
more than sufficient to indicate a more convincingly authentic meaning.
We have received of the fullness of that grace and truth whose light first
dawned at Sinai.®

It is difficult, if not impossible, to conceive of the words Npels
mdvTes éNdBopev (in the past tense) on the lips of the Baptist, even
before the preaching of Jesus has begun, particularly when the evangelist
elsewhere distinguishes both the Baptist and his followers from the
disciples of Jesus. The simplest and most meaningful interpretation is to
accept these words (TLels mdvTes ENdBoper) as an affective expression
of profound gratitude on the part of the evangelist for the fullness of
grace and truth received by himself, his own generation, and all future
ages. ‘All of us—the Twelve, the three hundred, the five hundred, the
three thousand, the five thousand, the many tens of thousands of Jews, the
whole totality of believers, of those that were then, and are now, and that
shall be—have received of his fullness’ (Chrysostom).

Next, defining further the object of éAdBojLev, is an epexegetical kai
(= that is to say, BDF 442 [9]) followed by Xdpwv avTi XdpLTos, in the
accusative (not the genitive) as denoting the undivided whole (cf. BDF
169 [2]), so that it too is the direct object of EXdBopev.

avTl occurs 22 times in the NT, but in the Johannine writings, only
here.

(1) According to BDF 208 and MHT III 258, its basic meaning is
instead of, in return for, so that it is often akin to a genitive of price (e.g.
Mk 10.45, MoTpov dvTl Tol\dv. Some authors, therefore, staying close

42 Bultmann explains the words in terms of ‘sharing in the fullness of the divine
Being’, which he then illustrates at length from Gnostic, Neo-Platonic and similar texts
(ETr 77 fn. 1). Contrast Schnackenburg (in John, the word pleroma has nothing to do
with Gnostic or cosmological speculations).
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to this meaning instead of, suggest that xdpLv dvTi xdpiLTos denotes the
substitution of one grace for another. xdpwv dvTl xdpiLTos is then most
often taken to refer to the replacing of the grace of the Old Covenant by
the grace of the New.* Chrysostom expounds this interpretation with
enthusiasm, pointing to Paul’s references to the arrival of a new kind of
righteousness (Phil 3.6), of faith (Rom 1.17: €k mioTews éis mloTw),
and of sonship (Rom 9.4; 2 Cor 3.11), all realized in a New Covenant
‘not like the covenant I made with your fathers’, and promised long ago
in Jer 31.31. Not surprisingly, this elucidation of John by Paul has for
centuries found favour in the Church, and has declined only as exegetes
have become more aware of the crucial distinctions to be observed
between the theological systems of different NT writers. The strongest
arguments in favour of this interpretation are that Jn 1.17, especially with
its initial 6TL, seems to point directly to it, and that it is the explanation
favoured by the Greek Fathers.

Nigel Turner (MHT III 258) asks whether it may not refer to the Spirit
who comes in place of Jesus, but this too seems quite alien to the
immediate context, when Jesus himself has not yet begun his ministry.

(i) A. T. Robertson, however, argued impressively that the original
etymological meaning of avTi is face to face (‘suppose two men at each
end of a log, facing each other’), and that this root sense is never lost.
Thus when a fish and a snake are placed opposite each other, what father
would choose avti ix600s ddpuv (Lk 11.11; cf. Mt5.38, dbBalpov avTl
0pOaApov). There is thus a fundamental idea of correspondence, and
therefore of making a comparison between the value of two objects, from
which the use of GvT{ meaning instead of, or for a genitive of price, is
derived: see GGNT 572-74. On the basis of this understanding of avi, J.
M. Bover subsequently argued that the grace received (xdpLv) must
therefore correspond to (GvT() the grace mentioned earlier (inv. 14), and
that it is consequently not a matter of one grace simply replacing another,
but of a creature’s receiving grace which corresponds to, and is
analogous to, that fullness of grace and truth which is possessed by Jesus
Christ.* Bernard too liked this idea, referring sympathetically (‘a better
suggestion’) to an essay much earlier than Bover’s, by J. A. Robinson.*

4 M. Black, in JTS (First Series) 42 (1941), 69-70, asked whether an Aramaic play
on words, which the translator missed, might not underlie the Greek. Its meaning, based
upon two different Aramaic words, each written 87017 (hisda’), would have been ‘and
grace instead of shame’. The idea did not find favour, and Black himself did not include
it in his second or third edition of An Aramaic Approach. Even if one grants the
hypothesis of an underlying Aramaic text, it is impossible to imagine any Jew ever
referring to any aspect of the Old Covenant as ‘shame’.

4 De la Potterie (142 fn. 59) lists Origen, Chrysostom, Theodore of Mopsuestia,
Cyril of Alexandria, Theophylactus and Euthymius.

4 Xdpw avti xdpitos (Ioh. 1,16), Biblica 6 (1925), 454-60.

46 ¢On the meanings of xdpts and xaptToOv’, in St Paul’s Epistle to the Ephesians,
2nd ed., 1909, p. 223.
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The weak point of this second interpretation is that dvTi{ is nowhere
found with the meaning corresponding to in the LXX, in Hellenistic
Greek or in the NT.#

(iii) The majority of modern commentators, however, interpret xdpLv
avTi xdpLTos as denoting not substitution, but accumulation by suc-
cession, “the ceaseless stream of graces which succeed one another”
(Schnackenburg), i.e. grace upon grace or grace after grace.*® The
parallel always cited is in Philo, De post. Cain 145: ...éTépas [sc.
xdpLtas] avt’ éxelvov [sc. TV mpdTov YapiTov] kal TplTas avti
TOV SevTépov kal del véas AvTl malaloTépov... Emdiduoiy. One
may point also to a line of Theognis (344), dvt’ aviov aviar (‘grief
upon grief”), to Aeschylus (4gamemnon 1560), SveLdos fkel 1768 avt’
dve{Sous, and to Chrysostom (De Sacerdotio V1 13: Ben. ed.535D): ov
8¢ pe éxmépmels é'répav av® étépas dpovTida évlbels (‘you are
sendmg me away | after g1v1ng me one head-ache on top of another”). On
this view, xdpLv dvTl xdpLTos records the continuity of the divine gift
under the Old and the New Covenant.*

(iv) De la Potterie has strongly challenged the modern majority,
beginning with a criticism of its appeal to the text from Philo. That text,
he points out, does not refer to an accumulation of graces, but to a
continuous series of graces, each replacing the preceding ones. Further, if
the third interpretation were correct, one would have expected not dvi,
but ém{. Again, John does not write of graces (in the plural), as does
Philo, but of xdpts (in the singular) both in 1.16 and in 1.17, thus
indicating that he is referring to the replacement of one specific and
definite grace by another, equally specific and definite.

De la Potterie’s major contribution is to have stressed that it is not
sufficient to examine the meaning of avT{ on its own, and that the
formula Tt dvti Twos must be investigated. Four cases are possible.

47 A similar interpretation found favour at the Renaissance (among writers as diverse
as Luther (WA 46, 654, with a polemical note against the doctrine of merit), Toletus and
Cornelius a Lapide. It may be noted that the doctrine which this second interpretation
expresses, even though it is not exegetically well-founded (being based on the supposed
meaning of dvT(), need not be rejected by those who prefer the next interpretation, the
third.

8 De la Potterie lists more than twenty authors up to 1975, including Schlatter,
Lagrange, Bultmann, Barrett, Schnackenburg (143 fn. 64).

49 Augustine’s words on the text ought to be mentioned here, for though not exegesis
in the modern sense, they have become a locus classicus in the history of interpretation
(In loannem 111 8-10: Ben 306C-308). ‘(8) Accepimus enim de plenitudine eius, primo
gratiam; et rursus accepimus gratiam, gratiam pro gratia. Quam gratiam primo accep-
imus? Fidem... (9) Quid est ergo, gratiam pro gratia? ...Consecutus autem istam gratiam
fidei, eris iustus ex fide...et promereberis Deum vivendo ex fide: cum promerueris Deum
vivendo ex fide, accipies praemium immortalitatis, et vitam aeternam. Et illa gratia est.
Nam pro quo merito accipies vitam aeternam? Pro gratia...(10) Quod ergo praemium
immortalitatis postea tribuit, dona sua coronat, non merita tua.” This was the dominant
view in the West during the Middle Ages (e.g. Aquinas, /n loannem Lect. X 3, fn. 206).
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(i) Where the two terms are different, and two parties are involved, the
meaning of avtl is in return for, in exchange for: e.g. Prov 17.13, 65
amodidwoLy kaka avTl ayadaov (‘if someone returns evil for good...”).
See also 1 Macc 16.17. (ii) Where the two terms are different, but only
one party is involved, vl is best translated in preference to: e.g. Wis
7.10, mpoet\ouny avtny avti dwTos €xewv (‘I chose to have her
[Wisdom] in preference to light”). (iii)) Where the two terms are the same,
and two parties are involved, dvT{ means in exchange for. There is a
clear parallel in Euripides’ Helen, at line 1234: xdptLs ydp avTl XdpLTos
€N0éTw. The colloquial English rendering ‘one good turn deserves
another’ may serve to indicate that xdpts avTl xdpttos coulditselfbe a
cliché in Greek. (iv) Where the two terms are the same, and only one
party is involved, as in Jn 1.16, the meaning of GvT{ must be, literally,
instead of, as the Greek Fathers maintained, but it is not inappropriate to
add that in this case the context often implies a preference for one rather
than the other, as in Wis 7.10, because a comparison is inescapably
entailed. Thus the first interpretation of dvTi in v. 16b may, and should
be, upheld, though with the firm proviso that the Old Law is seen not as a
burden, but as a grace, which is superseded by a grace that is more
attractive still.®

The principles to be stressed are that the grace of the Old Covenant
was not inadequate, but that it was preparatory; and that the grace of the
New Covenant is definitive (€€ovola Tékva Beob yevéabar), for this
life and the next.

17. 6Tv may once again (cf. 16) be translated as For the fact is, that...;
here it is explanatory of v. 16.

0 vopos. This first occurrence of 6 vépos in the Gospel is par-
ticularly significant, since it stands in (contrasting) parallelism with ‘the
grace and truth that came through Jesus Christ’. Here the word vépos
does not denote the Pentateuch as distinct from the Prophetical Books or
the Writings, or the Pentateuch insofar as it contains legislation; but
rather the whole body of the teaching contained in the Law, the Prophets
and the Writings, considered as deriving from, and remaining faithful to,
the inspiration of Moses, and as such, constituting the divinely authori-
tative basis of the faith and the socio-religious life of Israel.s' The literal
meaning of the Hebrew word ‘Torah’ is instruction, direction, guidance,
and like it, the LXX translation vépos represents a concept which is
deeply rooted in the will of the gods.s2 The words Torah and vépos are

50 On the whole section see de la Potterie, La Vérité, 142-50.
5! The wording is my own, but compare Dodd, Interpretation, 77, and especially S.
Pancaro, The Law in the Fourth Gospel, 515, 534-46.
32 See Kleinknecht in TWNT IV 1016-29. The words of Antigone may stand for the
universal belief of ancient Greece:
Nor did I dream that thou, a mortal man,
Could’st by a breath annul and override
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therefore far removed from the modern idea of statute law, alterable at
will by a human legislature.>* Neither Torah nor vépos designates the
arbitrary or authoritarian commands of an all-powerful Deity who is
answerable to no-one, as Marcion, and many to this day, would have it.
Even Augustine, when commenting on this text, is not entirely free from
a negative assessment of the Law, because he, like Paul (indeed, more
than Paul), considers Law mainly in one aspect of its existential reality,
as exposing sin, but without enabling fallen humanity to resist it.> John
by contrast looks upon the Law (Torah, Nomos) as it was intended to be
by God, neither arbitrary nor oppressive, but rather the source of light and
life (Ps 119.105, 107) to all God’s people (cf. Jn 1.4-5); for the most
basic fact about the Law is that it is the Word of God (see the whole of
Ps 119).

8La Moioéws €5800m. ‘The Law is regularly regarded in Jewish
sources as a gift of God to Israel’ (Barrett). He cites Josephus, Ant. VII
338 (Tas évTolds avTod kal ToUs vpovs obs Sta Moioéos €Swkey
NWiv), Pirke Aboth 1.1 and Siphre Deut 31.4 § 305 (‘Blessed be God who
gave the Law to Israel through Moses our teacher’). It is a gift given
through (not by) Moses (compare Acts 7.53). In this clause John writes
€8460m, because the Law was a gift received by a servant to pass on to
those for whom it was intended; but in the parallel, 17b, he writes
¢yéveto, which implies the sovereign authority (Baciléws peTtd
¢€ovoias) of Jesus Christ (Chrysostom). ‘Mosis non sua est lex: Christi
sua est gratia et veritas’ (Bengel).

1 XapLs kai n aAfera. In s it sy, 5¢ is inserted before, and in
W after, xdpts. This reading implies a certain tension between Church
and synagogue; more significant is the negligible attestation in favour of
it. The lack of support for 8¢ only confirms the interpretation of v. 16 as
indicating not the replacement of one grace by another, but the continuity
in God’s bestowal of grace; it also justifies the cautionary remarks about
hostility to the Old Law which are set out in the comment on 6 vépos at

The immutable unwritten laws of Heaven.

They were not born today nor yesterday;

They die not; and none knoweth whence they sprang.
(Sophocles, Antigone 453-57. Translation by F. Storr in the Loeb edition.)

33 1t is unfortunate that so many European languages translate the term as law, loi,
Gesetz, legge, ley, thus giving the impression that the Torah is akin to what Europeans
call ‘statute law’. English cannot avoid this, but other languages are more fortunate, and
have less excuse. ‘Torah’ would be more adequately rendered into Latin etc. by ius,
droit, Recht, diritto, derecho, words which denote a corpus of legislation that includes,
and is based upon, carefully defined fundamental principles of jurisprudence. Statute law
is variable to an extent that ius, droit, Recht etc. are not.

34 ‘“Non erat ista [gratia] in Veteri Testamento, quia lex minabatur, non opitulabatur;
iubebat, non sanabat; langorem ostendebat, non auferebat: sed ille [Dominus] praeparabat
medico venturo cum gratia et veritate’ (/n loannem 111 14). Contrast Chrysostom (on
16b): Kai ydp Ta Tod vépov kai adTd xdpLtos fv.
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1.16. For 1) xdpts kal 1 dA\jfeLa, see on v. 14e. This is the last occur-
rence of the word xdpts in the Fourth Gospel.

8La ’Ingod XpLoTob. The only other occurrence of the proper name
‘Jesus Christ’ is at 17.3, where the words are almost certainly a late
addition to the text. If we discount this instance in 17.3, the formula in
20.31 (‘that you may believe that Jesus is the Christ’), taken in con-
junction with the wording here in 1.17b, may well represent an inclusio
embracing the entire Gospel, in which the reader is at the end invited to
profess faith in Jesus as the Christ, the Son of God, through whom (51d)
the grace and truth promised in the Old Covenant were brought into
being (€y€veTo). See the comments above on é5401 in this verse, on
¢yéveTo in 1.3 (p. 12), and on the variant reading 6 yéyovev év avT®

Con My (pp. 14-15).

18a. 86V oVSels €dpakey moToTE. Four words, which could stand in
any sequence, are here skilfully ordered, closing the Prologue with
supreme economy. As in 18b, any conjunction would have weakened,
probably destroyed, the strength of this verse. The absence of the article
before 66y implies that no one had ever (previously) seen God gua
God, though they might have ‘seen’ him under shadows and figures at
Mamre, at the burning bush, or in a vision (Gen 18; Exod 3; Isa 6). That
is, no one had ever seen and known God in the way one knows oneself or
another human being (cf. Exod 33.18-20). Contrast the past tense in 1 Jn
4.12 (Bedv ovdels momoTe TeBéaTar) with the future tense in 1 Jn 3.2
(Gpotol avTh €odpeda, 6L OPdpeda atTov kadds éoTir) and with
1 Cor 13.12. J. H. Moulton calls the perfect with TémoTe (1.18; 5.37;
8.33) ‘an aoristic perfect of unbroken continuity’ (MHT I 144; see also 111
68f. 84). The sense is therefore that no one has ever, here on earth, seen
God directly, face to face, in his divinity, though Christians see God’s
glory indirectly, in the humanity of the Word made flesh. See above on
14cd and compare 2 Cor 4.6 on the knowledge of the glory of God in the
face of Christ.

18b. The evidence for the text of 18b is very finely balanced between
povoyevns 8eds (UBS3 and NA?7), and 0 jLovoyevis vios (Tischen-
dorf and von Soden). The former is preferred by the editors of the UBS?
and NA?7 on the ground that it has earlier and better support among the
Greek MSS of the Gospel, although o p. 6., with the article, is much
better attested among the early Fathers. The latter, 0 jLOVOY€VNS VLOS, is
the reading most widely attested among the totality of the MSS, the
versions and the Fathers. Schnackenburg and Barrett rightly comment
that the sense is substantially unaltered whether one reads 6 povoyevns
Beds or 6 povoyevns vids (both prefer the former, not least because of
Pe6.75), The shortest reading (0 povoyevis), though not accepted by any

35 See the comment of J. H. Moulton at 14d.
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of the major modern editions of the Greek NT, has much to commend it
(see UBS). For the detail, see Excursus IV, ‘Longer Notes on Textual
Criticism 3’, and the comment on povoyevots mapa maTpds under
1.14d.

If povoyevns Beds (without the article) is accepted as the reading,
the most accurate translation would be someone quite unique, and divine
(so The Translator’s NT, 1973, 452); if the article is included, one might
say the one and only God (unicus deus). If 6 povoyeviis vids is
preferred, the translation would be the one and only Son (cf. RSV, the
only Son). If 6 povoyevis is accepted, then the entire clause may be
translated, with due respect for English idiom, by transposing €kelvos to
the beginning of the clause, and using an adverb, utterly, to ensure that
the force of the article be not lost. Accordingly, that utterly unique One is
the version used above on p. 49; the present writer’s second choice would
be that one and only Son.

0 OV €is TOV kKOATOV TOU TaTpos. Though it is often said that ‘in
the Koine els and €v are freely interchanged’, this does not apply to all
NT books: in Matthew, in the Pauline and Johannine epistles, and in
Revelation, the old classical distinction between eis and év is still very
much alive (MHT 11 254-57; BDF 205-206). Also, we may add, in John,
and the distinction is particularly significant in this text.

In the major modern English versions the lemma is rendered: (i)
‘which/who is in the bosom of the Father’ (AV = KJV RV RSV); (ii)
‘who is at the Father’s side’ (NIV NAB); (iii) ‘who is nearest to the
Father’s heart’” (NEB REB JB); (iv) ‘who is close to the Father’s heart’
(NJB NRSV) Option (i) i is clearly based on the assump‘uon that in this
verse €15 is equivalent to év, which is how the Latin versions understood
it (in sinu patris). The other renderings, made after 1950, when NT
scholarship had become more sensitive to the distinction between the two
prepositions, avoid ‘in’. Indeed, (iii) and (iv) gently hint that els here
connotes more than close physical presence together, which is the sense
of év 7§ kAT in 13.23.5

The metaphor is frequent in the OT to describe the most intimate of
human relationships: it is used of marriage (Deut 13.7 [6]; 28.54, 56 etc.),
of mother and child (1 Kgs 3.20; 17.19), and of God’s care for Israel
(Num 11.12: for further detail see Sehnackenburg) Here in Jn 1 18 the
phrase is probably intended to answer to the words év dpxf v 0 Adyos
mpOs TOV Bedv: just as the pre-Incarnate Logos was, in the beginning,
very close to God (see on 1b), so the utterly unique human individual,
Jesus Christ, is at the end described as being permanently (6 &v) els TOvV
kOATov Tob maTpds. What exactly does this phrase mean?

36 Compare the distinction between els TOv kdAToV *ABpadp and év Tols kOATOLS
abTod, Lk 16.22-23. One may note also that it would be a mistake to read into the
replacement of the word bosom by side or heart anything more than the updating of an
obsolescent metaphor.
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The Greek Fathers (Chrysostom, Theophylactus, Theodore of Mop-
suestia) and several Latin writers (Marius Victorinus, Thomas Aquinas,
Maldonatus) interpret the phrase as referring to the consubstantiality of
the Father and the Son. Augustine gives a psychologizing interpretation,
which was to become common in the Middle Ages: the Son knows the
secrets of the Father, and can therefore reveal them.s” Both types of inter-
pretation assume that the verse refers to intra-trinitarian relationships, and
that the preposition €ls means in. De la Potterie, with a number of
(mostly French) writers, has argued for the translation, qui est tourné vers
le sein du Peére, meaning that Jesus during his earthly life was ever
attentive to, and responsive to, the love of the Father.® In the second
edition of the French Bible de Jérusalem (1973) this translation replaces
dans le sein du Pere of the 1956 edition.

The most satisfactory interpretation, however, is to take 6 Ov €is TOV
kOATov ToD TaTpds as referring to the return of Jesus Christ into the
bosom of the Father. This interpretation, formerly upheld by B. Weiss, H.
J. Holtzmann, Zahn, Tillmann, Thiising etc., has been newly presented by
René Robert.® Robert reasons that Greek provides many examples of a
verb followed by €ls which express situation in a place and thereby
imply a preceding movement to that place. The construction is both
classical, and common.% There is a fine example in Xenophon (Anabasis
1ii 2), mapfioav eis Zdpdels, which is neatly rendered they presented
themselves at Sardis.® Compare Jn 21.4 (‘Jesus stood on [eis] the
shore”).©2 No one denies that one of the central themes of John is that
Jesus, when his earthly mission is accomplished, will return to heaven,
whence he came (3.13; 6.62; 8.21), to the Father who sent him (7.33;
13.1,3;16.5; 17.11, 13), there to be glorified with the glory which he had
before the world was, with the Father (17.5). Indeed, in John, this is the
only message which the risen Jesus gives to Mary Magdalen (20.7). It
makes excellent sense therefore to translate 6 Ov els Tov kéATov Tod
TaTpds as who is now returned into the bosom of the Father, thus not

7 Quid est, in sinu Patris? In secreto Patris...secretum Patris sinus Patris vocatur (in
loco). This was the interpretation accepted by J. H. Bernard.

38 This is the sense which de la Potterie gives also to mpos Tov Be6v in 1.1b. See
‘L’emploi de els dans S. Jean et ses incidences théologiques’, Biblica 43 (1962), 366-87,
and also in La Vérité, 228-39.

39 “Celui qui est de retour dans le sein du Pére (Jean 1,18)°, Revue Thomiste 85
(1985), 457-63.

%0 W. W. Goodwin, A4 Greek Grammar, 1205.1, cites Thucydides 1 96, ai E0vodot és
70 lepov éylyvovto (i.e. involving the idea of going into the temple to hold the
synods), and other examples. See also LSJ s.v. mapetvat 1 5 = to arrive at. Abel,
Grammaire §48 ¢ Rem. II, instances Mk 13.3, kafnpévov adTod els 10 "Opos ToV
"Exawdv, Heb 11.9, mloTel mapgknoer els yiv Ths émayyelias, tc.

6! The translation given by Carlton L. Brownson in the Loeb edition (1921).

%2 And what we may call a reverse example in Jn 20.7, xopls évTeTullypévov €is
€va TéTov, ‘rolled up [and put] into a separate place’. See JG 2305-309.
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only giving an inclusio with mpos TOv 6e6v in 1.1b, but also, perhaps,
recalling to the reader the prophetic word of Isa 55.10-11.

One serious objection to this interpretation is that it is nowhere found
in the Greek Fathers. At this point Origen is not extant, but Chrysostom
in his commentary and elsewhere, while citing the lemma as eis TOV
kOAToV, always interprets it as equivalent to év T) kOAT®; and Cyril
does likewise. Both Chrysostom and Cyril, and their contemporaries
(Gregory of Nyssa, Epiphanius) appear to have understood the two Greek
phrases as synonymous, as indeed they had by their time become. So did
the Latin versions, which, without exception, render qui est in sinu
patris.> But if the evangelist in his day used eis and €év with different
meanings, then subsequent writers, by not adverting to this, would have
misinterpreted this text; and there is much evidence to support the view
that John did distinguish between eis and v .5

Another important proposal concerning this lemma must be men-
tioned.® If in the Prologue the term Logos is equivalent to the Memra,
may not the words 6 ¢ in v. 18 be a conscious allusion to Exod 3.15,
‘He Who Is’? The same participle occurs with this sense in the book of
Revelation (1.4, 8; 4.8; 11.17; 16.5), though with reference to the Lord
God, not to Jesus Christ. There are, however, in John’s Gospel four
verses where €y elpt is used absolutely, of Jesus Christ, and without
any grammatical complement, namely Jn 8.24, 28, 58 and 13.19. In three
of these (8.24, 28; 13.19) the words 6Tt éyd elpt clamour to be
interpreted against the background of Isa 43.10 (LXX) which in turn
points back unmistakably to the revelation in Exod 3.15.¢ This is why, in
each of these cases, the AV =KJV RV and RSV translate 611 éyd el
as ‘that I am he’, the NEB and REB, ‘that I am what I am’. The awesome
implication of these words becomes fully transparent only when the
rendering of 6TL éyd eljL makes the cross-reference to Exodus abun-
dantly clear, e.g. that [ am He Who Is.5 Consequently, if the term Logos
in the Prologue does represent the concept of Memra, the possibility that
the words 0 dv at 1.18 are an allusion to ‘He Who Is’ should not be too

93 The patristic references, both Greek and Latin, are most readily accessible in
Tischendorf 8a.

4 Compare JG 2305-308 and 2706-13 passim. On the equivalence of els and év, see
MHT I 62-63 and 234-35, and Robertson, Grammar, 591-92.

% L. Devillers, ‘Exégese et théologie de Jean 1.18°, Revue Thomiste 89 (1989), 181-
217.

% Isa 43.10-11 reads in the LXX: yéveaOé pot pdpTupes, kdyo pdpTus, Aéyet
kUpLos 6 Beds, kal 6 Tals, Ov éEeheEduny, (va yvdTe kal moTelonTe kal cuviiTe
611 €yd elpt, Epmpoobév pov odk €yéveto diNos Beds kal pet’ éue olk éoTal:
€Yo 6 Beds, kal ovk EoTy Tdpe€ €pnod o@dlov. moTebeww 6Tt €yd eljL oceurs in Jn
8.24 and 13.19, yvovatr éTu in 8.28.

7 Jesus’ statement is then so apparently blasphemous that on each occasion he
immediately affirms that the Father is on his side (‘I do nothing on my own authority,
and he who sent me is with me’, 8.28-29; ‘he who receives me receives him who sent
me’, 13.20). Cf. Dodd, Interpretation, 95-96.
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hastily discounted, for there is much patristic evidence which identifies
the Word, the revealer on earth of the invisible Father, with the one who
spoke from the burning bush.s® Though, in the present writer’s opinion,
the primary sense of the phrase 6 dv kT\. refers to the return of the
povoyevns into the glory of the Father, this does not exclude the possi-
bility that the same words may hold a secondary meaning also, which,
though not evident at first reading, will disclose itself to the reader who
comes to understand the deepest truth of the Gospel (cf. Jn 20.28, 31).
John 1.18b could then be turned into English as ‘that utterly unique One
[or: that one and only Son], He Who Is now returned into the bosom of
the Father...’

€kelvos éEnynoaTto. The English versions cited above under 18b
render these words as (i) ‘hath declared him’ (AV = KJV RV); (ii) ‘has
made him known’ (RSV NRSV NEB REB NIV JB NJB); (iii) ‘has
revealed him’ (NAB). The second version has a clear over-all majority,
and the third is apparently a rank outsider.

The original, and etymologically self-evident, meaning of €éEnyelofat
is to lead, but this sense, though frequent in Classical Greek (LSJ), is,
according to the lexicons, found nowhere in the LXX, the NT or cognate
literature (BDAG). This last statement has recently been challenged.

In the NT, the verb occurs six times, five in the Lukan writings (at
Lk 24.35; Acts 10.8; 15.11, 14; 21.19), and once here, in Jn 1.18. It is
generally agreed that in the Greek of NT times, the verb éEnyelofau is
used in three senses. It can mean fo recount, relate, report, describe,
explain, and this is the sense usually assigned to it in the five Lukan texts

%8 Justin may be a witness to a tradition of Palestinian, perhaps even of Samaritan,
origin, when in terms reminiscent of Jn 1.14, 18, he links the invisible nature of the
Father and the Incarnation of the Son with the episode in Exod 3.14-15. ‘Neither
Abraham nor Isaac nor Jacob, nor any other of humankind has seen the Father who is
both the ineffable Lord of all things without exception (dm\ds) and of Christ him-
self...whom the Father decreed should be begotten of the Virgin, and who once, long ago
(m6Te) became fire in order to speak to Moses out of the bush’ (Dial. 127, 4; also in 128,
1). Similarly, in / Apol. 62,3 we read that ‘our Christ conversed with Moses in the form
of fire from a bush’ (év 18éq Tupds ék BaTod Tpocwpilnoev adTd 6 MuéTepos
XpLoT6s), and in 63, 7, that ‘an angel of the Lord spoke to Moses in flames of fire from
the bush, and said, I am He Who Is, God of Abraham, God of Isaac, God of Jacob...’, an
idearepeated in 63.17. Irenacus too makes the connection between the Word and the text
of Exod 3.14, in his Proof of the Apostolic Preaching, chs. 2 and 46; this connection is
all the more significant since elsewhere he ascribes and applies the phrase ‘He Who Is’
both to the Father and to the Son, and equally to each (Adv. Haer. 111 6 2). Devillers
refers (Revue Thomiste 89 [1989], 195-99) to two surveys of patristic usage, one by M.
Harl, ‘Citations et commentaires d’Exode 3.14 chez les Péres grecs des quatre premiers
siecles’, in Dieu et I’Etre, Exégése d’Exode 3.14 et de Coran 20.11-24, Paris, 1978, 87-
108, the other by G. Madec, ‘ “Ego sum qui sum’ de Tertullien a Jérome”’, in the same
work, 121-39. One example, from Ambrose, must suffice: ‘non Pater in rubo, non Pater
in eremo, sed Filius Moysi locutus est’.
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just mentioned. It is frequently used, as in Classical Greek, as a technical
term meaning fo reveal, to impart to initiates officially the secrets of the
mystery-religions.® In Josephus, it is used with the sense o interpret the
Law (War 1 649; 2.162; Ant. XVIII 81). See LSJ and BDAG. All three
usages would sit well with the preaching activity of the historical Jesus as
described in our extant sources.

In 1977 de la Potterie challenged the accuracy of these common
interpretations of the verb when they are applied to Jn 1.18.7 The first
sense, correct for Luke, he judges inadequate for John. The second and
the third he finds oversimplified, alleging that they are uncritically reliant
on a number of classical texts which have been regularly repeated since
Wettstein (1751).”" His criticism is that neither the noun éEnynTtis, nor
the verb €Enyetobar is ever found in Classical Greek with the meaning
to reveal. In the classical texts quoted, wherever éEnyelofal is used of
the gods, it means fo issue laws, to make edicts; wherever it is used of
‘exegetes’ or diviners at sanctuaries like Delphi, it means that they
interpret oracles or explain the meaning of laws.” There is no example of
its ever being used to denote revealing new truths.” The translation 7o
reveal cannot therefore be justified in terms of, or by references to, Greek
or Hellenistic religion.

But, de la Potterie continued, that does not imply that éEnyetafal
may not in fact, bear, at Jn 1.18, the sense 7o reveal, provided that this is
interpreted against a Hebrew background. That would be a quite
acceptable rendering of Job 28.27, at the end of the passage in which the
writer asks, ‘Where shall wisdom be found?” (vv. 12-28).7# In TdTe €ldev

9 ¢EnynTal 8 ékalolvTo ol Td TeplL TOV SLoonpled kal Td TV dANwY LepdV
StbaockovTes (‘Those who teach about celestial omens and other sacred matters were
called “exegetes”’): Pollux 8, 124, cited in BDAG.

0 La Vérité, 213-28.

"' Novum Testamentum Graece 1 841-42. The texts are easily accessible in F.
Biichsel’s article in TWNT 11 910. De la Potterie lists a number of commentators,
including Westcott, H. J. Holtzmann, Barrett and Brown, as upholding that the verb
cannot be satisfactorily explained except by references to Greek or Hellenistic religion,
while noting that others, e.g. Godet, Lagrange, Tillmann and Schnackenburg are ‘either
more circumspect or even reject the connection’ (La Verité, 215 fn. 291).

72 There are two very clear examples of this meaning in Plato, in the Republic IV
427c, and in the Laws VI 759cd.

73 0On 218-19 tn. 308, he writes that the sense reveal is nowhere attested in the 7LG,
LSJ or any other standard Greek Lexicon, and caps this with a quotation from A.-J.
Festugiére: ‘Je ne connais en vérité aucun texte ot éEnyelobar = “donner une révéla-
tion”’, in the latter’s Observations stylistiques sur [’Evangile de S. Jean, Paris, 1974,
132.

74 Lev 14.57 is clearly irrelevant. Four other texts bear the meaning to recount, relate
(Judg 7.13; 4 Kgdms 8.5; 1 Macc 3.26; 2 Macc 2.13); 1 Chr 16.24 and Job 12.8 speak of
declaring God’s power or glory, which might include the secondary idea of revealing it
by recounting it. So in Prov 28.13b the word confess could be construed as including
revelation of one’s sins to others. But all this is scarcely ‘revelation’ in the usual
theological sense of the term.
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abv kal éEnyfoato altiv, éényfoaTo could well be translated as
revealed or—with a weaker sense—made known. One may compare also
the cognate verb ék8inyetoBar in Sir 18.5 (tis mpoobrioel ékdin-
yrioacBat Ta éNén albTob); Barrett calls attention also, and particularly,
to Sir43.31, T{s €dpakev abTov kal ékdinyroeTat, ‘Who has seen him
and can describe him?’, to which Jn 1.18 might seem a direct answer.
€xelvos—*that one’, the utterly unique One (ékelvos, particularly the
resumptive ékelvos, being frequent in John).

One problem remains. The verb éEnyrjoato has no direct object.
Nearly all translations supply one, usually ‘him’, that is, the Father, and it
can rightly be argued that this must imply and include the Son (cf. Jn
14.5-11). Indeed, de la Potterie, in La Verité (228) went so far as to
translate 1.18b as ‘Le Fils unique, tourné vers le sein du Pére, il fut, lui, la
révélation’. Later, however, in response to an article by R. Robert,” he
abandoned this interpretation, pleading instead for the meaning fo walk in
front, and therefore for the translation ke is the one who has opened the
way.”* Robert countered with a Vigorous defence of what he had
orlglnally proposed: €EnyrjoaTo in 1.18 is intended to carry a double
meaning, and to imply both 7o guide and fo explain, just as both senses
are implicitin Jn 14.6 (‘I am the way...no one comes to the Father except
through me’), particularly when this verse is taken in conjunction with
14.2 (‘I am going, to prepare a place for you’). As a translation, Robert
suggested it is he who was the guide—it is he who was the way, and even
declared a preference (if a language cannot sustain the double meaning)
for the latter.” The double meaning would, of course, dovetail with his
version of 18b (‘now returned into the bosom of the Father’). Indeed, his
interpretation of the whole sentence from ¢ dv to éEnyfoato has
everything to commend it.” In an endeavour to capture all these nuances,
the translation given above renders €EnyrjoaTo by three verbs: ... has
been our guide, and shown and led the way.

If further evidence be needed to discern the evangelist’s mind, there
remain the Targums. In Neofiti I, at Exod 3.14, we read: ‘And the Lord
said to Moses: I am who I am. And he said: Thus shall you say to the

75 Robert argued that it is not necessary to choose between the two meanings of
€€Enyetobar, to guide and to recount. ‘La double intention du mot final du prologue
johannique’, Revue Thomiste 87 (1987), 435-41.

76 <«“C’est lui qui a ouvert la voie”, La finale du prologue johannique’, Biblica 69
(1988), 340-70.

77 ‘Le mot final du prologue johannique. A propos d’un article récent’, Revue
Thomiste 89 (1989), 279-88.

78 One may mention also that Robert has also drawn attention to a very close parallel
in Plato’s Republic V, where, because of the presence of the verb to follow, the double
meaning of guiding and explaining underlying éEnyetofal is but thinly veiled. "I6u 81,
dkoho0BNody pot THde, éav adTo duf yé mn ikavds éEnynodueda. ‘Come, then,
follow me on this line, to see if we can somehow or other explain it adequately’ (474c).
See also Book IV 427c. ‘Un précedent platonicien a I’équivoque de Jean 1.18°, Revue
Thomiste 90 (1990), 634-39.
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children of Israel: He who said and the world was from the beginning,
and is to say again to it: Be!, and it will be, has sent me to you.’” The
echoes of Jn 1.1-3 are unmistakable, and the thought certainly matches
Boismard’s vision of the return of humanity to be once more in the
bosom of the Father (see Excursus I). These ideas are even more promi-
nently marked in the same Targum at Exod 33.14: ‘The Glory of my
Shekinah will accompany amongst you and will prepare a resting place
for you’ (cf. Jn 14.2-3).% The idea of the Lord’s going before Israel to
prepare a resting-place for the people recurs in this Targum at Num
10.33 and Deut 1.33, where the Hebrew infinitive % (latur), eaning
literally fo seek out by exploring, to scout out, is rendered in the Aramaic
by the verb mprn® (1€mitqanah), the literal meaning of which is fo
acquire, to take possession of, and therefore to prepare a place. The
phrasing is particularly poignant at Deut 1.32-33, which read: ‘You did
not believe in the name of the Word of the Lord your God, who led before
you on the way to prepare for you a place for your encampment’.8'

John 1.14, we beheld his glory, is replete with references to the
memory of Israel’s experiences at Sinai, which in turn remind the reader
that even after the theophany on the high mountain, there was a life-
time’s journey (‘forty years’) still to travel before the entry into the
Promised Land. John 1.18 is then a declaration that, though no one has
ever seen God, Jesus Christ during his earthly life has made known a God
the like of whom the world had never seen, never imagined, never
thought of. Like a new Moses, he leads God’s people all the way to the
Promised Land; and being a far greater leader than Moses, he has himself
entered into it (Jn 14.2: compare Heb 3.3-4.16; 10.11-25; 12.2,
adopdvTes €ls TOV ThHs moTEWS dpXNYOV Kal TeEXeLwTNV Incodv).

The evangelist, as he was writing these last lines of the Prologue, must
have been fully aware that his Gospel was quite different from any other
gospel book then circulating. Towards the end, in the discourse after the
supper, he justifies the inclusion of the many novel teachings in his book
by declaring that Jesus had promised to send, after his departure from the
earth, another Paraclete, the Spirit of truth, to lead the disciples into all
truth (Jn 14.16-20, 25-26; 15.26-27; 16.7, 12-15). If therefore 6 &v €is
TOV kéAov ToD TaTpds be translated as who is now returned to the
bosom of the Father, the word éEnyfoaTo must imply that all the
teaching given in the Fourth Gospel, long after Jesus’ departure, by the
Holy Spirit of truth, is also guaranteed by Jesus’ authority (14.25-26;
15.26-27). Only then would the disciples begin to perceive that there was
a divinely willed purpose even in the apparent failure of Jesus’ life on
earth.

7 ETr by McNamara, 412.
80 ETr by McNamara, 510.
81 ETr by McNamara, 444. Compare the wording in Jn 1.12¢ and 14.2.
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For the Synoptics, and for Paul, the crucifixion represents, in worldly
terms, the execution of the wholly innocent Jesus, and justice therefore
demands that God reverse this crime by the bodily resurrection (cf. Acts
2.22-36). But that leaves unanswered the question, ‘If God is just, why
does he not restore to life all who are unjustly executed, and why does he
permit them to be executed in the first place?’ The Fourth Gospel faces
up to this question by boldly affirming that God so loved the world that
he sent his only Son into the world, to display before the world the extent
of his love (3.16). The message of John’s Gospel is that Jesus, by
voluntarily embracing the Cross,®> has offered one perfect sacrifice
(17.19a: kal vTep abTOY €yo dytd{w épavTér) which has achieved the
salvation of the world (see on Jn 19.30, TeTéeoTal). (va oo kal
alTol fytacpévol év dndela (17.19b). Christians too are divinely
called, generation after generation, to lead the world to advance out of
barbarism by ‘redeeming the time’#3 until human history reaches its close.
Only someone utterly unique, He Who Is now returned into the bosom of
the Father, could have shown and led the way.

82 kal BaoTdlwv éautd TOV oTavpéy at 19.17.
8 ¢y godla TepLTaTelTe TPOS TOVS €€ TOV KaLpov EEayopalduevol (Col 4.5;
cf. Eph 5.16).



EXCURSUSI

THE STRUCTURE OF THE PROLOGUE

The extent of agreement or disagreement about the plan or structure of
the Prologue may be readily discerned from the way in which the major
editions of the Greek NT divide it.

Tischendorf 82 (one
paragraph, divided 1-5 6-8 9-18
by capital letters) [or: 9-14 and 15-18?]"

WH (one paragraph,
divided by major and 1 2-5 68 9-10 11-12 14(15)-18
minor spaces, and capitals)

Von Soden (one
paragraph, divided 1-5 6-8 9-13 14 15 16-18
by spaces and capitals)

Nestle!"22 (one paragraph,

divided by spaces and 1-5 6-8 9-13 »§ 14-17 18
capitals:

Nestle2®, paragraph at 14)

Vogels (one paragraph,

divided by capitals) 1-5 6-8 9-13 14-18

Merk (by paragraphs) 1-5 §6-8 §9-13 § 14-18
Bover (divided by

paragraphs, and by 1-5 § 6-8 9-13 § 14-18
capital at 9)

NA?7 (by paragraphs

and capitals: by space and 1-5 §6-8 §9-13 §14-17 18

capital at 18)

UBS? (by paragraphs
and by capital at 9, but 1-5 § 6-8 9-13 § 14-18
not at 18)

!'Tt is unclear whether in 1.15 the initial iota of "Todvvns has an upper case solely
because it is a proper name, or because it also represents the beginning of a new section
(probably, one feels, the latter).
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It is helpful to compare also the variations between some of the major
English language editions of modern times. The RV of 1881 has an
undifferentiated paragraph, so that, setting aside versions by private
individuals, editorial division into paragraphs began in practice with the
RSV of 1946. All the divisions noted below are into paragraphs, and the
versions are grouped not by date but by family.

RSV (11946, 21952) 1-5 6-8 9-13  14-18 (= TNT)

NRSV (1989) -5 69 10-13 14-18

NIV (1978) 12 35 69  10-13 14 15-18

NEB (11961, 21970) -5 69 10-14 15 16-18 (=REB)
REB (1989) 1-5 69 10-14 15 16-18 (=NEB)
JB (1966) and NJB (1985) 1-5  6-8 91415 16-18

NAB (1986) 1-5 69 10-11 12-13 14 15-18

TNT = BFBS (1973) 1-5  6-8 9-13  14-18 (=RSV)

TEV = GNB (1966) 1-5 69 10-13 14 15 16-18

The disagreements here mostly concern the placing of vv. 9, 14 and 15,
and are of little significance. Verse 9 is essentially a connective between
vv. 8 and 10, necessary to avoid confusion about the subject of the verb
inv. 10 (see the commentary), but whether it is attached to v. § orto v. 10
is, as far as its meaning goes, irrelevant; either placing is equally satis-
factory. The NEB = REB and the JB = NJB are exceptional in attaching
v. 14 to the foregoing verses, for no editor of the Greek text has this
arrangement; it would be interesting to know how many non-English
translations arrange it so (the German Einheitsiibersetzung of 1980 does).
Their reason for doing so is probably to keep v. 14 with other verses of a
hymn (see below), which v. 15 is certainly not. Verse 15 is clearly an
interpolation, to be separated and detached (e.g. by brackets, as in the
RSV and NRSV) both from what precedes and what follows. It is clear
from the pattern of paragraphing that editors are in general in agreement
about the broad structure of the Prologue.

Given this very high measure of agreement about the structure of the
Prologue as it now stands, it is somewhat surprising to discover what a
wide variation exists when writers come to describe the contents of the
different sections. By far the most popular description (and in the present
writer’s view, rightly so) is that which sees vv. 1-5 as speaking of the
primordial existence of the Logos, and of its role in creation and history,
of vv. 6-13 as outlining the historical advent of the Logos into the world,
and of vv. 14-18 as celebrating the Incarnation of the Logos. Others who
accept this same division have seen it not as an historical progression but
as three concentric circles: that is, these writers understand the Prologue
as spelling out first the revelation of the Logos in general (vv. 1-5),
secondly, as telling of it in greater detail by reference to John the Baptist,
and to the rejection of Jesus by his contemporaries (vv. 6-13), and finally,
as celebrating the blessings of faith which through the Incarnation come
to believers (vv. 14-18). This is practically the opinion of Godet, except
that he, with clearer logic, ends the second section at v. 11 and attaches
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vv. 12-13 to the third section, labelling the three sections ‘The Word-
Unbelief—Faith’.2

Westcott’s quite personal analysis bespeaks a profoundly reflective
theological mind, pastorally engaged. Part I consists simply of v. 1, ‘The
Word in his Absolute, Eternal Being’; Part II (vv. 2-18) is entitled ‘The
Word in Relation to Creation’, subdivided into the essential facts (vv. 2-
5), the historic manifestation of the Word generally (vv. 6-13), and the
Incarnation as apprehended by personal experience (vv. 14-18). Though
the angle is personal, and slightly unusual, the understanding of the text is
much the same as in Godet and other scholars of the age. But with
Westcott’s death in 1901 (his commentary, edited posthumously by his
son, did not appear until 1908), an era came to an end.

The first edition of Loisy’s commentary (1903) set a new standard of
acute critical observation for work on the Fourth Gospel. Its opening
words affirm that the first five verses are in themselves a kind of general
preface which summarizes in an abstract manner the theme of the Gospel,
with the sole aim of linking it, from the start, and definitively, to the
notion of the Logos, which will be mentioned only once more, later in the
prologue, and never again in the body of the work. This general preface
consists of ten propositions which fall into three groups, and each one of
them is linked to the preceding proposition by repeating either the last
word, or the most important word, of that earlier proposition (a process
called, sometimes, concatenatio). In each group, the first proposition is
presented as an assertion, the second as a development, and the third as a
conclusion. The underlining corresponds to that of Loisy, 152.

1 ’Ev dpxf v 6 Aéyos,
kal 6 Adyos N mpos Tov Bedv,
kal Beos v 6 \oyos.

2 00TOS NV €V dpxTh Tpods TOV Bedv.
3 mdvTa 8U° avtod éyéveTo,
Kal Ywpls avTol éyéveTo oUdE Ev.

49 yéyovey | &v adTd Lom v,

kal 1 Lot Qv 10 dds TOV dvlpdTwy:
5kal TO dds év Th okoTla daivet,

kal 1 okoTla advTd ob kaTéaBev.

(It will be observed that the connecting words of v. 2 sit rather
awkwardly next to v. 1 and to v. 3: see the commentary, and see below in
this excursus.) Loisy then proposes that, after this general abstract
statement, vv. 6-18 represent an historical preface; the use of éyéveTo in
v. 6 marks the transition to history, as in Mk 1.4 and Lk 1.5. This second
section starts by setting the Baptist’s mission in the context of that of

2French 3rd ed., 1885; ETr1(1899), 326-28, and 381-86. He supplies names, but not
references, for nineteenth-century scholars advocating the views referred to in this
paragraph.
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Jesus, first in a general way, dwelling on the unbelief of so many (vv. 6-
13), then in a more precise way, pointing to the public manifestation of
the Word made flesh (vv. 14-18). Lagrange (1925) summarizes the
message of vv. 1-18 in practically the same terms, though in different
words, and divides it into four parts (vv. 1-5, 6-8, 9-13, 14-18).

J. H. Bernard’s work, published in 1928, one year after his death, is
perhaps the first commentary (as distinct from an article) seriously to
propose for examination a hypothetical reconstruction of a Logos hymn
similar to those found in the Wisdom literature of the OT. Bernard
suggested (pp. cxliv-cxlvii) that there was an original, pre-Gospel, hymn
composed of vv. 1-5, 10-11, 14, 18. In vv. 3 and 5, the second line of a
couplet repeats what has already been stated in the first line, and in vv. 4,
5, 11, and 14, an emphatic word is repeated in the following line, to give
what is called in Hebrew poetry ‘climactic parallelism’ (cf. Pss 29.5;
93.3), so that the whole passage truly reads like an OT hymn in honour of
the pre-existent Divine Logos. Bernard further suggested that this hymn
ante-dated the Gospel, and it will be observed that the verses listed above
as belonging to the original, pre-Gospel, hymn contain no mention of the
historical names in the Prologue - John, Moses, Jesus Christ (in vv. 6, 15,
17), which must therefore be considered insertions by the evangelist; and
that the verses omitted above contain only two parenthetical notes about
the relationship between the Baptist and Jesus (vv. 6-9, 15), plus two
exegetical comments, one in vv. 12-13 to correct a possible misunder-
standing of v. 11, the other in vv. 16-17 to elucidate the meaning of
‘grace and truth’ in v. 14. Bernard notes that his suggested hymn does not
embody argument (note the exclusion of vv. 12, 13, 16, 17) or contain the
personal name of Jesus Christ. ‘It is a Logos hymn of a triumphant
philosophy, directly Hebrew in origin, but reflecting the phrases which
had become familiar in Greek-speaking society’ (p. cxlvi).> Bernard’s
cautious analysis yields a hymn of great beauty and lucidity, which in no
way depends on opinions derived from presuppositions of the
religionsgeschichtliche school about the origins of Christianity (and
indeed, of religion).

In the ten years before Bernard’s commentary was published, a new
era had dawned. It had long been the custom for the books of the OT, and
the Synoptics, to be dissected into their purported constituent parts, and
the Johannine text was now to be subjected to the same process. For the
Prologue, the first impulse came, in Britain, from J. Rendel Harris (1916),
whose initiative was followed by C. Cryer (1921) and C. F. Burney
(1922). Rendel Harris had published in 1909 the editio princeps of the
Odes of Solomon from the Syriac, and followed it with a classic edition in
1915; at that time both he, and some other scholars, were inclined to
regard this work as of Jewish-Christian origin, originating perhaps as
early as the first century. By 1913, Bernard had rejected this dating as too
early, and argued that the Odes were in fact Christian hymns from around

3 Compare C. F. Burney’s suggestion of an Aramaic hymn, and (for that age) J.
Rendel Harris’s The Origin of the Prologue to St John’s Gospel, Cambridge 1917.
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160-170. (It is now generally accepted that the Odes are certainly from
the second century, probably from the earlier part, and of Syrian origin,
with some slightly Gnostic overtones.) This background led Harris to
suggest, in essays published between 1916 and 1922,¢ that the Johannine
Prologue was based on a hymn to Sophia, akin to the compositions in the
Odes. Though they contain ‘no avowed verbal quotations either from the
OT or the NT, ...the doctrine of the Logos is repeatedly dwelt on, in a
way which recalls Johannine teaching’ (Bernard, cxlvi).

Meantime, one group of German scholars was approaching the Bible
with an understanding of the term ‘revelation’ that was very different
from the meaning attached to it in traditional Christianity. The appellation
of the group has never been properly anglicized, and it is still generally
known either as the religionsgeschichtliche school, or as ‘the history-of-
religions school’. Its adherents hold that the entire Bible should be
approached without any dogmatic principles, and should be interpreted
simply by being scrutinized in its context, at that point in world history
where it finds its place as an integrating part of humanity’s cultural
evolution. It is in this way that God gives ‘revelation’. Rudolf Bultmann,
in a Festschrift for one of the founding fathers of this school, Hermann
Gunkel (1862—1932), set out to clarify the background to the Prologue of
John in the light of these principles.’ A second article (itself originally a
lecture in October 1923) drew attention to a fresh source of information,
the then recently published Mandaean texts.¢ Thereafter, Bultmann sought
to interpret the Prologue of John not merely by examining it in the light
of the books of Alexandrian Judaism, but by arguing that it was based
upon a pre-Christian text (Vorlage) celebrating the mythological figure of
a Logos-Redeemer. His theory is most conveniently outlined as it is
presented in his commentary on John.

Bultmann classifies the Prologue as ‘a piece of cultic-liturgical poetry,
oscillating between the language of revelation and confession’. As a
parallel to the revelation, he adduces a Naasene psalm quoted in Hippo-
lytus, which starts with the beginning of all things, and then recounts how
[Jesus] begs the Father to send him down to bring Gnosis to the suffering
soul in the world.” As a parallel to the confession, he points to texts in the
7th and 12th Odes of Solomon, which call upon the community to extol

* The Origin of the Prologue, and ‘ Athena Sophia and the Logos’ in the BJRL 1922.

3 ‘Der religionsgeschichtliche Hintergrund des Prologs zum Johannesevangelium’,
in Eucharisterion. Festschrift fiir H. Gunkel, 11, Gottingen, 1923 (= FRLANT NF 19), 1-
26. Reprinted in Bultmann, Exegetica, Tiibingen, 1967, 9-35.

¢ ‘Der Bedeutung der neuerschlossenen mandéischen und manichdischen Quellen fiir
das Verstdndnis des Johannesevangeliums’, originally published in ZNW 24 (1925), 100-
46. Reprinted in Bultmann, Exegetica, Tiibingen, 1967, 55-104.

7 Hippolytus, Elenchus V 10 2, ed. by Wendland in the GCS 26:10223-1043. An
English version by R. McL. Wilson may be found in NTA II 807-808. W. Bauer’s
judgment is there cited, that ‘The psalm is really entirely pagan. Only at one point has it
been clearly Christianized by the insertion of the name Jesus instead of the deity
originally there named’ (807).
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the praises of the Word.® The ideas behind the Prologue were thus
circulating at the end of the first century, and it is not too difficult to
discern which verses in the Prologue may have formed a pre-Christian
hymn about the Logos. Bultmann’s opinion is that vv. 6-8 and 15 cannot
belong to the original cultic-liturgical hymn, because they are prose,
because they interrupt the flow of the argument, because they are
concerned with historical events, and because they have a polemical
thrust, concerned with the Baptist. Further, vv. 12¢-13 also disturb the
rhythm of the hymn, and are to be explained as exegetical comments of
the author. In addition, v. 17, the only verse in the Gospel to mention the
proper name Jesus Christ, and also to use the Pauline antithesis between
law and grace is certainly alien in spirit to the original pre-Gospel hymn.
Verse 18 is probably to be regarded, on stylistic grounds, as an addition
made to the original by the evangelist. The pre-Gospel hymn would there-
fore have consisted of vv. 1-5, 9-12b, 14 + 16, verses which he regards as
stemming ultimately from a Gnostic hymn (akin to the Naasene psalm
just mentioned). He conjectures (the term is his) that this hymn may have
stemmed from a group of followers of the Baptist, among whom was the
evangelist, who after his transition to the Christian community made
various insertions in the hymn to urge his former co-religionists to turn,
like him, to Christianity. The first edition of Bultmann’s commentary
appeared in 1941. It was not widely available for several years, and it is
significant that the three influential works of Hoskyns (1940), Dodd
(1953: Preface 1950) and R. H. Lightfoot (1956) have nothing to say
about a pre-Gospel hymn in the Prologue.’

Since shortly after 1950, it has become almost routine for commen-
tators to dissect the Prologue, though there are some notable exceptions
(e.g. Barrett). Unfortunately there is no consensus on the literary criteria
which should be employed to discern the different strata of authorship.
Everyone agrees that the verses about the Baptist (6-8 and 15) are prose,
and do not belong to a pre-Gospel hymn (if there was one), but there the
agreement ceases. On the one hand, it is clear that certain verses tread to
a regular rhythm of two or three stresses, often for two or three lines; on
the other hand, some other lines which can also be read with that same
rhythm hardly seem to qualify as poetry, and can with difficulty be classi-
fied as the kind of language one finds in a hymn (e.g. v. 12). Furthermore,
even if it were possible to designate which lines are poetry and which are
prose, it would not settle the dispute: Barrett has pointed out that
‘antiquity in general found no difficulty in singing prose, and this is what
early Christian hymns, from “O gladsome light” to the Te Deum for the

8 Examples are given on page 2, fn. 2 of the German original, and on page 14, fn. 3 of
the ETr of the commentary,.

It may be mentioned that the commentaries of Hoskyns (d. 1937) and Lightfoot (d.
1953) are posthumous, and that Dodd did not see Bultmann’s commentary as a whole
until his book was completed (/nterpretation, p. 121, fn. 2).
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most part were’.'” At the moment, too little is known about the hymnol-
ogy of the epoch for anyone to make a firm judgment about what was the
usual liturgical practice at the time.!!

Except where there is a general consensus (as over vv. 6-8, 15),
commentators who advance an opinion about the extent of the pre-Gospel
hymn have stressed that their judgments is personal, and hedged by
qualifications and hesitancy. Schnackenburg (1965) judged that the
original hymn fell into four parts: vv. 1 + 3 - the work of the Logos in
creation; 4 + 9 - its significance for the world of mankind; 10 + 11 the
rejection of this work before the Incarnation; 14 +16, the Incarnation and
salvation. This he regards as coming from a Christian community of
converts from Hellenistic Judaism, probably in Asia Minor (cf. 1 Tim
3.16; 1 Pet 3.18). The present text, however, he would divide into three:
vv. 1-5, 6-13, and 14-16 (or 14-18). R. E. Brown (1966) ‘with great
hesitancy’ proposed as the pre-Gospel text: 1-2 - the Word with God; 3-5
- the Word and Creation; 10-12b the Word in the World; 14 + 16 the
Community’s Share in the Word. Verses 6-9 and 15 are excluded as
dealing with the Baptist; 12c-13 are an explanation of how people
become God’s children, 17-18 an explanation of ‘love in place of love’.
Ernst Haenchen'? chose for the original hymn vv. 1-5, 9-11, 14, 16-17,
with the remainder as the additions of the evangelist; it represents the
increasingly popular choice. Johannes Schneider (before 1970) takes vv.
1-5, 9-12b and 14-18 as the original hymn, stressing his conviction that it
is the work of the evangelist himself.'

10Tn “The Prologue of St John’s Gospel’, NT Essays, 37. He adds that ‘the only way
in which the poetic structure - in any serious sense of the adjective - of the Prologue can
be saved is to maintain that it represents not Greek but Semitic verse, based not on
quantity but on stress’. He then advances five reasons which make it difficult to believe
this, notably that neither Josephus nor Philo nor the LXX translators seem to have
recognized this factor of stress as a trait of Semitic poetry. Finally, he cites the hymn at
the end of the Poimandres (CH 1 31) which is certainly not Semitic, and certainly not
verse. One may add also the Gloria in excelsis, the oldest Greek text of which is found in
the Codex Alexandrinus among the Odes (in Swete, The OT in Greek 111 810-12; in
Rahlfs, Septuaginta 11 181-83).

1Tn 1956, Serafin de Ausejo analyzed the form and content of the hymns in Phil 2.6-
1; Col 1.15-20; 1 Tim 3.16 and Heb 1.2-4 in the light of the contemporary liturgical
poetry in the synagogue, and also of the hymns used in Emperor-worship, or in the
worship of Artemis, in Asia Minor. He concluded that (partly as a reaction against
emperor-worship) the Christian hymns always had three parts, speaking of Christ’s pre-
existence, earthly life, and exaltation. Unfortunately, the author’s attempt to discover the
same tripartite structure in John 1 was less convincing: his three divisions were (i) vv. 1-
5,9-11, (ii) 13-14ab, and (iii) 14c-e.16.18. See ‘¢ Es un Himno a Cristo el Prologo de San
Juan?’, Estudios Biblicos 15 (1956), 223-77, 381-427.

12 In ‘Probleme des johanneischen “Prologs™’, ZTK 60 (1963), 305-34, and in the
(posthumous) edition of his commentary (1980, ETr 1984).

13 ‘Die anonyme Grofe “Gemeinde” besagt sehr weing, Eine “Gemeinde” bringt nich
ein solches Lied hervor. Dahinter mufl eine bestimmte, tief religidse, theologisch
schopferische Personichkeit stehen. Das kann nur der Verfasser des Evangeliums sein. Er
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One other theory must be mentioned, that the Prologue has a detailed
chiastic structure. The idea was first advanced, according to R. A.
Culpepper, by N. W. Lund in 1931, but little noticed then, if at all.*
Lund’s attempt to discern chiastic structures in Jn 1.1-18 was over-
ambitious: it is too elaborate to be convincing, and requires the omission
of vv. 6-8 and 15 to succeed. An outline of it is given by Culpepper.
Lund, however, rightly called attention to the modern usage whereby the
terms ‘chiasm’ and ‘chiastic’ are extended from their original meaning in
Greek rhetoric and applied to any regular repetition of words, phrases or
even ideas when they recur in the inverse order in a sentence or
paragraph. It is customary to mark the correspondent words or ideas A B
CDE-E'D’'C'B"A’, or in some similar way.

In 1953, M.-E. Boismard, apparently without any knowledge of
Lund’s work, suggested that underlying the Prologue there was a very
clear and definite pattern ‘in the form of a parabola’. His analogy of a
parabola is a more accurate description of the pattern, but the term chiasm
has by now long since won the day. The fullest presentation of Bois-
mard’s theory is given in L’Evangile de Jean (1977). He proposes that
there was a pre-Gospel hymn, in honour of the Logos, coming from a
Jewish-Hellenistic background, but that it consisted of nothing more than
vv. lab + 3-5, being also a short midrash on Gen 1.'5 The remainder of
the Prologue was written by the one whom we may for convenience call
the evangelist.'s This means, of course, that this evangelist had sovereign
liberty over all the material included in the Prologue, since practically all
of it was his own creation. Boismard suggests, for example, that vv. 6-7a
+ c had in an earlier draft stood immediately before v. 19, introducing the
appearance of the Baptist, as in Mark. In John, vv. 7b + 8 were added by
the evangelist when he transferred those introductory verses to their
present position (73: B 1). The reason that the evangelist made these
changes, bringing in the Baptist at two specific points (6-8 and 15), was
to create a great and solemn Prologue which would describe how the
Word of God came down from heaven to bring life to the earth, and then,

wird den Hymnus zu irgendeiner Zeit geschaffen haben’ (52). This commentary too is
posthumous (1976).

14 First in ‘The Influence of Chiasmus upon the Structure of the Gospels’ in the
Anglican Theological Review [then from Evanston, Illinois] 13 (1931), 42-46; later in
Chiasmus in the New Testament, Chapel Hill, N.C., University of North Carolina Press,
1942. The references are taken from R. A. Culpepper, ‘The Pivot of John’s Prologue’,
NTS 27 (1980), 1-31. The outline is on 2-3.

15 His reason for omitting 1¢ and 2 is that these lines have a binary rhythm, while all
the rest have a ternary one. It means, of course, that the original pre-Gospel hymn did not
carry the statement that the Logos was God (1c), or stress by repetition that the Logos
was, in the beginning, with God. These insertions would have been the work of the
evangelist. Boismard does not mention any pre-Gospel hymn in his (semi-popular) book
of 1953.

16 So phrased to avoid introducing here the details of Boismard’s general theory. In
fact, he speaks of ‘John Il B’.
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when its mission had been accomplished, returned to the God who sent it.

The guiding ideas in the evangelist’s mind came from the hymns about
Wisdom, as exemplified for instance in Prov 8.22-9.6; Sir 24.1-29, and
Wis 9.9-12. Each of these speaks of the existence of Wisdom beside God
before the creation, of Wisdom’s part in creation, of its coming down to
earth, eventually to God’s Chosen People, and of the benefits it brings
(see the commentary on 1.1a.11b and 18b). The evangelist was surely
inspired also by the great lines of Isa 55.10-11: “as the rain and the snow
come down from heaven...so shall my word be, that proceeds from my
mouth; it shall not return to me unproductive, - nay, it shall accomplish
whatever I have desired’ (LXX: €ws dv ouvTeleobij doa n0érnca).
These words find their echo in the second part of the Gospel, particularly
at those points where John wishes to emphasize the perfect accom-
plishment of all that Jesus had come to do. See Jn 13.3; 16.28; 17; and
especially 19.28,30: eldws 0 Incods 4T 1dn TdvTa TeTéNeoTAL ...
elmev, TeTéNEOTAL.

To express this vision of Verbum supernum prodiens, a Patre lumen
exiens," the evangelist chose to deploy one of his favourite literary
devices, and this time on the grand scale, to depict the descent and ascent
of'the life-giving Logos (p. 76). In the scheme below the verses concern-
ing the descent are on the left, and are to be read downwards, while the
matching verses on the right are to be read upwards. Catch-words are
used to recall the contents of the verses on either side.

THE DESCENT THE ASCENT
A 1-2 (beforehand) The Logos with God (afterwards) 18 A’
B 3 (in creation) The Work of the Logos (in recreating) 17 B’
C 4-5 Life & Light The Gifts of the Logos Grace for grace 16 C'
D 6-8 Then The Role of the Baptist ~ Now 15 D’
E 9-11 Unrecognized The Logos inthe World  His Glory Seen 14 E'
F 12-13 The Logos came so that those who received him F

might become children of God

It is an impressive construction, which cannot be fairly appreciated
except by checking the details in the Greek text of the Prologue. s

In an article published in 1980, R. A. Culpepper has done this, and
also added a refinement to Boismard’s plan: he divides section F into two
(F + G), thus finding a ‘pivot’ for the structure at 12b (which he labels
H)." His own configuration therefore ends:

17 An Advent hymn, dating at the latest from the tenth century. ‘Heaven’s high Word
proceeding forth, As light from our dear Father’s side...’

18 A. Feuillet, Le Prologue (1968), 160, offers but a slight variation on Boismard’s
plan. Verse 9 = 14 (E-E'), and vv. 10-11 = 12-13 (F-F").

19R. A. Culpepper, ‘The Pivot of John’s Prologue’, NTS 27 (1980), 1-31. This article
also supplies a bibliography of the topic from 1960 to 1980, listing several articles which
contributed to the discussion at that time.
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E9-10 Unrecognized The Logos inthe World  His Glory Seen 14 E’

F11 Israel The Logos and His Own  Believers 13" F

G 12a dool 8¢ TOls TLoTEVOVOLY 12¢ G
E\aBov avTdv €ls 70 dvopa adTod

H 12b ¢&8wkev avTols éfovalayr Tékva Beod yevéobal 12b H

In a second part of his article, Culpepper argues that this theme of
becoming ‘children of God’ is central to John’s Gospel. Even though the
phrase Tékva 6eod is not found in the LXX, the equivalent is. He
examines the use of the word 12 (ben) = son in the Hebrew OT, and of
mals in the book of Wisdom. He looks at parallels from Qumran (‘sons
of light’, 1QS 1.9; and ‘sons of truth’, 1QS iv.5), from Philo (especially
De Confessione Linguarum 145-47), and from Rabbinic literature, and
concludes with a survey of the Synoptics, Paul and 1 John. Through nine
pages, Culpepper cites copiously to demonstrate that in the religion of
Israel, it is not ethnic origin that is primary, but rather the moral and
religious observance of the Covenants of Noah, of Abraham and of
Moses. Affiliation with Israel either by descent or by conversion is
usually presupposed, but it is only by obedience to the Word of God that
one becomes a son, or child, of God. Finally, Culpepper observes that the
phrase (Ta) Tékva (Tob) 8cod appears only twice in John’s Gospel, here
and at 11.52.20 11.52, coming as it does relatively near to the conclusion
of Part I of the Gospel, may well mark, by matching 12b here, a Johan-
nine inclusio. ‘By claiming the designation Tékva 8eod, the Johannine
community was identifying itself (or perhaps more broadly all Christian-
ity) as the heir to a role and standing which Israel had abdicated’ (31).

Shortly afterwards, de la Potterie argued for a different mode of view-
ing the Prologue.?' He prefers to compare it with three ‘waves’ rolling
onshore one after the other, or with three successive movements interpret-
ing afresh a musical theme. With the verses arranged as follows, he
argues that the reader can discern the internal dynamism which carries the
theme forward. The theme is ‘revelation’.

The Language of The Language of The Language of
Wisdom Literature History Faith
1-2 In the beginning... 6-8 There appeared 15 John witnesses:
...sent from God ‘He was before me’
3-4.5a Light amid the 9 The Word was
darkness the true light
5b Light versus 10-12 Mixed Response 16 “Of his fullness we
darkness have all received’
13-14 The Word become 17 the grace of truth
flesh ...full of the 18 in the bosom of
grace of truth the Father = the
Revelation

20 In John, the word Tékva occurs only once elsewhere, at 8.39.
21 <Structure du Prologue de saint Jean’, N7S 30 (1984), 354-81.
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His presentation is of course accompanied by detailed argument.

A little later (1987), Otfried Hofius proposed an impressively elegant
division into four strophes, each subdivided into A and B, the entire
hymn being dominated by parallelism of thought from line to line.?2 His
divisions are:

I A la ’Evdpxfav 6 \éyos, a
e 7 3 \ \ 7
b  kal 0 Adyos v mpos Tov Beodv, b
¢ «kal Beds M O \dyos. a
® 3 9 ’ ~ \ \ 7
2 0ouTOS MV €V apXT) TPOs TOV Bedv. b
B 3a wdvrta 8 avtod éyéveTo, a
b kal xwpls adtod éyéveTo b,
c ovde €v O yéyover b,
II A 4a ’Evadtd lon qv, a
b kal 1 {on fv TO dds TOV dvlpdTv” b
5a  kal 70 ¢ds év T okotia dalver, a
b  kal 1 okoTla avTo ov kaTélaPev. b
B 9a 1y 1o dds TO dnbuwiy, a
0 ¢wTilel TdvTa dvbpwov b,
c Epxopevor els TOV KooV, b,
I A 10a ’Ev 74 kéope Ay, a
b kal O kéopos 8L” abTod éyéveTo, a
¢ kal 6 kKéopos adTOV ovk Eyve. b
lla els Ta (Sa N\Gev, a
b kal ot {8toL abTOV 00 TapéhaPov. b
a  Sool 8¢ éNapor alTdy, a
B 12
y s ,
b édwkev alTols €Eovailav b,
c Tékva Beod yevéabal. b,
IVA 14a Kal 6 Adyos cap€ éyéveTo a
b kal éokfrocer év Nuiv, a
¢ «kal ébeacdpeda v 86Eav alTod, b
d  86Eav ds povoyevods Tapd TaTpds, a
e TApns xdptTos kal dAnbelas. b
B 16a 8Tl ék Tod TAnpdpaTos abtod a
R v 4
b mpets mdvTes eNdpopev b,
c kal xdpwv avTl xdpLTos. b,

22 ‘Struktur und Gedankengang des Logos-Hymnus in Joh 1.1-18°, ZNW 78 (1987),
1-25. See also H. Gese, ‘Der Johannesprolog’, in Zur biblischen Theologie. Alt-
testamentliche Vortrdge, Tiibingen, 1983 (2 Aufl.), 152-201.
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The literary structure may easily be grasped by referring to the letters on
the right of the text. Strophes I and II each have four lines (two parallel
distichs) in A, and three lines in B (of which the second and third are
parallel). Strophes III and IV each have five lines in A (of which the first
two are parallel), and three lines in B (of which the last two belong
together, as in I and II). Hofius maintains that this Logos-Hymn is of
Christian origin. It will be noted that he includes Jn 1.2 and 9 as essential
parts of the hymn. The analysis is ingenious, and finely drawn, and merits
close attention.

It is now almost universally accepted that there was a pre-Gospel
hymn containing at least vv. 1, 3-5 and 10-11. There is an equally firm
consensus that the verses about the Baptist (6-8 and 15) should be
excluded, and also 12b-13. There is a growing tendency to exclude from
the pre-Gospel hymn vv. 2 and 9, and a tendency in the opposite direction
to include 12a. Verses 14 and 16 are nowadays generally seen as part of
the hymn (but with notable exceptions), while v. 18 is usually excluded
(again, with many exceptions). So Boismard summarized the situation in
1977, and it has not fundamentally changed.

Some principles may be laid down. If the evangelist made use of a
pre-Christian hymn, even one of Jewish-Hellenistic origin, it is safe to
say that this hymn would not have contained either the line ‘and the
Logos was God’ (1c) or v. 2, and one can say with certainty that it would
not have contained the phrase ‘and the Logos became flesh’ (14a).
Equally we may exclude from a pre-Christian hymn the four verses about
the Baptist (6-8 and 15). Verse 9 also must then be excluded, because it is
only a (necessary) connective after v. 8. Verses 10 + 11 may quite
properly remain, as being good examples of Jewish thinking about
Wisdom, but the most reasonable conjecture to make is that, at this point,
the evangelist broke off from the pre-Christian text and continued with
his own words (so J. Gnilka). The pre-Christian hymn would in this case
have been lab+ 3 +4 + 5, then 10 + 11, as follows.

la  ’Ev dpxf nv 6 Aéyos,

e 7 3 \ \ 7
b kal 0 Aoyos My mpos Tov Bedv,
3a TdvTa 8L aliTod éyéveTo,
b Kal Xopls adTod éyéveTo olde év.
4a O yéyovev | év adTo Com Ny,
e A3 \ ~ ~ b ’
b Kat 1 Cen v 70 dAS TOY avbpdTey:
Sa kal TO bds €v T okoTla dalver,
b kal 1) okoTia adTO 0b kaTé\aBev.

10a  év 1 kbopy v,

N S e,
b kal 6 k6opos 81 avTod éyéveTo,
c kal 0 Kéopos alToOV 0vK Eyvo.
lla els Ta {Sia NAGev,

Ty s ,
b Kal oL {8LoL avTov ov Taperafov.

[12a  Goou 8¢ éElaBov alTdv,
ob &duker avTols...]
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It is easy to see that 11b does not mark the ending of a hymn, and that
12a, or 12ab, might be the continuation of it, but that the text of the
Gospel has at this point begun to depart into strictly Christian realms.

If, however, the evangelist incorporated into his Prologue an already
existent Christian hymn, then there are no grounds for excluding vv. 1c, 2
or 14a, or indeed any verses at all. Even if he did incorporate such a
hymn, he might himself have been its author. Indeed, he himself might
well have written the whole Prologue (Barrett, and, practically speaking,
Boismard), for no clear literary criteria are available to prove for certain
whether he did or did not. More about this hypothetical hymn it is impos-
sible to say, except that if through the discovery of hitherto unknown
texts, it became clear that either a Jewish or a pre-Gospel Christian hymn
lies beneath the text of John’s Prologue, this might lead to a deeper
comprehension of the Gospel text. Likewise, some may find that one of
the plans proposed above is of real help in understanding better the thrust
of the argument. The fact that the plans differ from one another is not
significant. It is always so with great literature, and the variety of inter-
pretation which is legitimately possible with Virgil, Dante or Shakespeare
only bears witness to the richness of the thought.

If, however, the gospel-writer put to use a hymn from a non-Jewish
and non-Christian source, then the implications for the interpretation of
the Gospel-text might be quite different, and even significant. One
suggestion is that an originally Gnostic hymn was used (Bultmann 1923).
That the Gospel itself is even tolerant of the basic tenets of second-
century Gnosticism is, of course, disproved from the start by Jn 1.3,
asserting that all things were made through the Logos; no Gnostic could
have agreed that the entire material world was either good (Gen 1), or
created by God through the Logos. Indeed, for a Gnostic, the one more
objectionable affirmation conceivable is that ‘the Word became flesh’; to
a Gnostic, that declaration is the ultimate blasphemy. Nevertheless, there
are those who still contend that there is a real affinity between the
Johannine Prologue and Gnosticism, a relationship which does not rest
merely on whether a Gnostic hymn was used by the evangelist. A deeper
problem is involved, which is more conveniently addressed in a separate
Excursus dealing with the Logos in the Prologue.
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THE LOGOS IN THE PROLOGUE

The sole purpose of this Excursus is to examine the background for the
interpretation of the term Logos in the Prologue. More comprehensive
articles on Logos may be found in the larger dictionaries.' Note too that
Schnackenburg, in an Excursus entitled ‘The Origin and Nature of the
Johannine Concept of the Logos’ (I 264-69 = ETr I 488-93) presents (in
translation) a valuable collection of original texts about the Logos from
the Corpus Hermeticum, the Odes of Solomon and from Nag Hammadi.

Atthe beginning of the twentieth century, Richard Reitzenstein sought
to explain much of the Fourth Gospel in terms of Egyptian Gnosis, but
subsequently, after the publication by Lidzbarski of the major books of
the Mandaean religion (1915, 1920, 1925), he became convinced that the
main influence on John was to be found not in Egyptian but in Iranian
religion. A synthesis of his theory may be found in the third edition of
what is almost his final work, where he reaffirms that behind all the relig-
ions of the Near and Middle East there lies an old myth about a saviour
sent from heaven to deliver all souls from darkness, and to lead them
back to the kingdom of light. This saviour has many names—the Son of
God, the Heavenly Man, the Logos, etc. For our present purpose, it is
enough to cite the declaration that sometimes in the NT, ‘mostly in non-
Pauline passages, A\G'yos appears for the concept vobs, and it appears to
contain within itself the two elements or essential attributes of deity, light
and life’,? a statement which Reitzenstein interprets in terms of Iranian
mystery-religions (such as that of Mani). He had become convinced that
within the Mandaean literature* it is possible to discern passages which

"E.g. TWNT IV (1942) s.v. Aeyo, Adyos kT\. 71-76, Philology (A. Debrunner);
76-89, Classical Greece and Hellenism, including Philo (H. Kleinknecht); 89-100, OT
(O. Procksch); 100-140, NT (G. Kittel). DBS 'V (1957) s.v. Logos. 442-65, OT (A. Rob-
ert); 465-79 NT era (C. Mondésert, except 473-75, Alexandrian Judaism and Philo, by
J. Starcky); 479-96, NT (J. Starcky).

2 See R. Reitzenstein, Poimandres, Leipzig, 1904, and Das iranische Erldsungs-
mysterium, Bonn, 1921.

3 Reitzenstein, Die hellenistischen Mysterienreligionen, Leipzig, 3rd ed., 1927, ETr
by John E. Steely, Hellenistic Mystery Religions: Their Basic ldeas and Significance,
Pittsburgh, 1978. The quotation above, and its interpretation, occur on 413-14 = ETr
526-27.

4None of the extant manuscripts is older than the sixteenth century, and the compila-
tion is certainly post-Islamic, i.e. not much before A.D. 700.
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can with confidence be dated back to the disciples of John the Bap-
tist mentioned in Acts 18.14—19.7, of whom the Mandaeans of the eighth
and following centuries are in his judgment the legitimate successors.
Christianity too, in his opinion, arose out of this same Baptist sect. The
Johannine Logos is therefore to be interpreted against the background of
the Iranian redeemer-myth, by means of what we learn about it from the
extant Mandaean writings. For further detail on Mandaism, see the
excellent essay by C. H. Dodd in his Interpretation, 115-30. The texts
published by Lady E. S. Drower (1953, 1959) have not materially altered
the balance of the debate.

The theory as put forward by Reitzenstein won little favour, but as
reworked by Bultmann, it had considerable influence in Germany and
among the next generation of the ‘history-of-religions school’.’ Bultmann
recognized that the points of comparison between the Mandaean and
Johannine texts are not specifically Mandaean, but common to the many
varieties of Gnosis current in the first two centuries of the Christian era.
The contrasts between light and darkness, between life and death, between
truth and lies, are frequent in all varieties of Gnosticism, and in other
religions and philosophies too. What is distinctive in, and characteristic
of, Gnosis ‘hinges on the descent and return of a redeemer and revealer
from on high’, a figure who is often called Logos or Nous or Anthropos
(Schnackenburg I 120 = ETr I 138). In Gnosticism, this redeemer comes
to set free souls, which had once existed as purely spiritual beings in a
heavenly world, from their bondage to matter, and to return them to their
heavenly homeland; thus the coming of this redeemer presages ‘a cosmic
event which sets in motion an eschatological occurrence. . .as a process of
nature by which the union of the essentially opposite natures, light and
darkness, is dissolved’.¢ Clearly, John’s idea of human life is far removed
from this perception. In Bultmann’s presentation, therefore, the Johannine
redeemer is an entirely human person, Jesus of Nazareth, in whom the
Logos (in the Gnostic sense of the first emanation from the one God) is
(John does not tell us how) embodied. Jesus comes to set all humankind
free by challenging them with the word of truth, so that each person must
face up to, and make a moral judgment on, his or her own conduct. It is
only by saying Yes to this word of God that each one discovers inner
freedom, personal salvation and true life here on this earth. It is in this
sense that Bultmann would speak of realized eschatology.” Bultmann is
certainly not an ancient Gnostic. He is a modern existentialist.

The attempt to interpret the Fourth Gospel by means of the Mandaean
literature is altogether too far-fetched to be convincing. A more obvious
source of relevant background might be sought in the Corpus Hermeticum,

3 In the two articles mentioned above on p. 82 nn. 5 and 6, and in his commentary on
John. See also his Theologie (in the ETr II), especially §46.

¢ Theologie, 387 = ETr 11 40.

7 Theologie = ETr 11 §50 (‘Faith as Eschatological Existence”).
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a collection of Egyptian origin, dating from the second or third centuries;
parts of it may well be from the early second century. In its first treatise,
the Poimandres, we read that ‘out of light a holy Word came to hover
over nature, and out of the humid nature pure fire leapt up on high...and
the air, being light, followed the draught, rising up to the fire from the
land and the water...’ (I.5). If the opening of this quotation recalls Gen 1,
the following words make it abundantly clear that the author is thinking
in terms of the Stoic cosmogony, with its four elements of earth and air,
fire and water.? Later we read that there is deposited within the soul an
enlightening Logos by which the soul is united to itself, and to God (1.6-
7), another distinctive characteristic of Gnosticism. A reading of the
entire treatise makes it evident that the world of the Poimandres is not
that of the evangelist, and is much closer to that of Egyptian non-
Christian Gnosis.

By contrast, the Odes of Solomon are in fact very closely related to the
Fourth Gospel, and it is even possible that their author was acquainted
with it. References to the Word, however, are few, and can always be
explained by reference to the OT alone. For example, the texts of Ode
16.19 (‘the worlds are by his word’; cf. Jn 1.3) and of Odes 15.2; 18.6,
where the Logos is light to the mind (cf. Jn 1.4-5) provide no further help
for interpreting the term Logos than is already available in the OT.

Three texts from the library discovered in 1945 at Nag Hammadi, all
dating from the middle of the second century, may be cited here, simply
by way of example. The opening of the Gospel of Truth reads: ‘The
gospel of truth is joy for those who have received from the Father of truth
the grace of knowing him, through the power of the Word that came forth
from the pleroma, the one who is in the thought and the mind of the
Father, that is, the one who is addressed as the Savior, (that) being the
name of the work he is to perform for the redemption of those who were
ignorant of the Father...” (16.31-17.4). Later we find: ‘While [the
Father’s] wisdom contemplates the Word, and his teaching utters it, his
knowledge has revealed it’ (23.18-22), and ‘In this way the Word of the
Father goes forth in the totality’ (23.33-35). Finally, we read that “When
the Word appeared, ...it is not a sound alone, but it became a body’
(26.4-8), bringing confusion among the ‘jars’ or ‘vessels’, that is, among
human souls (26.10-29). In the first two texts quoted, the Word is
entrusted by the Father with a function in revelation and salvation, but as
the last text makes clear, this role is much closer to the role of the Saviour
in Gnosticism than to early Christianity. The same can be said of two
other treatises, the Apocryphon of John (‘1 am the Pronoia of the pure
light’: 31.11) and the Trimorphic Protennoia (with its frequent ‘I am’

8 The most convenient of texts on this point is in J. von Arnim, Stoicorum Veterum
Fragmenta, Leipzig, 1905, 19-20 fn. 102, quoting Stobaeus, Eclogae 1 17 3, and
Diogenes Laertius VII 135-36 and 142.
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sayings). All three works are Gnostic treatises which have been given,
here and there, a thin varnish of Christian language.®

These Gnostic texts, like those of second-century Christian Gnostics
such as the Valentinians, simply serve to show that in the Eastern Medi-
terranean there was a widely circulating myth which sought to explain the
origin of the world and the problem of evil by a theory in which a being
called the Logos played a significant but intermediary role. This provides
a parallel with the work of the Logos in John’s Prologue, but no justi-
fication for interpreting the Johannine Logos in terms of the Saviour
envisaged by the Gnostics, whose task was to liberate pre-existent human
souls from enslavement in matter.

Anyone searching for light on the Johannine Logos naturally turns to
Philo, who sincerely and loyally strove to re-express the ancestral faith of
Judaism in terms of Greek philosophy, and specifically as interpreted by
the Middle Platonist school and the Stoics. Once again, Dodd provides an
excellent survey in his Interpretation 54-74, of which 65-74 present
Philo’s understanding of the divine Logos. From the Platonists, Philo
took the idea that this world (kéopos alobnTds) is the copy of a higher
world (k6opos vonTés), and from the Stoics (who recognized no such
supermundane existence) the idea that a rational principle within the
material world (0 ToD kdopou Mdyos) held it all together. Then, taking
from Judaism the doctrine that God created the world by his Word (Gen
1; Ps 32.6) and by his Wisdom (Wis 7.27), Philo suggested that just as a
human word is the outward expression of a human thought, so God’s
Logos is the expression of divine Wisdom. According to Philo, therefore,
there is a blueprint of creation (k6o pos vonT6s), analogous to the world
of Platonic Forms, in the mind or Wisdom of God; and when this is
projected over formless matter by the Word (the A\dyos mpodopLkds), the
material world is brought into being. See De Opificio Mundi 16-20. This
Logos is sometimes called the elkdv of God and even his TpoTdyovos
vlds (though the personalization is not to be taken literally). It acts as
God’s intermediary in history (as in the OT), and relays the truth of God
to individual souls. Here there is obviously an affinity of ideas with the
world of the Fourth Gospel, but in Philo, the Logos is never fully per-
sonal, certainly never incarnate, and never the object of faith or love.!

Neither Philo nor the Gnostics is able to supply a convincing back-
ground which will account for all the attributes with which, according to
John, the Logos of the Prologue is endowed: eternal, creator, sovereign
Lord of all history, light of humanity, and Word made flesh. The OT, by
contrast, can express all these attributes with the term ‘the Word of our

 The texts cited are to be found in The Nag Hammadi Library, 3rd completely
revised edition, Leiden, 1988, on 40, 43, 44, 122. The Trimorphic Protennoia is printed
on 511-22.

19 Thus Dodd, Interpretation, 73. For further details on the Logos in Philo, see the
writers listed in Schnackenburg I 261-63 = ETr 485-87.
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God’. To understand the term Logos in the Prologue, it is necessary only
to study the meaning of the term in the OT, both Greek and Hebrew,
and—we may now add—in the Aramaic translations too. Even if these
Targums do not predate the Fourth Gospel, they are the best guide we
possess to the Aramaic tradition in which John’s Gospel was first formed.
It is therefore on the basis of this background that the meaning of the
term Logos has been expounded in the body of the commentary, particu-
larly under vv. 1 and 14.

At the beginning of the Prologue, the central figure in the Fourth
Gospel is introduced as the Logos. After the statement of the fact of the
incarnation (Jn 1.14), the title is never used again. Instead, the evangelist
writes only of Jesus, who ‘embodies’ the Logos in his flesh, to such an
extent that death itself does not separate the Logos from his earthly body.
John’s narrative of the burial refers four times to ‘the body of Jesus’ (170
odpa Tob 'Inood, 19.38 [x2], 40; 20.12), which in the end is identified
with ‘Jesus’ (19.42, ékel obv...€0nkav TOV "Inoodv). The climax of the
Gospel then turns into a triumphant affirmation that the once torn and
bleeding body which was crucified now lives again, its wounds not closed
but glorified (Jn 20.20, and 24-29). Ut in perpetuum victoriae suae
circumferat triumphum." Nothing could be further from the Gnostic idea
of a heaven-sent redeemer come to release human souls from imprison-
ment in the flesh and to lead them to a non-material, purely spiritual
home.

And nothing could be closer to the traditions of Israel as embodied in
the OT. There the Word of God is from the beginning creative (Gen 1
etc.) and the provident Saviour of God’s people for the future good of all
the human race (Isa 40-55). The sense of Jn 1.14 is that all that had previ-
ously been true of the Word and Wisdom of God in the OT is from a
particular moment in time, the moment of the incarnation, embodied in
Jesus of Nazareth, Jesus the Christ. Compare Heb 1.1.

The Fourth Gospel (like Matthew’s) contains no narrative record of
Christ’s ascension. There are allusions to an ascension in the sense of an
exaltation (e.g. Jn 3.13; 6.62; 20.17), but not in the sense of a departure
and separation from his own (not even in 20.17). As in Mt 28.20, the
narrative ends with Jesus still on stage, still facing and addressing all
future ages. John 20.29 closes the book with Jesus proclaiming, ‘Blessed
are those who have not seen and yet have come to believe’, Jn 21.23 with
him declaring ‘If I wish him to remain until I come, what is that to you?’
Both endings express the same truth, that ‘the Word of our God abides
for ever’ (Isa 40.8), publishing its message thereafter through the Church
to the world in every age.

In calling Jesus the Word made flesh, the evangelist was equating him
with the Memra, and thus with everything that term implies.'? In so doing,

"1 Bede, In Lucam V1, on Lk 24.40.
12 See pp. 8-9, and the comment under 1.14b, on pp. 54-57.
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he had chosen from Israel’s tradition the perfect formulation for pre-
senting the distinctively Christian teaching to Judaism, in a context which
Judaism could well understand. At the same time, by employing the
Greek term Logos, he was presenting Jesus as the Saviour to all ‘the
Greeks’ (cf. Jn 12.21) who sincerely sought the truth about God amid the
perplexing world of Hellenistic religions.



EXCURSUS III

THE MEANING OF MONOI'ENHX IN JOHN 1.14, 18

English Versions of jLovoyevots mapd maTpog

AV =KIJV (1611)

Douay-Ch. (1749)

RV (1881)

RVme

RSV (1952)

NRSV (1989)

NEB (Ist ed., 1961;
2nd ed., 1970)

REB (1989)

NIV (1978)

NIvme

NAB (1986)

TEV = GNB (1966)

TNT =BFBS (1973)

IB (1966)

NJB (1985)

Weymouth (1902)

Moffatt (1913)

Torrey (1933)

Knox (1945)

Williams (1952)

Kleist (1954)

Phillips (1960)

Barclay (1968)

as of the only begotten of the Father

as it were of the only begotten of the Father
as of the only begotten from the Father

as of an only begotten from a father

as of the only Son from the Father

as of a father’s only son

as befits the Father’s only Son

as befits the Father’s only Son

of the one and only [Son] who came from the Father
of the Only Begotten who came from the Father

as of the Father’s only Son

which he received as the Father’s only Son

such as belongs to the Father’s only Son

that is his as the only Son of the Father

that he has from the Father as only Son of the Father
as of the Father’s only Son, sent from His presence
such as an only son enjoys from his father

as of an only son, bestowed by a father

such as belongs to the Father’s only-begotten Son
of the only Son from the Father

such as befits to the Father’s only-begotten Son

as of a father’s only son

which an only son receives from his father

These versions have been widely used or influential.

The Problem

(1) The three pre-1901 versions (AV, RV and Douai-Challoner) have
only begotten, which the twentieth-century ones (with the exception of
Knox, Kleist, and NIV [and NIV™¢]) have replaced with only Son.

(2) What a minority of the Revisers were striving for in 1881, namely, the
reading in RVme ! has found approval only from Torrey, Philips, Barclay

! “The marginal reading stood in the text in the First Revision. It is one among very many
places where a conservative minority damaged the work by the operation of the two-
thirds rule’ (J. H. Moulton, in MHT I 83 fn. 1).
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and NRSV: otherwise maTpds is always translated as if it had the article,
and in addition referred, by capitalization, to [God] the Father.

(3) Apart from the agreements between NEB and REB, and between
Phillips and NRSV, no two versions are identical. The translators, con-
cerned to catch the nuances of &s and mapd, seem to have been less
anxious about the anarthrous maTpds, and agreed on the interpretation of
HLOVOYEVNS.

(4) The purpose of this Excursus is to question whether it is certain that
povoyeviis means, in Jn 1.14, ‘an only [or: only-begotten] son’. All the
above versions (even NIV) consider that the idea of sonship is implied in
the adjective. This was until around 1980 the common opinion of exposi-
tors, vigorously presented by F. Biichsel in TWNT IV (1942), 745-50,
particularly on 745, fn. 6 and 7497-!1; so also de la Potterie (Vérité, 181-
91), Barrett, 2nd ed., 166, Dahms, 222-32, and Theobald. The meaning
unique, however, preferred by Winter, D. Moody Smith, Fitzmyer and
Pendrick, appears to be gaining more support.

The Lexical Data

(1) povoyevnis occurs nine times in the NT.

(a) In Lk 7.12; 8.42; 9.38, it refers to an only child, and is always
translated in the Latin versions as unicus (—a), not unigenitus (—a): that is,
it could refer to an only surviving child.

(b) In Heb 11.17 the Vg gives ‘et unigenitum offerebat qui susceperat
repromissiones’, the VL, ‘et unicum’. Strictly speaking, both unicum and
unigenitum are equally incorrect, since Isaac was not the only-begotten of
Abraham: Ishmael was alive (note Gen 17.18; and the lovely midrash in
Sanhedrin 89b). The usual (and surely correct) explanation is that Isaac
was the only-born of Sarah, through whom the promise was to be fulfilled
(Gen 17.19), and therefore the only son as far as the promises went. So
Theophylactus, cited in Westcott, Hebrews, 366: TS 8¢ [Lovoyevns nv
Toadak dmovye kal TOV "Iopan\ elxe; dAN doov kaTa TOV €may-
vellas Aoyov povoyevns. The sense of povoyevrs in Heb 11.17 is
therefore ‘this particular child, who was in a class by himself* (because of
the divine promise; see Heb 11.18, citing Gen 21.12).

(c) In the other five NT references, Jn 1.14.18; 3.16.18, and 1 Jn 4.9, the
Vg always renders unigenitus, but whether only-begotten or only son is a
correct rendering of all five Johannine texts is the point under discussion.
The VL reads unicus in more than one of these texts (see below), and it
will not be forgotten that nowhere else in the NT is Jesus called
HLovoyevis.
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(2) The meaning of povoyevis in the OT.

(a) In the MT, the word 71 (yahid) occurs eight times with the meaning
an only child (Gen 22.2, 12, 16; Judg 11.34 [explicit]; Amos 8.11; Jer
6.26; Zech 12. 10; Prov 4.3). In seven of these texts, the LXX translates it
as ayaﬂnTog The only exception is Judg 11 34 where A has Kal av‘rn
LOVOYEVT|S AUTH ayarrn‘rn Kal ovK eo‘rw av'ro) Tr)\nv av‘rng ULog 1
Gvya'rnp, and B, kal v al uovoyevn , OUK Y a¥TQ €TEPOS VIOS
7 BuydTnp. Th1s is the only instance in the LXX where 7m (yvahid) is
translated by povoyeviis, and it is notoriously difficult to discern what
was the original LXX of Judges.

The Targums render all the above eight texts with the same root
T (yahid), meaning only, single, individual (cf. Jastrow). The Vg too,
translating from the Hebrew, renders all eight texts by unigenitus [-a].
The VL, however, following the LXX, gives dilectum, dilectissimo,
amantissimum in Genesis, dilectus in Amos and Jeremiah; in Jdg 11.34 it
has unica, in Zech 12.10 charissimum, and Prov 4.3 is lacking.2

(b) The word povoyeviis appears in Tob 3.15; 6.10, [11,] 14 [15 S: not
BAJ; 8.17 [800 povoyevels]; Wis 7.22 and Bar 4.16 [Codd. A&V: BS
read povnv]. In every case, both Vg and VL translate by unicus [-a].

(c) The texts just given under (a) and (b) list all the occurrences of
povoyevrs in the LXX. It is clear therefore (i) that the early Latin trans-
lators understood povoyevns, wherever it is found in the LXX, as
meaning unicus; and (ii) that the real problem is to find out why the LXX
translators did not render 7'M (yahid) by a word meaning only-begotten
or only-born, but by a word meaning dearly beloved.’

(d) Delitzsch suggests* that in Gen 22.2 the LXX must have read 777
(vedideka), but this suggestion, though it might account for a similar
misreading at 22.12 and 16, can hardly extend to all the other texts as
well. Hence, given that the fundamental meaning of the Hebrew root 71
is not so much 7o be alone as to be united, the LXX translators may well
have understood 7' (yahid) as meaning uniquely cherished. This would
have been all the more likely if they did not know of an exact Greek word
(other than pévos) to denote an only child.

(3) The meaning of povoyevis in non-biblical Greek.
(a) LSJ gives ‘the only member of a kin or kind: hence, generally, only,
single, mals Hes. Op. 376, Hdt. 7.221, cf. Ev. Jo. 1.14..." etc. The word

2 According to B. Fischer (for Genesis) and P. Sabatier, Bibliorum Sacrorum, Cyprian
once has unicum for Gen 22.2 (Test. Il 15: CSEL III 127).

3 The translations in the Targums and the Vg are of course much later, and may for our
purposes be disregarded.

4 New Commentary on Genesis, Edinburgh, 1889, 1I 86.
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may be either a qualifying adjective with a noun (e.g. Tals) as above, or
may stand alone, 51gn1fy1ng an only child: so Hesiod, Theogony 426,
ovd’, 6TL uovvoyevng nooov Bea éppope Tipfs. But its first and
fundamental meaning is unique, the clearest example of which occurs in
Plato, Timaeus 31b: obTe 800 oUT’ dmelpovs émoinoev O TOLGV
kdoovs, AN’ €ls G8e pLovoyerns olpavos yeyovns €oTLy Kal €T
€oTat.

(b) Indeed, so certain is this primary sense that Dodd in 1952 felt con-
strained to argue that ‘one who is povoyevr|s relatively to a TaTnp can
be no other than the only son, although povoyeviis (from pdéros and
v€évos) does not mean (at this period [i.e. NT times] at any rate) “only-
begotten” (povoyévvnTos), but “alone of his kind”, “unique”’ (Inter-
pretation, 305 fn. 1).

However, the etymologically flawless formation povoyévvntos, and
equally povoyévnTos, figure nowhere in LSJ or the PGL, and (what
Dodd could not have known) are nowhere to be found in the early Greek
Christian writers of the first four centuries. A computer survey of TLG
gave anil return for Irenaeus, Clement of Alexandria, Origen, Didymus,
Athanasius, Basil, Gregory of Nazianus, Gregory of Nyssa, Cyril of
Jerusalem, Chrysostom, and also John of Damascus. It is safe to say that
povoyévvnTtos and povoyévnTos did not exist, and that povoyevyjs, the
primary meaning of which is unique, alone of its kind, would therefore
have been used to denote an only child.

(¢) The word povoyevnis does not, however, occur in Philo (cf. TWNT IV
747 fn. 9). In Josephus, it is found only in Ant. 1 222 and V 264, the
former being a retelling of Gen 22.2, where it qualifies ‘Isaac’, and the
latter of Jdg 11.34, where it qualifies ‘daughter’.

(d) The only instance in the Apostolic Fathers (cf. Kraft, CPA) is in
1 Clem 2521, with reference to the phoenix: ToUTo povoyeves
vmdpxov (f étn mevtakdora. J. B. Lightfoot comments (Clement 11
87): ¢ “alone of its kind”. This epithet is applied to the phoenix also in
Origen, Cyril and Apost. Const. v.7’, the last reference being ‘evidently
founded on this passage of Clement’, so that it must have been
understood in this same sense.

(e) Two texts in the Greek Apologists are relevant (cf. D. Ruiz Bueno,
PAG, with its splendid index).

(1) Aristides, Apology 15.3 (ca. 135?): yLyvdokovotl yap TOv Bedv
kTloTY Kkal Snpiovpydr TOV amdvtov €v uld povoyevel kal
mretpaTt ayle kal d\lov 8edov TANY ToUTou ov oéBovTal. Since
Aristides is here addressing the Emperor Hadrian, the most appropriate
rendering would be ‘in a son who is quite unique, and in a holy spirit’.
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(i1) Justin, Dialogue 98.5; 105.1, 2 (ca. 155-165). Three times in 98.5
and 105.1.2 we find Ps 21[22]. 21 quoted, where uovoyevng means
soul’ But another part of 105.1 reads Movoyevng vap OTL v T®
‘IT(lTpL TOV o)\wv oUTOS, 18{ws €€ aiTod Aéyos kal SUV(ng YeYEV-
vnpévos, kal VoTepor dvbpntos Sud THs Tapbévov yevdpevos... It
is certain that povoyevns is here used by Justin of the pre-Incarnate
Word.

(f) To these one may add the Martyrdom of Polycarp 20.2 (ca. 156): Sia
Tob povoyevods matdods avtol ’Incob XpioTob, and the Epistle to
Diognetus 10 (at the latest, 150-200): dméoTelhe TOV viOV avTOD TOV
povoyevh) which is probably a quotation from 1 Jn 4.9 (cf. Lightfoot,
AF 498).

(g) Around A.D. 150, the Valentinians were beginning to use the term
Monogenes as a designation for their acon Nous, and drawing a sharp
distinction between the Monogenes and the historical Jesus. It was
possibly for this reason that the term povoyeviis was introduced, ca.
160-180, into the credal questions that lie at the origin of the Old Roman
Creed, for its use in Christian writings before Irenaeus is (see above) rare
(so J. N. D. Kelly, Early Christian Creeds, 142). It is certain that after
Irenaeus the term is used both of the pre-Incarnate and of the Incarnate
Word with the meaning ‘only-begotten’. The problem is to discern how
far back this meaning ‘only-begotten’ goes. The three texts cited above in
(e)(ii) and in (f) seem to clamour for the meaning ‘only-begotten’, and for
this meaning only; but all three appear to belong to the second half of the
second century.

Towards a Resolution of the Problem

(a) The Western Creeds
It was probably ca. 200-250 that the Roman Creed came to be used in
Latin. The words TOv viov TOV povoyevi] were translated as filium eius
unicum (i.e. not unigenitum), a rendering which has prevailed up to the
present day. So too virtually all other Western Creeds (Milan, Ravenna,
Aquileia, Carthage, Spain, Ireland) have unicum [-0]; only in southern
Gaul and Alemannia, from ca. 500 to ca. 800, do we encounter uni-
genitum (see DS 10-36; 25-27 for the variant).

Almost all these Western Creeds read textually ‘Et in Iesum Christum
Filium eius unicum Dominum nostrum’, and immediately afterwards
(with slight textual variations) ‘qui conceptus est de Spiritu Sancto et
natus ex Maria virgine’. Thus filium eius unicum, meaning his only son, is
used to refer not to the pre-Incarnate Word within the Holy Trinity, but to
the historical figure, Jesus Christ, the one and only Son of God, who was
conceived of the Holy Spirit and born of Mary the virgin. If this
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represents the understanding of povoyevt| in the baptismal liturgy of
Rome ca. 220, may this not have been the interpretation accepted earlier?
That is to say, povoyevis was not used to denote the Word as co-
eternal, but to describe the Word as made flesh by stressing how unique
he is among all members of the human race.

Some measure of support for this view may be found in the early Latin
writers. (a) Tertullian, in adv. Prax. XV.6, has ‘tanquam unigeniti’ and
(for 1.18) ‘unigenitus filius’ (CCSG 2.11793340-41) but shortly afterwards,
in XXI.3, writes: ‘Huius gloria visa est tanquam unici a Patre, non
tanquam Patris, praecedit enim: Deum nemo vidit unquam. Hic unicus
sinum Patris disservit...” (CCSG 2.119416-19). As these are the only three
relevant references in his writings, it is legitimate to wonder whether
some scribe has not harmonized the biblical text to make it match the Vg:
there are only four MSS of the adv. Praxean, two of the eleventh century,
one of the fifteenth, and one now lost (see CCSG introduction). (b)
Cyprian also, in Test. 1.7 and I11.31, reads unici, not unigeniti, at Jn 3.18;
and the De rebaptismate 13 similarly has unicum not unigenitum at Jn
3.16 (CSEL III 453; 144¢; Appendix 867). (¢) Lucifer of Cagliari, that
treasure-trove of quotations from the VL, offers unicum for Jn 3.16,18
and for 1 Jn 4.9 (De s. Athan. 11 232530 and 164, in CCSL 8. 116; 105).

(b) The Eastern Creeds

The earliest Eastern Creed, that of Eusebius of Caesarea, reads: kal els
&va kipLov ‘Incodv XpLoTdr, Tov Tod Ocod Mdyov, Ocdv €k OcoD,
bos €K d)w'rég (:mf]v €K Cofs, iév povoyevi, Trpw'ré'rOKOV Tdons
KTLO'E(J)S ‘ITpO ‘ITCU/TLUV TOV aldvor €k Tod TaTpds yeyevvnuévov, 8L
ov KaL eyeve-ro TA TAVTA KTA. (DS 40) So also the Nicene Creed Kal
els €éva kipiov ’Inoodv XpioTéy, TOv viov Tob Ocol, ék Tob
IMaTpds povoyevn yevvnBévtad, TouvTéoTv €k TS 01’)0(0{9 Tob
IMaTtpos, Oedv ék Ocod, dpds €k dwTds, Ocdv AANBLYOY ék BOcod
axndwod, wpd TdvTev TOV aldror ék Tob maTpds, yevvndévTa o
monBévTa, opoovaLor TG TaTpl, 8L’ ob kal Td TdvTa éyéveTo, Td
Te €v oUpav kal Tda év 11 Y7 kTA. (DS 125). Similarly, the traditional
reformulation at Constantinople: kal €ls éva kipLov Incotv XpLoTév,
TOV VIOV TOoD Oeod TOV povoyev, TOV ék 1o ITaTpos yevvnhevta
Tp0 TdvTOV TOV a’tu’wow bos €k c])ofrég, Oeov d)\nGLvév €k Oeod
aknewov yewn@ev*ra ov TrOLnGEV'ra &k Tod TaTpds, OpoovoLor TH
maTpl, 8" oU Ta TdvTa éyéveTo (DS 150). All the Greek Creeds dwell
upon the eternal generation of the Son before creation (DS 40-61), so that
in them povoyevns is quite naturally and correctly interpreted as refer-
ring to this unique generation from eternity from the Father. Thus, for
example Cyr11 of | Jerusalem €va 8¢ Myopev KUQLOV ’Inoovv XpLO’TOV
Lva uovoyevng n 1 viétns (Cat X 3), and Yiov uovoyevn, a8€)\d>ov
E‘repov ovx éxovTa, dLa 'rov-ro yap KAAELTAL uovoyevng 6T els TO
Ths 6edtnTos délwpa kal TN ék TaTpos yévinoww adehdov oty
éxel (XI2).
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Conclusion

It is thus not absurd to suggest that the meaning of povoyeviis inJn 1.14
is not only-begotten, or even only son, but rather quite unique, in a class
of his own. This is the starting-point of the revelation in the Fourth
Gospel, from which the nature of the Father and of Jesus’ Sonship is
gradually disclosed. The revelation begins with an assertion of the
uniqueness of the historical Jesus, and then proceeds to affirm the truth of
what he disclosed about the nature of God (vv. 16-18).5 So too the earliest
professions of faith, whether in Greek or Latin, require the candidate for
baptism to affirm the unique excellence of Jesus as man. It was only
when the need arose to formulate an unambiguous affirmation of his full
divinity that the term povoyevis was applied to his eternal generation
from the Father, long after the Fourth Gospel was written.

5> See also G. Pendrick ‘MONOTENHZ’, NTS 41 (1995), 587-600. With a wealth of
classical examples he reaches the same conclusion, in favour of the meaning unique, by
a somewhat different route. The argument was also presented, with an application to
German renderings, in Von der Suche nach Gott (F'S Helmut Riedlinger), Stuttgart-Bad
Canstatt, 1998, ‘Vom Sinn des povoyeviis inJoh 1.14,18’, 339-49.



EXCURSUS IV

LONGER NOTES OF TEXTUAL CRITICISM

The Punctuation of John 1.3-4!

Of the two ways of punctuating vv. 3-4, the first places a full point at the
end of v. 3, after 6 yéyovev, whereas the second places a full point after
o0d¢ €v, and takes the words O yéyovev as the initial words of the
sentence in v. 4.

EyéveTto ovde €V O yéyovev. v albTd Con M.

Thus the Textus Receptus. This was the division presented in the first
printed editions of the Greek NT, namely, Erasmus’ NT (1516), and
Ximenes’ Complutensian Polyglot (printed 1514, published 1522).
Stephanus, in his first three editions (1546, 1549, 1550) followed them,
and when, in his fourth edition (1551), he introduced the division of
chapters into verses, he naturally placed the verse ending, in accordance
with the punctuation, after yéyovev. So the division between 3 and 4
was consolidated, and this punctuation became generally accepted, espe-
cially through the editions of the brothers Elzevier (1624 [1st ed.], 1633
[2nd ed.]—the latter being the first to claim the sobriquet Textus Recep-
tus). Even after the dethronement of the Textus Receptus in the mid-
nineteenth century, this punctuation was retained by Tischendorf in his
first seven editions (1841-1859), by B. Weiss (1894—1900), Souter (1910
[Isted.], 1947 [2nd ed.]),> Vogels (1920 [1st ed.], 1922 [2nd ed.]), Merk
(1933), and Bover (1943) plus Nestle, editions 1-25 (1898-1963). For
centuries translators followed this reading, in the AV =KJV, RV, ASV,
RSV (1946), NIV (1973), and—somewhat surprisingly—in the REB
(1989).

9 / K @ K ’ o ’ 9 K ~ \ 3
€YEVETO 0UBE €V (or: OUBEV). O YEYoVeEY €V avTh Lo NV.
The second part here may of course be construed in two ways,

citheras  (a) 8 yéyovev / év alr Lum fv.
or as (b) 6 yéyovev év altd // Lo Ov.

! The basic article assembling all the detail is by K. Aland, ‘Eine Untersuchung zu
Joh 1.3-4°, ZNW 59 (1968), 174-209. See also the comprehensive study by Ed. L. Miller,
Salvation History in the Prologue of John: The Significance of John 1.3-4, NovTSup 60,
Leiden, 1989.

2 But it should not be forgotten that Souter was supplying the Greek text underlying
the RV of 1881.
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One or other of these alternatives must be chosen in order to interpret and
to translate reading 2 at all.

According to K. Aland, the first editor to propose this reading in
modern times was E. Barton (Oxford, 1831). He was followed by Lach-
mann (1837), Tischendorf (ed. 8a, 1869), Tregelles (1870), Westcott-Hort
(1881), von Soden (1913), Vogels (°1949), Kilpatrick in 2BFBS (1958),
the Greek NT for Translators (1960), Tasker (1964), the UBS (1966) and
NA26 (1979) and NA?7 (1993). The growing preference for this reading
during the second half of the twentieth century is reflected in the number
of translations which adopt it: Bible de Jérusalem (1958), NEB (1961 [1st
ed.], 1970 [2nd ed.]), NAB (1970), Translator’s NT (1973). NRSV
(1989).3 This is also the punctuation of the Sixtine Vulgate (‘sine ipso
factum est nihil: quod factum est in ipso vita erat’) and of Wordsworth—
White; the Clementine, however, reads, with studied ambiguity, ‘factum
est nihil, quod factum est, in ipso vita erat’, an ambiguity which, unfortu-
nately, later printers of the Latin Bible (the so-called Sixto-Clementine
Vulgate) did not always preserve.*

(a) The external witness of the Fathers, of the earlier uncials, and of P7,
is proof that though most later Greek MSS. of the Gospel favour reading
1, reading 2 is the more ancient interpretation of the text. The fullest
account of the Greek manuscript tradition is in Aland’s article, on pp.
187-90. Of 148 minuscules examined by him, 121 have reading 1, though
two of these (885 and 1814) are fifteenth-century commentaries which
on this point diverge from the lemma of their text, which is 2. Of the
remaining 27 minuscules, only five read 2, one from the twelfth century
(850) and four from the fifteenth (149 880 1820 2129—2129 reading [ii]
[a]). Of the 22 others, 17 place a punctuation mark both after 008év, and
after 0 yéyovev, so that it is possible to construe the text either as 1 or as
2. The remaining five are very confused, but all have a full point after
vévyovev. Thus the later Greek manuscript tradition is overwhelmingly in
favour of reading 1.

The witness of the uncials, however, points in a different direction.
Aland prints out a complete list, with the punctuation of the lemma in
each of 33 manuscripts clearly indicated (pp. 189-90). The early uncials
Poe B 8* A have no division between the words at this point, only scrip-
tio continua, and must therefore be left out of consideration. However,

31t is also true to say that before 1950, nearly all commentators followed Reading 1
(exceptions are Westcott, Loisy, Bernard, Gichter, Bultmann, Hoskyns—Davey), and that
since 1950 an ever-increasing number of commentators has argued in favour of 2
(notably Roman Catholic scholars, such as Boismard, Lacan, Lamarche, de la Potterie,
R. E. Brown, van den Bussche, and Zimmermann).

4 The simplest and surest way of checking the various readings of the ‘official’
printed texts of the Vulgate is to consult Biblia Sacra Vulgatae editionis Sixti V ...et
Clementis VIII auctoritate edita... edidit Michael Hetzenauer, 3a ed., Regensburg, 1929.
On Jn 1.3-4, see Hetzenauer’s long note on 1264.



106 JOHN 14

the first uncials to contain punctuation, P7>¢ (early third century), C (fifth
century), and D (fifth to sixth centuries) testify unambiguously to reading
2 (with the corrector of C making it more precise as 2 [b]). Thereafter,
however, from the turn of the sixth and seventh centuries, the uncials,
now regularly punctuated, nearly all join with the minuscules to support
reading 1. Thus EF GHS V W W O etc., with reading 2 attested only in
Wseee L, 050* 014 1. Taking this evidence in conjunction with that of the
minuscules, it would appear that the construction ‘That which was made
in him was life’ represents the early interpretation of the text, and that the
alternative, reading 1 (‘...was made nothing that was made’) began to
replace it in the Greek manuscripts at some time in the sixth century. The
fact that 2 represents the more ancient understanding of the words is
further supported by the evidence of Tatian’s Diatessaron, of the Old
Syriac (sy¢; sy is here missing), of the Coptic Sahidic, and of the Old
Latin tradition; indeed, according to F. C. Burkitt,’ this is also the correct
reading of the Peshitta.

The strongest argument, however, in favour of reading 2 is that until
around A.D. 300 all the Christian writers and all the heretics without
exception understood the text in this way. Thus all the second-century
Gnostics (who punctuate as in 2 [b], ‘quod factum est in ipso, vita erat’),s
and Irenaeus in his polemic against them; thus Tertullian and Hippolytus,
Clement of Alexandria and Origen.” Indeed, the two most powerful
arguments in favour of reading 2 are that Irenaeus, who cites the text ten
times (I 8:5;9; 21:1; 11 2:5; 111 8:3; 11:8; 21:10; IV 32:1; V 18:2; Dem.
43) seems quite unaware of any other understanding of the words, for the
first interpretation, had he known of'it, would have been a crushing retort
to his adversaries. Origen also, who customarily lists all conceivable
interpretations, and who (/n loannem. 11 13-14: SC 120, pp. 214-17)
castigates Heracleon for not observing the significance of the presence
and absence of the definite article before 6eds in Jn 1.1, is equally
unaware of any construction other than 2. A full list of writers supporting
2 is given in UBS.® One may add that reading 2 was the usual inter-
pretation accepted by all the Latin writers of the Middle Ages, following
Augustine.’

3 JTS 4 (1903), 436-38.

% On the Gnostic interpretation of this verse, see the masterly study by A. Orbe, En
los albores de la exegesis iohannea = Estudios Valentinianos I1.

7 The references to Irenaeus, Tertullian, Clement and Origen may be found in K.
Aland, ZNW 59 (1968), 190-94, and those to Hippolytus on 195-96.

8 For a detailed defence of Reading 2, see Miller, Salvation History, 17-44.

° This can be very clearly seen in Thomas Aquinas’s handbook of patristic quota-
tions, completed in 1267, entitled Catena Aurea in Quattuor Evangelia: In loannem 1,7
(vol. 2: Turin, 1953, 332-33).
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The internal evidence does not prove that reading 1 is certainly that
intended by the evangelist. The fact that reading 2 is the more ancient
interpretation of the text does not, of course, prove that this was the
meaning intended by the original writer, or the evangelist. Barrett, while
disclaiming any certainty, presents succinctly the internal arguments in
favour of reading 1. He writes that this reading ‘gives a better parallel
structure to the clause because 008¢ €v is a frequent sentence ending
when greater emphasis than a simple 008¢év is required (e.g. Josephus,
Ant. VI 266), and because after o08¢ €v, wv (rather than 0) yéyovev
would be expected. [Neither] of these reasons is convincing, and against
them may be set (1) John’s very frequent use of €v at the beginning of a
sentence; (2) his frequent repetitiousness (nothing was made that has
been made; cf. e.g. vv. 1ff.); (3) such passages as 5.26, 39; 6.53, which
give a similar sense; (4) the fact that it makes much better, and more
Johannine sense to say that in the Word was life, than to say that the
created universe was life in him, and that this life was the light of men.
The alternative ways of rendering (That which came into being—in it the
Word was life; That which came into being—in the Word was its life) are
almost impossibly clumsy. After a detailed discussion, Schnackenburg
comes to the same conclusion.’'

If, however, 6 yéyovev refers to something other than the making of
the material creation, these objections may not hold.

Was the Original Reading of the Verb in 1.12
Singular or Plural?

The controversy on whether the verb in Jn 1.12 should be read in the
singular, éyevvn0n, dates back to Tertullian.!! The UBS edition lists the
manuscript evidence, and its editors rate the plural as virtually certain
{A}. ‘It appeared to the Committee that, on the basis of the overwhelm-
ing consensus of all Greek manuscripts, the plural must be adopted, a
reading which, moreover, is in accord with the characteristic teaching of
John. The singular number may have arisen either from a desire to make
the Fourth Gospel allude explicitly to the virgin birth or from the
influence of the singular number of the immediately preceding avT00.’
The majority of scholars agree, and the first translation bold enough to

10 For a fuller discussion, see Miller, Salvation History, 18-27.

' The most comprehensive study of this reading is J. Galot, Etre né de Dieu (Jean
1.13), Analecta Biblica37, Rome, 1969, which has an excellent bibliography to that date.
Also worth consulting are: F.-M. Braun, ‘ “Qui ex Deo natus est” (Jean 1.13)’, in Aux
Sources de la Tradition chrétienne (Mélanges offerts a M. Maurice Goguel), Paris, 1950,
11-31, and A. Houssiau, ‘Le milieu théologique de la legon éyevvidn’, in Sacra Pagina
11, BETL 13, Paris-Gembloux, 1959, 169-88. The main arguments are summarized in
J. McHugh, The Mother of Jesus in the New Testament, London, 1975, 255-68.
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emend was that by D. Mollat in the Bible de Jérusalem (1953).2 Yet an
imposing group of twentieth-century writers (including more Protestants
than Roman Catholics) have pronounced themselves in favour of the
singular as the original reading of the text."

(a) All the Greek manuscripts without exception read the plural, as do
all the ancient versions. The singular is found only in one Old Latin MS.
(Codex Veronensis b, fifth century), in an eleventh-century Lectionary
from Toledo whose authorship is attributed to Hildefonsus (657-667)
(both of which have natus est), and in the Curetonian Syriac. (The last-
named, however, has the antecedent relative pronoun in the plural, so that
the literal translation would be ‘those who...was born of God’. The
confusion reappears in six MSS of the Peshitta, dating from the fifth to
the tenth century)

(b) Direct patristic evidence for the singular, explicitly rejecting the
plural, is limited to Tertullian,'* who may have adopted this reading from
Irenaeus.'s Other evidence is indirect, and sparse. The Epistle of the
Apostles 3 (ca. 140—180) appears to allude to this text.'¢ Irenaeus on four
or five occasions appears to presuppose the singular, or at least to show
signs of acquaintance with it.”” Ambrose and Augustine, who sometimes

12 And in the one-volume edition of 1956. The plural replaced it in the (English) NJB
(1985), but the French version still retains the singular.

13 Among those who favour the singular are A. Resch, F. Blass, A. von Harnack
(with qualifications), Th. Zahn, R. Seeberg, C. F. Burney, F. Biichsel, M.-E. Boismard,
F. M. Braun, D. Mollat (references to these in Galot, 5-6).

14 “Quid est ergo non ex sanguine nec carnis voluntate nec ex viri, sed ex deo natus
est ? Hoc quidem capitulo ego potius utar, cum adulteratores eius obduxero. Sic enim
scriptum esse contendunt: “Non ex sanguine nec carnis voluntate nec ex viri, sed ex deo
nati sunt”, quasi supra dictos credentes in nomine eius designet.” These lines from De
carne Christi 19.1, are Tertullian’s only reference to Jn 1.13, apart from a passing
mention in 24.2 of the same work (‘Et non ex sanguine nec carnis voluntate nec ex viri,
sed ex deo natus est Hebion respondit’, i.e. he replies to Ebion that...). The two texts are
in CCSG 2.907; 915-16 = PL 2.784B and 791A.

15 De carne Christi was written around 212. In his Adv. Valentinianos 5,1, written
between 208 and 211, Tertullian names Irenaeus as one of his sources ‘quos optaverim
sequi’ (CCSG 2.756 = PL 2.548-49).

16 The exact date and place of its composition are uncertain, but all are agreed that it
was written at the outside between A.D. 140 and 210, probably between 140 and 180.
Egypt, Palestine, Syria and Asia Minor have all been proposed as the place of origin.
Chapter 3 is extant only in Ethiopic, and translates as: ‘we believe that the word which
became flesh through the holy virgin Mary...was born not by the lust of the flesh but by
the will of God’ (see Elliott ANT 559; James ANT 486; NTA 1 193).

17 The texts are: (1) ‘non enim ex voluntate carnis, neque ex voluntate viri, sed ex
voluntate Dei, Verbum caro factum est’ (Adv. Haer. 111 17 1 =Harvey 11 83 = PG [16.2]
7.921-22 =SC 294); (2) ‘cognoscit autem illum, is cui Pater qui est in caelis revelavit ut
intelligat, quoniam is qui non ex voluntate carnis, neque ex voluntate viri natus est, filius
hominis, hic est Christus Filius Dei vivi’ (111 20 2 = Harvey I1 103 = PG [19.2] 7.940A =
SC 294); (3) perhaps also ‘circumscripsit igitur genitalia viri in promissione Scriptura:
imo vero nec commemoratur, quoniam non ex voluntate viri erat, qui nascebatur’ (111 26
1 = Harvey Il 117 = PG [21.5] 7.952A = SC 416); (4) ‘et propter hoc in fine non ex
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use the singular may well have been influenced, directly or indirectly, by
Tertullian.'s

(c) Yet the internal evidence in favour of the singular is strong. Galot
has argued the case at length, and it will be sufficient to summarize only
his most important arguments. (1) Why should such stress be placed on
the negative aspects of spiritual regeneration? It throws no light on the
nature of spiritual rebirth, and in no way prepares the reader for the
statement immediately following, that ‘The Word became flesh’. (2) How
can those who have already been begotten of God (v.13) be given the
power to become children of God? ‘We are so accustomed to reading the
plural that we no longer notice how bewildering it is, how difficult to
accept’ (Galot, 96). (3) On the other hand, if the singular be read, and
taken to refer to the earthly birth of Jesus, it is easy to explain the three-
fold negation as a triple affirmation of the virginal conception of Jesus
against its first opponents, probably Ebionites. Irenaeus in particular
never seems to have suspected that the text could bear any other meaning.
(4) The Fourth Gospel sometimes asserts that the Word made flesh gives
to those who believe in him the power to become or to share in what
Jesus himself already is par excellence (e.g. 11:25; 12.36; 14.12). Would
not this make excellent sense in 1.13?

There is thus a head-on collision between the arguments from external
and internal evidence. Braun argues that the witness of Irenaeus (and
perhaps Justin) should be preferred above all other external authorities,
inasmuch as they were closely linked with Ephesus.” Galot suggests?
(less convincingly) that an original singular was altered, some time
between 160 and 190, to a plural, when the text was applied to the spiri-
tual regeneration of believers; but are we to believe that not a single
Greek text remained untouched by the correction? Barrett suggests that
the reverse process may have been at work, namely, that John was
‘declaring that the birth of Christians, being bloodless and rooted in
God’s will alone, followed the pattern of Christ himself’.

Burney and Torrey have argued that the Fourth Gospel was originally
written in Aramaic, and even if their arguments are far from conclusive, a
case can be made that some parts of it were. If Jn 1.13-14 had been
written in Aramaic the copulative waw at the beginning of 14 could, by
dittography, have been repeated at the end of v.13, thereby turning an

voluntate carnis, neque ex voluntate viri, sed ex placito Patris manus eius vivum
perfecerunt hominem, uti fiat Adam secundum imaginem et similitudinem Dei’ (V 13 =
Harvey 113173 = PG [16.2] 7.1123B = SC 28); (5) possibly also the short remark ‘quod
enim ex Deo natum est, Deus est’ (I 8 5 =Harvey | 77 = PG 7.534B = SC 130).

'8 Augustine’s best-known text with the singular (Confessions VI19, 13 =PL 32.740-
41) understands the verse as referring to the eternal generation of the Word apud Patrem.
So also Loisy, 180-82. But in that case, would the threefold negation be necessary?

19 See F.-M. Braun, ‘“Qui ex Deo natus est” (Jean 1.13)’, in Aux Sources de la
Tradition chrétienne, 26-30.

20 Galot, 87-89.
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Aramaic singular (77778, >tyld) into a plural (751, >tyldw).2! This would
explain how the internal evidence can be all in favour of the singular,
while all the Greek MSS without exception (but not the Curetonian
Syriac!) have the plural. Furthermore, this might also explain why
Irenaeus took the reading to be singular. He could have been in contact
with a living tradition at Ephesus, or could have known an Aramaic or
Syriac version differing from that in our Greek manuscripts.?? This would
seem to be a reasonable explanation of all the data, but it is unlikely to
commend itself to many.

If the singular be read, then of course the relative ot at the beginning
of the verse has to be corrected to 0s, for which there is no evidence at all
(though D* and it* omit the relative altogether, leaving the sentence
unconnected with the preceding one). This objection would not hold
against the theory of an Aramaic original, where the singular and the
plural of the relative pronoun are the same. If the singular be read, then
the sense is that the Word gave the power to become children of God to
those who believe in the name of ‘the one who was born as a result not of
the union of blood-streams, nor through any carnal desire, nor through the
desire of a husband, but of God.’

A Note on the Text of 1.18b

The text of 18b is much debated. UBS gives the preference to povoyevis
Beds, on the ground that it has earlier and better support among the Greek
MSS of the Gospel (although o . 6. is far better attested among the early
Fathers); it places second povoyevns vids, which is the most widely
attested among the MSS, versions and Fathers; and last, 6 povoyevis.
The UBS Committee gave their choice a {B} rating, with A. Wikgren
emphatically dissenting, ‘At least a D decision would be preferable’. The
fullest information is still that in Tischendorf 8a (he strongly prefers o .
v.), the longest dissertation that in F. J. A. Hort, Two Dissertations, 1876,
1-72. Zahn, 2nd ed., 703-708 = 5th ed., 714-19 and also Lagrange 26-28
discuss the matter at length. Schnackenburg and Barrett comment that
the sense is substantially unaltered whether one reads 6 povoyevns 0eds
or 0 povoyevns uids (both prefer the former, not least because of
Poe.75). This may well account for the paucity of periodical literature on
the topic.”®> The main arguments that come under consideration are as
follows:

21 Le. reading 8 w708 and writing 870N,

22 <A point of some interest [lies in]...the repeated instances that Scriptural quotations
afford, of having been made by one who was as familiar with some Syriac version of the
New Testament, as with the Greek originals. Strange variae lectiones occur, which can
only be explained by referring to the Syriac version” (W. W. Harvey, the editor of S.
Irenaei...Libri Quinque adversus Haereses, Cambridge, 1857, I, Preface, 5.)

23 Malatesta (1920-65) lists none, Van Belle (1966-85) only one, D. A. Fennema
(‘John 1.18: “God, the Only Son”’, NTS 31 [1985], 124-35).
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(1) If one accepts o . 0. as the original text, it is easy to see why it was
altered to o |L. v., to distinguish the Son from the Father, to correspond
with maTpds in the same verse, and by assimilation to Jn 3.16, 18; 1 Jn
4.9. It is more difficult to say why vids should have been changed to
Beds (or rather YT to OF).

(2) ‘The anarthrous use of 8eds’ (cf. 1.1) appears to be more primitive.
There is no reason why the article should have been deleted, and when
vids supplanted Oe4s it would certainly have been added’ (TCGNT). But
if the original reading was povoyevns 0eds, without the article, why was
one inserted in MSS with this reading? If . 6. is taken as two separate
nouns (see TCGNT n.), it translates well as ‘three distinct designations of
him who makes God known’: ‘an only-begotten [or: an only]| Son, God,
who is in the bosom of the Father’.

(3) The most serious weakness in the case for [o] p. 0. is that its sup-
porting witnesses are overwhelmingly Alexandrian, and that one cannot
exclude the idea that doctrinal considerations may have led either to the
insertion of Oeds or to its substitution for vids.

(4) ‘The shortest reading, 0 povoyevis, while attractive because of
internal considerations, is too poorly attested for acceptance as the text’
(TCGNT). There are indeed formidable internal arguments for the opinion
that 0 Lovoyevis was the original text. (a) It would explain the intrusion
either of 0e6s or of vids, as clarifying nouns, at a quite early date, and of
their persistence afterwards. (b) It alone supplies a satisfactory explana-
tion of the two divergent readings. (c¢) In Excursus II1, it is suggested that
around A.D. 150, the Valentinians were beginning to use the term
Monogenes as a designation for their aeon Nous, and drawing a sharp
distinction between this Monogenes and the historical Jesus. It is there-
fore possible that in 1.18 an original povoyeviis was more closely
defined as 0eds or vids in the second half of that century. (d) If the
meaning ‘someone unique’ is accepted for povoyevis in 1.14, it would
have made excellent sense to repeat it here in 1.18, with the article.
(e) Even so, 6 povoyeviis might have become an embarrassment in
public or liturgical use by (say) the year 200, and have stood in need of
clarification. On these grounds, the present writer prefers to regard 6
povoyevrs as the original reading, and to understand it as ‘the unique
One, that unique individual’, referring to one visibly present on earth,
Jesus Christ.

(5) Burney offers a different explanation of the origin of the two diver-
gent readings (AOF G 40). He suggests that an original Aramaic 8778/7°m
(y€hid >elaha), in the construct, meaning ‘the only-begotten of God’ has
been misread as 8798 7 (yahidelaha), as an absolute, and so rendered
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‘the only-begotten God’. It is odd that he should have expressed his idea
in this manner, for his argument would have been more cogent had he
suggested that N77% 71 (unvocalized) had been misread as an absolute,
when it was originally a construct.

(6) Perhaps the simplest explanation of all is to take Burney’s idea one
step further. Suppose that at least this verse (with or without some others
in the Prologue) was originally written in Aramaic, and that the (unvocal-
ized) word written down was 871 (= yhyd), with the final aleph
denoting the absolute state, that is, equivalent to 6 povoyevrs. Suppose
that someone then misread the word as though the final aleph was an
abbreviation for X798 (>elah’a), meaning God, and translated it as povo-
vevns Beds. This would account for the fact that povoyevns 6eds
(without the article) is on balance the most anciently attested (P x* B
C* L) but that all the other Greek MSS (from P75 onwards) and Fathers
use the article, whether they read 6eds or vids.

Those who prefer to read povoyevns 8eds may like the accuracy of
‘the unique one, who is divine’ (The Translator’s NT, 1973, 452, attempt-
ing to represent as clearly as possible UBS); only the NAB is bold
enough to print a literal version, ‘the only Son, God’. Other translations
are ‘God’s only Son’ (NEB, REB), ‘the only Son’ (RSV) and ‘God the
only Son’ (NRSV), but the RSV alone makes clear what Greek text is
being translated. In the other three, the marginal notes are very confusing.



I

THE FIRST WEEK

1.19-2.12

That this section constitutes a literary unit is evident from the repetition
of TH} émadprov, on the next day, in Jn 1.29.35.43, indicating four con-
secutive days, to which the phrase in 2.1, TH) Yuépa T4 TpiTn, on the
third day, adds two more. The narrative is thereby set in the framework of
afirst ‘week’ in Jesus’ ministry.! The six days are marked out as follows:

Day 1 1.19-28 John’s witness about himself

Day 2 2.29-34 John’s witness about Jesus

Day 3 1.35-42 Three of John’s followers join Jesus
Day 4 1.43-51 Philip and Nathanael join Jesus
Day 6 2.1-12 The Wedding at Cana

A different arrangement is adopted here. The section is divided into three
parts, by putting the first two days together, and the third day with the
fourth. This results in two diptychs of approximately equal length, one
about the witness of John (1.19-34), the other about the calling of Jesus’
disciples (1.35-51), and a conclusion about the Wedding at Cana (2.1-12).

A. THE WITNESS OF JOHN THE BAPTIST (1.19-34)

The three Synoptics begin by describing the activity of John the Baptist:
he is presented first as administering a baptism for the forgiveness of sins
(Mt 3.1-10 || Mk 1.1-6 || Lk 3.1-14), and secondly, as introducing and
baptizing Jesus (Mt 3.11-17 || Mk 1.7-11 || Lk 3.15-22). The Fourth
Gospel nowhere states that John’s baptism was ‘for the forgiveness of
sins’, thus leaving open the possibility that, in the mind of this evangelist,
John’s baptism was to be regarded as a rite of merely external purifi-
cation, to make its recipients fit for Jewish worship (compare Jn 2.6 and

' Some writers, reading mpot instead of mpwTov in 1.41, have suggested that an extra
day should be added for the events in vv. 41-42. They are perhaps attracted to this by the
mention of the third day in 2.1, and hopeful of finding there an allusion to the Resur-
rection of Jesus (— 2.1).
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3.25), an interpretation which would seem to be confirmed by the absence
in this Gospel of any reference to a call to repentance by the Baptist.
Further, even though the fact of his baptizing is mentioned (1.25, 26, 33),
the sole purpose of referring to it is, apparently, to elicit John’s testimony
to Jesus. From the first half of the Synoptic account there remains only
the citation of Isa 40.3; from the second half, the descent of the spirit and
the revelation of Jesus’ sonship are retained, but the record of John’s
baptizing Jesus is suppressed, totally. For what purpose could a baptism
by John serve, or what significance could it have, in the case of the Word
made flesh?

1. The Baptist’s Witness about Himself (1.19-28)

119 And this is the testimony of John, when the Jews from Jerusalem sent
priests and Levites [to him,] to ask him, “Who are you?’ 20 He admitted and
did not deny, but admitted, ‘I am not the Christ’. 2! And they asked him,
‘What then? Are you Elijah?’ He said, ‘I am not’. ‘Are you the prophet?’” And
he answered, ‘No’. 22 So they said to him, ‘Who are you? We need to give an
answer to those who sent us. What do you say about yourself?’ 23 He said, ‘1
am the voice of one crying in the wilderness, “Make straight the way of the
Lord”, as the prophet Isaiah said’.

24 Some were also sent from among the Pharisees. 2° They questioned him
and said to him, ‘Then why are you baptizing, if you are neither the Christ,
nor Elijah, nor the prophet?’ 26 John answered them, ‘I am baptizing in water;
but standing among you is someone you do not recognize, 27 that follower of
mine, the thong of whose sandal T am not worthy to untie’. 28 These things
took place in Bethany beyond the Jordan, where John was baptizing.

19.kai avTn éoTiv N papTupia Tov 'Tedvvov. In the Fourth Gospel,
the name "lodvvns everywhere denotes the Baptist except in four verses
referring to ‘Simon, son of John’ (1.42;21.15, 16, 17);> no other ‘John’ is
mentioned by name. More significant is the fact that this "Todvvns is
never once referred to either as ‘the Baptist’ (twelve times in the Synop-
tics) or as ‘the Baptizer’ (Mk 1.4; 6.14, 24); the absence of the by-name
almost certainly indicates that the evangelist does not regard John’s
function of baptizing as integral to the story which is about to be told.? In
his mind, John came solely ‘for witness’ (Jn 1.7), and the narrative of the
Fourth Gospel opens by recounting first of all the content of his witness.

6Te améoTelay [wpos avTov]* ol ’ITouvddioi. In the Fourth
Gospel, the meaning of ot "IovSaiot oscillates, ‘no doubt deliberately—

2 There are many witnesses in each of these verses to the variant Tova.

3 It would in fact be more appropriate to refer to him in the Fourth Gospel as ‘John
the Witness’ (some scholars do); but ‘John the Baptist’ is less puzzling for the average
reader, and is the title in possession.

4 Thus UBS? and NA?, with square brackets. Of the early witnesses, some omit the
phrase, some include it here, and some place it after AeviTas (NA? gives the details).
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with varying accent, and for various groups indifferently’ (Schnacken-
burg?). Here it refers to what would be termed in modern British English
the ‘Jewish establishment’ in Jerusalem, that is, the political leaders and
families of influence, though it should be stressed that, certainly in this
first reference, the term ot ’lovdalol is used in a quite neutral sense,
without favour or animosity. €€ ‘IepocoAUpev. The Hellenized form of
the name, ‘Tepoodlupa, is always used by Matthew,® Mark and John. The
alternative form, ‘Tepovoaln, is certainly closer to the Semitic original,
and is sometimes said to be used when stressing the sacral character of
the city.” Though the distinction is attractive, it is of no help in inter-
preting John’s Gospel, since the Semitic form is never found there, in
spite of the fact that so much of the Gospel centres on Jerusalem, the
Holy City of pilgrimage and worship. In all likelihood, therefore, the
evangelist uses ‘Tepoodlvpa simply because that was the form in normal
use throughout the Eastern Mediterranean.t Lepels kal AeviTas. This
is the only place where either priests or Levites are mentioned in John;
both belonged to the lower ranks of the clergy. The great majority of
priests had no high social status, and the Levites were of a lower rank
still: forbidden to take part in the offering of sacrifice, they provided the
musicians, the doormen and the police force of the Temple. A profound
social and educational gulf separated these two groups from the priestly
aristocracy,’ and the implication of this solitary mention of ‘priests and
Levites’ is that the authorities in Jerusalem were at first content to send a
rather low-ranking delegation to report on John’s pretensions and activi-
ties. iva épTNoWOLY! aUTOV, OV TiS €L; ...that they might ask him,
Who are you? The order of the words oU T(s €l; places the stress on the
verb, that is, “Who are you?’ (contrast the order in v. 21, and the wording
inv.22).

20. Kai ®@RLOAGYNOEV KAl OVK HPYHoaTo, KAl OPLOAOYNTEY OTL...
The two verbs 6poloyely and dpreloBar are not infrequently both
used in the same context, and by way of contrast; the lexicons quote

The most reasonable explanation for the variation is that the two words are a very early
gloss inserted for greater clarity.

5 For the differing shades of meaning, see his long note in I 275-76 = ETr I 287.

6 With the solitary exception of the lament appearing in Mt 23.27: ‘Tepovoalnp
TepovoalijpL. ..

7E.g.J. B. Lightfoot, Galatians, 182, commenting on 4.26. He cites Bengel on Rev.
21.22: “Iepovoalnp est appellatio Hebraica, originaria et sanctior; ‘Iepocélvpa
deinceps obvia, Graeca, magis politica’.

8 See the excellent note in MHT II 148-49.

° For detail, see J. Jeremias, Jerusalem, 198-207 (on the priests), and 207-13 (on the
Levites).

10 The variant epoTnoovolr makes no difference to the meaning. The use of the
future indicative instead of the subjunctive is not rare after classical times. See BDF 369
(2) and compare Goodwin §324.
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Thucydides, Josephus and other writers, sometimes in a judicial context.
The emphasis here is trebly strong: ke confessed, and did not deny, but
confessed that... "Ey® ovk €lLpL 0 XpLoTos. The éyd is slightly
emphatic, in answer to the stress (just mentioned) in the question at 1.19:
1 am not the Christ (€4 is omitted in answer to the next three questions
in v. 21). 6 XpLoTds is here used in an undefined sense, denoting
assuredly the Messiah, but without determining precisely how that title
was to be understood. If the expectation of a messianic king who would
come to liberate the nation by force of arms had in post-exilic times often
receded, it had by no means wholly disappeared. 2

21. kai NpoTNOoAv abtév, Ti obv; 0¥ "HAias €l;"° Once the major
question of any kind of Messianic claim is out of the way, curiosity is
aroused. ovv is an inferential particle, moving the narrative forward. T{
ovv; (a favourite phrase of Paul) means In that case, or What then? Are
you Elijah? kai Aéyer, OUk eLpi.

A NOTE ON ELIJAH

To understand this question and the answer, two texts from the book of
Malachi must be considered. According to the first, Mal 3.1-4, Yahweh
was to send ‘a messenger’* (unnamed) to purify the Temple and its
priesthood, in order to prepare the way for his own coming to the Temple.
A second text, Mal 3.23-24 (= 4.5-6), reads, ‘I will send you the prophet
Elijjah’, to establish peace within Israel ‘before the great and terrible day
of Yahweh comes...lest I come and strike the land with a curse’. Here it
is Elijah’s task to preach repentance and reconciliation within families, in
order to avert the wrath of God. These two verses about Elijah are often
regarded as a later addition to the book of Malachi, because they have no
logical connection with the preceding context. Thus it is by no means
clear that the messenger alluded to in the first text, Mal 3.1-4 (“‘Malachi’),
whose task would be to purify the priesthood and the Temple for the Day
of the Lord, is necessarily to be identified with the figure of Elijah
portrayed in the second text, Mal 3.23-24 (= 4.5-6), whose task was to
establish peace within Israel and to avert the wrath of God.

""BDAG lists among others Thucydides VI 60,3, BeBatoTépar ydp adTd coTnplav
elval dpoloyfoavTt pet’ ddelas 1) dpyndévTt Sua 8likns EXOelv; Josephus, Ant. VI
151, Zaodlos 8¢ ddikelv opoAdyel kal THv dpaptiav olk MpreiTo; and the
Martyrdom of Polycarp 9.2, Tob 8¢ dpoloyodvTos, €melber dpvelodal kTA.

12 Schiirer IT §29 gives both an historical survey of Messianism over the period (488—
513) and a systematic presentation of its ideology (513-54). See below ‘A Note on
Messianism in the Time of Jesus’, at 1.41, p. 154.

13 In the MSS, the last five words appear in many a different sequence, the diversity
of which does not affect the meaning. See NA?” and TCGNT.

14 In Hebrew ">87n (maPgki), meaning literally my messenger. From this text the
anonymous author of the book acquired the name Malachi.
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Sirach 48.10-12, in what is apparently a comment on this second text,
affirms that Elijah will return ‘to calm the wrath of God before it breaks
out in fury’. It adds that he will also ‘restore the tribes of Jacob’, thus
ascribing to Elijah a role assigned in Isa 49.6 to the Servant of Yahweh.
Indeed, these words imply that Elijah at his return would have a political,
as well as a religious role, if such a distinction would have any meaning
in the ancient Jewish world.

Yet Billerbeck can write: ‘In the Pseudepigrapha the figure of Elijah
recedes far into the background. The redemption of God’s people is there
entrusted to other hands’, such as the angels, the pious, or the Messiah, so
that there was really nothing left for Elijah to do.!s Confirmation of the
diminishing interest in Elijah may be found by consulting a concordance
of the Greek Pseudepigrapha: of more than 70,000 entries, only fifteen
mention Elijah, of which twelve occur in the Lives of the Prophets (and
four of them are variant readings).'s Between 200 B.C. and A.D. 100, the
figure of Elijah, the great deliverer and restorer of Israel promised in Mal
3.23-24 (=4.5-6) and in Sirach, had faded into the background; but there
still lingered the memory of ‘the messenger’ promised in Mal 3.1-4. This
messenger began to be thought of as a forerunner not of the divine judge
but of the Messiah, and was often identified with Elijah."”

It is against this background that the three Synoptics depict the
Baptist. Matthew 3.4 and Mk 1.6 both remark that John wore a camel-
hair tunic and leather belt, the apparel by which Elijah was identified
(1 Kgs 1.8); but such dress was not unique to Elijah (compare Zech 13.4),
and the two Gospel texts mean no more than that John the Baptist was,
like Elijah, a prophet. Luke 1.17 is more pertinent: Zechariah’s son will
go before the Lord ‘in the spirit and power of Elijah’ to reconcile fathers
and sons, ‘to prepare his ways’ (1.76), as was foretold in Mal 3.1, 23-24
(= 4.5-6). Here the role envisaged for Elijah is a purely spiritual one.
Similarly, when the three Synoptics apply to the Baptist the words of Mal
3.1—‘Behold, I send my messenger before me, to prepare the way ahead
of me’—the purpose of the citation is to announce that John is no ordi-
nary prophet, but the messenger sent on ahead to prepare the way for the
Messiah (Mt 11.10 || Lk 7.27; Mk 1.2 adapts it very slightly). In these
texts, the Baptist is clearly identified with the messenger of Mal 3.1, just
as in Lk 1.17 he is presented as a new Elijah preaching reconciliation
within Israel (Mal 3.24 [= 4.6]). Matthew can therefore write that the
Baptist was, in one sense, ‘if you are willing to accept it’, the Elijah who
was to come (Mt 11.14).

15 SB I'V-2 Exkurs 28, ‘Elias’, 780, with many references to justify the statements.

16 CGPAT. There are twelve occurrences in the Lives of the Prophets (Obadiah, four
times, Jonah, four times, Elijah, three times, Elisha, once; in OTP 1392-93 and 396-97),
two in 4 Ezra 26 (ibid., 577-78) and one in the Martyrdom of Isaiah 2.14 (ibid., 11 159).

'7For further detail on Elijah, see SB IV-2 Exkurs 28, J. Jeremias in TWNT 11 930-47,
and Schiirer II 515-16.
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The idea recurs in Mt 17.10-13 (|| Mk 9.11-13). When the disciples,
immediately after the Transfiguration, ask Jesus about the opinion of the
scribes, who said that Elijah was going to come and restore everything
(cal dmokatacThoel mavTa), Jesus replies that Elijah had already
come, and had been not acknowledged, but mistreated (Mt 17.12). That is
to say, Elijah had been prevented from accomplishing his work of
restoring true religion in Israel. If Matthew and Mark think it legitimate
to speak of the Baptist as sent by God to fulfil this role of reconciliation,
why does the Baptist, according to John, so firmly disclaim the appella-
tion?

One reason may be that the Fourth Gospel does not wish to resurrect
the idea found in the second text of Malachi (3.23-24 [= 4.5-6]), that
Elijah would avert the wrath of God ‘before the great and terrible day of
Yahweh’; contrast Jn 3.16-19. A second reason may be that the strange
phrase attributed to the scribes by Matthew and Mark (kal dmoka-
TaoThoel TdvTa), which represents neither the Hebrew nor the LXX
text of Malachi, was being misused and misinterpreted, and that the
evangelist did not want anyone to think of the Baptist as destined by God
to restore the earthly or political kingdom of Israel. In Johannine
thinking, there was no function for the restoration of the political king-
dom of Israel. Compare Acts 1.6 and 3.20-21; compare also Acts 3.22
with the next phrase in Jn 1.21.

0 mpodNTNS €L ov; That is, the prophet like Moses, promised in
Deut 18.15, 18-19, to whom reference is also made in Jn 6.14; 7.40, and
Acts 3.22; 8.37.

kai dmekpidn, ov. In the Community Rule of Qumran, 1QS 9.11, it
is laid down that the Rule is binding “until there shall come the Prophet
and the Messiahs of Aaron and Israel’.’® Qumran has also supplied us
with a ‘Messianic’ Anthology of Testimonia from Cave 4 (4Q175) which
cites four texts together. First, Deut 5.28-29 is cited alongside 18.18-19,
thus referring both texts to the Prophet like Moses; next comes the Oracle
of Balaam in Num 24.15-17, on the warrior king from Jacob; and lastly,
the blessing of Levi in Deut 33.8-11.' Both these texts from Qumran, the
Rule and the Testimonia, envisage therefore a trio of the Prophet and two
Messiahs, one priestly, one kingly, as heralding the end of the age. There
is a parallel trio here in the Fourth Gospel. If John is, by his own avowal,
neither the Messiah nor Elijah returned to earth nor the prophet like
Moses, what is his role?

22. elmav olvv avT®, Tis €l; iva dmbékpLoww Sdpev Tols
mépdpaoty NEas: Ti AéyeLs TepL oeaVTOV; (va dmlkpLoLY SOpEV.
John uses the verb dmokpivesBal 78 times, far more than any other

'8 English Text in DSSE, 4th ed., 82.
19 English Text in DSSE, 1st ed., 247f., 3rd ed., 295-96, 4th ed., 355-56.



1.19-34 119

evangelist:?* the expression {va dmdkplolr 8dper may therefore be a
deliberate variation, especially since the only other occurrence of this
phrase in the NT is at Jn 19.9. Just as the priests and Levites, at the
beginning of the Gospel, ask the Baptist to identify himself, ‘that we may
give an answer to those who sent us’, so Pilate, at the end of the Gospel,
asks Jesus to identify himself, by the words ‘Where are you from?’: 6 8¢
‘Incods amékpioww otk €dwkev alT®. Jesus gave Pilate no verbal
answer; the answer is to be found in the dignity of Jesus’ subsequent
demeanour as portrayed in ch. 19. That answer, given equally to Pilate
and to those who witnessed the consummation of Jesus’ life according to
Jn 19, is of course the ultimate answer to the questions first put to John
the Baptist two and a half years earlier by the simple folk, priests and
Levites, on behalf of ‘the Jews in Jerusalem’.

At the start of the story, however, when the delegation insists that it
must take back some answer to Jerusalem (Jn 1.22), the Baptist replies
with a citation of Isa 40.3, a text used of him at the beginning of his
ministry in all three Synoptics (Mt 3.3 || Mk 1.3 || Lk 1.4-6). Jn 1.23 reads

»
edn,

€yo dovn BodvTos év TH épruw

evBvaTe T 680V Kuplov,

kabos etmev "Hoatas 6 mpodptns.2!

Is the last clause, kafos eimev "Hoatas 6 mpodrTns, intended as
part of the direct speech of the Baptist, or merely as a reference for the
reader? Older translations left the matter undecided, but the introduction
of quotation marks into editions of the Bible compels editors to make a
choice. The RV, JB = NJB and NAB place the clause inside the quota-
tion, the JB = NJB unambiguously so (‘I am, as Isaiah prophesied...’);
the NEB =REB, NIV, TNT, TEV =GN and NRSV put the words outside
the quotation. It is impossible to decide for certain, and in any case, it is
ultimately the evangelist who is alerting the reader to the fact that the
Baptist is here claiming to fulfil the words of Isaiah. Barrett observes that
the Baptist rests his claim to speak on ‘the only authority that can be
recognized within Judaism, the authority of Scripture. The words are...
identifiable Scripture—«afws eimev 'Hoatas 6 mpodpfitns.” On the
only other occasion when the Fourth Gospel quotes from Isaiah, the
author takes care to mention the prophet’s name, three times (Jn 12.38-
41), in verses which are the last direct quotations from Scripture before

20 Matthew 55, Mark 30, Luke 46 (NTVoc 35). Elsewhere the verb occurs only at Col
4.6 and Rev 7.13.

21 The words underlined represent the LXX. Matthew, Mark and Luke follow the
LXX almost to the letter in reading éToipdoaTe THY 680V kuplov, evBeias molelTe
Tas TpiBovs aldTo, but in John el8UvaTe has been substituted for éTolpdoaTe. Tds
TpiBous avTod: the LXX, reads not abtod but Tod Beod fpav. The agreement of the
Synoptics over adTod seems proof that the citation was taken from a set of Testimonia.
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the close of Jesus’ public ministry. Those verses in Jn 12 are quite openly
presented as the reflections of the evangelist perceiving in the public
ministry of Jesus the fulfilment of certain prophecies in the book of
Isaiah. It is permissible therefore to see here an inclusio, calling the
reader’s attention at Jn 1.21 to the beginning of the public ministry of
Jesus (where the writer quotes Isa 40.3), and to the end of that public
ministry at Jn 12.38-41 (where he cites Isa 53.1 and 6.10).

€yo dovn BodvTos év TH épiw KTA.

The Hebrew of Isa 40.3 can be construed as meaning either ‘a voice is
crying’ or (as in the LXX) ‘someone’s voice is crying’; the meaning
remains unchanged. Here in John, €v T} éprjlLo goes with the preceding
words, to give the sense the voice of one crying in the wilderness, as in
the Synoptics, LXX, Vulgate, Targum and Peshitta of Isaiah, and not with
the following line. The MT (and 1 QIs?, and 1 QS 8.14) construe the text
as in the wilderness prepare the way of Yahweh. el8lvate TV 680V
kuplov. Aquila and Theodotion have dmoockevdoaTe, and Symmachus
evTpemioaTe; John may be citing from memory, or even condensing two
lines into one and strengthening the verb, from ‘make ready’ to ‘make
straight’. Barrett suggests that John’s choice of ev8{vaTte might have
been inspired by the use of eV00velv with 6865 in Sir 2.6; 37.15; 49.9.

In the Synoptic tradition, the phrase from Isaiah is used to present the
Baptist as the forerunner of Jesus (Mt 3.3 || Mk 1.3 || Lk 1.4-6). Our
evangelist’s insight into the Isaian text goes deeper (he is the only one
who writes as the prophet Isaiah said). In Isa 40.8 the announcement of
the restoration of Israel after the Babylonian Exile closes with the
declaration The word of our God endures forever; the corresponding
proclamation in Isa 55.10-11, My word shall accomplish that which I
purpose, concludes the ‘Book of the Return’ (i.e. Isa 40-55). There can
be little doubt that the author of the Fourth Gospel, by citing Isa 40.3,
intends to call attention to the content of all the chapters from 40 to 55,
which speak of the Creator’s love for his creature (Isa 43.1, 15; 51.13;
54.5), of a Father’s love for his child (43.1; 44.2, 21, 24; 45.11), and of
his consequent redemption of his children from the bonds of slavery (cf.
especially chs. 43—45); compare these themes with Jn 1.12-13; 3.16-18
etc. The reader of John’s Gospel is therefore being invited to take to heart
the lesson that “The word of our God endures for ever” (Isa 40.8), and to
perceive the connection of the Isaian text with the incarnation of this
Logos as described in the Prologue. The mention here in Jn 1.23 of the
voice of someone crying in the wilderness is then a reminder from the
evangelist that by the intervention of the all-powerful Word of God, a
new Israel is again about to be brought into being, as formerly after the
Exile. See also the comment above on Jn 1.3, mdvta 8u” avTod éyéveTo
kTA., and below on 1.28 (on Bethany beyond the Jordan).
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24. kal dmecTarpévoL Noav ék TAV PapLoaiwv.

Some English Versions translate this sentence as if it referred to the
priests and Levites previously mentioned (e.g. “Now they had been sent
by the Pharisees”, RSV). That sense is accurate if the text is taken as kal
ol dmeoTalpévol, areading which does in fact occur. However, the evi-
dence cited in NA shows both that the earlier MSS omit the article (%675
N A* BC* L T W 086 pc co; Or), and that the insertion is a later
addition (82 Ac B C3 Wswr @ 0234 113 33 I bo™s). If the article is
omitted, the meaning is altered. The NEB, and the REB, are therefore
more circumspect in translating ‘Some Pharisees who were in the depu-
tation’ (asked him), and the NIV is cautiously neutral (‘some Pharisees
who had been sent’). But if one accepts that ot is not part of the original
text, then the TNT and the NAB are surely to be preferred, when they
translate ‘Some Pharisees were also sent’, thus making them a group
entirely distinct from the priests and Levites named earlier. Priests and
Levites would almost certainly have belonged to the party of the
Sadducees (which is never mentioned in John). Verse 24 is therefore best
rendered and there were some sent from among the Pharisees, thus
contrasting the two groups.

25. Kal. nprnoav alToV Kai eLmay av‘rm, Ti ovv Bamtilels €l
oV ovK €L 0 XpLoToS o8¢ "HAlas oV8€ 0 mpodnTNS... The ovv
serves both to connect 1.25 with the three questions some way back nvv.
20-21, and to move the discussion forward. It will be noted that the reader
has not so far been told, in this Gospel, that John was baptizing, much
less why; but the writer takes it for granted that his readers are familiar
with the tradition. The question from the Pharisees, inquiring why John
was baptizing if he was not one of the three eschatological figures,
implies that they wanted to know whether his baptism had some other
religious significance. Was he perhaps about to start an independent
religious movement?

26. amekpidn atrols 0 'Tndvvns Aéyav, "Eye Bamtilw

€v U8aTL.” In John’s Gospel, dmekp{On or dmekpl@noav occurs, at the
beginning of a sentence, 65 times with asyndeton, a construction which is
found only once elsewhere in the NT (Mk 12.29): compare also Jn 1.23
(édm), 39 (Aéyer), 41 (eUploker) etc.”? This asyndeton is certainly a
literary characteristic distinctive of John. Not so amekp(6n AMéyov or its
equivalent; this is a Semitism frequently found in all four Gospels and
elsewhere.2 Méyov is here omitted by P75 /1 pc e.

22 The variant readings in NA?’ for 1.26 make little difference to the meaning. Some
MSS. insert jev and Se after eyow and pecos respectively (713 pc it bo), many more
insert 8¢ alone (see NA?7). The text above is supported by P>*-¢7>x B C* L 083 pc.

23 Abel, Grammaire §80 e 4.

24 In Hebrew, answered is followed by and said in (e.g.) Job 3.2; 6.1;9.1; 12.1 etc.
without adding anything to the meaning. As aresult, phrases such as dmekp(6n Aéyov or
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For comments on éyo BamT{{w év U8aTt, see below under Jn 1.33.

In spite of the word amekp{0n, the Baptist does not in fact answer
their question. Instead, he replies by changing the subject.

péoos VP@V €0TNKEV? OV UILELS oUk oidaTe. If the text is read
thus, without 8¢, the asyndeton gives a powerful contrast between the two
clauses. I am baptizing in water— standing among you is someone whom
you do not recognize. The clause éyd BamT{{w is here (grammatically)
answered by pécos UGV €oTnkev in the co-ordinate clause; but the
pronoun &y is balanced by Upels in the subordinate clause, so that there
is a double contrast in the sentence (compare JG 2399). John tells the
Pharisees, in reply to their question, that something has happened which
is far more important than what they seek to learn about his ministry of
baptizing, and adds (with a slight emphasis, UjL€ls) that they do not know
it. Already standing among them is a figure of first importance, whom
they do not recognize.

27. 6 0miocw pov épxOpevos, ob olk €ipi [€ya] dELos iva Mow
avTod TOV LpdvTa Tov VTodLaTos.

The textual variants take up four lines in NA?’, and several are easily
explained by positing that some scribes read our v. 26 as a completed
sentence; in that case v. 27 is not, and many of the variant readings are
attempts to repair the text in order to make v. 27 into a sentence. The
most popular correction was to insert avtos eoTiv before o (A C? [W]
f13 I latt M), but it has little support among the early witnesses; indeed,
N* and B (+ pc) solve the problem in the opposite way, by omitting the
first four words above, to join it with v. 26. The text above has over-
whelming support, starting with P°6-7> and 82: see NA?7. The evidence for
rejecting other variants is clear from NA?7.

... that follower of mine the thong of whose sandal I am not worthy to
untie. For the justification of this translation of 6 0m{cw pov épxdpevos,
see the comment above on 1.15. The balance of the evidence for and
against the inclusion of €yo indicates that some scribes understood the
text to imply that the Baptist wished to stress the contrast between the
follower just mentioned, and himself.

The Rabbis, commenting on Lev 25.39-40, laid down that an Israelite
slave should never be given tasks which were too exacting or too
degrading, such as taking off his master’s shoes or washing his feet (cf.

dmekpidn Kal elmev are common in Biblical Greek, LXX and NT alike: see MHT TII
156 for examples.

25 g1nkel is found in B L 083 f! pc; Or®, and etotnketl in P7° () pc f vg. But
eaTnkev is supported by P A C T¥id Wswwpl @ W #1333 OrP and the great majority of
MSS. There is no significant difference of meaning between the three readings, pace the
valiant efforts of Abbott in JV 1725 a g and 1796. Context is the determinant factor.
oTnkel (pres. indic.) may be a revision intended to make clear to the reader that the verb
refers to the present moment, and eLoTnket (perf. indic.) may be an example of itacism,
especially if the text was being dictated. Compare MHT 1I 77.
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1 Sam 25.41). The words are thus an assertion by the Baptist that
compared with Jesus, he is not worthy even to be his slave (cf. also Jn
13.6-7).%

In the Synoptic parallels (Mt 3.11 || Mk 1.7 || Lk 3.16) the adjective
employed is ikavds (not d€ros), and sandals are mentioned (in the
plural). In John’s choice of words, d€los can only mean ‘as a person,
worthy’. But why is 70 UTé8npa, by contrast with the Synoptics, in the
singular (as in Acts 13.25)? In 1978, attention was called to an all but
forgotten patristic interpretation, namely, that Jn 1.27 contains also an
implicit reference to the levirate law.?” In Deut 25.9-10 (which lays down
that law) and in Ruth 4.7-8 (the historical example), the rite of halitzah
involves the unfastening and taking off of only one shoe or sandal; the
LXX renders all four texts by Umoldelv 10 UTESnpa (sing.). It is
significant, too, that, in spite of the scribal tendency to harmonize parallel
texts of the Gospels, neither Tischendorf nor von Soden records here the
existence of even one MS with the plural reading, UrodnudTov. The use
of the singular in Jn 1.27 does not of course by itself prove that the
wording is intended as a reference to this rite. But since the Baptist later
refers to himself as ‘the friend of the bridegroom’ (Jn 3.28-30), it is most
reasonable to interpret \oewv TOV LpdvTa ToD UTodrpaTos as denoting
not merely unworthiness to perform a menial physical service, but also as
a firm disclaimer of any title to be considered a rival to Jesus, or even as
next in succession. See the notes on 3.28-30 and the comment on the
word dvijp at 1.30.

) ’

28. TavTa év Bnbavia éyéveto mépav Tob 'lopddvov, dTov {v 6
Tedvvns Bamtilwv.

Since Origen, there has been endless debate about the location, and
indeed about the very existence, of a Bethany beyond the Jordan. Its loca-
tion is certainly a matter of legitimate interest, but it is more important to

ask why the evangelist chose to interrupt his narrative at this point, in

26 Rabbinical references in SB1121. The most vivid is that of R. Joshua ben Levi (ca.
A.D. 250): ‘All manner of service that a slave must render to his master a student must
render to his teacher, except that of taking off his shoe’ (Kethuboth 96a, in the Soncino
Talmud, Nashim 11 610).

27 P. Proulx and L. Alonso-Schokel, ‘Las Sandalias del Mesias Esposo’, Biblica 59
(1978), 1-37. Some Latin patristic texts are there cited and discussed, notably that of
Jerome, who summarizes the interpretation with exemplary conciseness in his Commen-
tary on Matthew: ‘Hic [Mt 3.11] humilitas, ibi [Jn 1.27] mysterium demonstratur quod
Christus sponsus sit, et Johannes non mereatur sponsi corrigiam solvere, ne vocetur
domus eius iuxta legem Moysi et exemplum Ruth domus discalciati’ (PL 26.30 = CC
77,18).

28 The root o (hls) ‘may signify both (a) loosing or untying sc. of the shoe strap,
and (b) releasing sc. of the foot from the shoe’ (The Soncino Talmud, Nashim 11 702 fn.
10 on Yebamoth 102a). The rabbinical discussions of this law are extraordinarily detailed
(see Yebamoth 12, and the Talmud), but it is never once suggested that both sandals need
to be removed.
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order to state that these things happened in Bethany on the other side of
the Jordan. The topographical and textual questions are discussed sepa-
rately, in Excursus V, ‘Bethany beyond the Jordan’.

If one stands on the summit of the biblical Mount Pisgah and looks
towards Jericho (cf. Deut 34.1), then the direct line from Pisgah to
(ancient) Jericho crosses the Jordan at the ford of Al-Maghtas, about one
mile north of Al-Hajlah, near Qasr al-Yehud.? Not surprisingly, Jewish
tradition located in that area both Joshua’s crossing into the Promised
Land (Josh 3—4), and Elijah’s departure eastwards across the Jordan (2
Kgs 2.8-14); later, by a quite natural extension of the typology used in 1
Cor 10.1-4, the baptism of Jesus was linked with the same place. The site
was already a place of pilgrimage in A.D. 333, when the Pilgrim of
Bordeaux wrote: ‘From the Dead Sea to the Jordan, where the Lord was
baptized by John, is five miles. There is a place there on the river, a
hillock (monticulus) on the bank, where Elijjah was taken up into
heaven.’* Jerome too links the site of Jesus’ baptism with the crossing of
the Jordan and the departure of Elijah.>' The same typology is common-
place among the Eastern Fathers too;*? may it not have been a factor in
the angle of vision of our evangelist also?

To introduce the ministry of the Baptist, all four evangelists quote Isa
40.3. Mark puts the Baptist’s preaching ‘in the desert’ (1.4), to which
Matthew adds ‘of Judaea’ (3.1), while Luke sets it ‘in the region around
the Jordan’ (3.3). John alone locates that ministry, quite explicitly, mépav
ToU Topddvov, on the far side of the Jordan. That is to suggest that for
him, it is not the place-name ‘Bethany’ which is important here. The
weight of his sentence rests rather in the affirmation that these events
took place on the far side of the Jordan. In the light of the typological
parallels just mentioned, it makes good sense to interpret v. 28 as a hint
that what is about to happen is comparable with the entry of Israel into
the Promised Land. In the course of the narrative, the reader will discover
that the new Jeshua will not be a military saviour like his namesake,

29 Pisgah is usually identified with Ras es-Sidgha, a peak some 700 m above sea level
and 1100 m above the surface of the Dead Sea, 10 miles = 16 km east of the Jordan.
Mount Nebo, about two miles east-south-east of Pisgah, 802 m, is the summit of the
range. See Abel I 379-84. The intrepid Etheria (ca. A.D. 395) rightly rhapsodized about
the view towards Jericho, 17 miles =28 km away ({tinerarium 12, in Journal de Voyage,
SC, 1971, 140-43).

30 “Inde [a mare mortuo] ad Jordane [sic], ubi dominus a Johanne baptizatus est milia
quinque. Ibi est locus super flumen, monticulus in illa ripa, ubi raptus est Helias in caelo’
(CSEL 39, 24), 166. A tiny hillock is still shown as Jebel Mar Elias. ‘ Vocable préten-
tieux’, writes Abel, adding that he cannot vouch for the antiquity of the appellation. See
the photograph in RB 41 (1932), Plate V 1, opposite p. 240, and p. 248.

31 Epistula 108 (PL 22.88 = CSEL 55, 321).

32 Abel, in RB 41 (1932), 243-44, gives by way of example Athanasius, In Ps. 41.7
(PG 27.202), Cyril of Alexandria, In Psalmos (PG 69.1005), and Theodoret, /n losue
(PG 80.464).
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Joshua, and that it is not Elijah who is coming to set Israel free (compare
Jn 1.20-21). Here in the Fourth Gospel (alone) attention is deliberately
drawn to the circumstances specifically mentioned in the text of Isa 40.
As then, so now, it is from across the Jordan that a voice is crying aloud
in the wilderness, to inaugurate the new era. As then, so now, the mes-
sage to be proclaimed (LXX: elayyelléoBal) to the people of
Jerusalem (cf. Jn 1.19) and to the cities of Judah, is ‘Behold your God!’
(Isa 40.3-9).

2. The Baptist’s Witness about Jesus (1.29-34)

129 The next day he saw Jesus coming towards him, and said, ‘Behold, the
Lamb of God, who takes away the sin of the world! 3° This is the one con-
cerning whom I said, “There is a man, a follower of mine, who takes
precedence before me, because he existed before me”. 3! Nor was I myself
aware who he was, but the reason I came baptizing in water was in order that
he might be revealed to Israel.” 32 And John bore witness, saying ‘I beheld the
Spirit descending like a dove from heaven, and it came to rest on him. 33 Nor
was | myself aware who he was, but he who sent me to baptize with water
said to me, “He upon whom you see the Spirit descending and resting, this is
the one who is going to baptize with the Holy Spirit”. 3* And I have seen and
have testified that this is the Chosen One of God.’

Day 1 of this First Week (Jn 1.19-28) reported the Baptist’s witness about
himself, in which he emphasized his own subordinate role, and asserted
that one of his followers would be greater than he. Day 2 (1.29-34)
presents the Baptist as identifying this follower, for the benefit of his
disciples. There is no indication of any change of location, and this is
strange after the careful topographical statement in v. 28. The reader is,
however, left free to imagine that the Baptist was continuing his ministry
elsewhere, either on the west bank of the Jordan or perhaps further up-
river. For the moment, the area is immaterial, but it will become of
interest very soon (see the comment on 1.45).

29. T1) émavpLov BAETEL TOV "IncoUY épXOEVOY TPOS AUTOV. T
émavpLov marks the dawn of a new day, when the Baptist sees Jesus
coming towards him. The reader knows that though ‘the true light was
[continually?] coming into the world’ (1.9¢), ‘the world’ (in the Johan-
nine sense) had not recognized it (1.10c). This true light ‘comes’ now to
the Baptist. The Baptist sees Jesus not just physically, but with a mind
enlightened by this true light, and declares publicly, who Jesus is, and
what his function is to be (compare 3.31, 6 dvwdev épxdueros).

kai AéyeL, i8€... (8¢ ‘with a nominative as object is explained by
the fact that, like (500, (8¢ has become a stereotyped particle of
exclamation” (MHT II1 231), and consequently does not admit of a plural
(see 1.36): ecce agnus dei is a perfect rendering. In John, this use of {8¢
can involve a challenge to perceive with the mind a truth not outwardly
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evident to human eyes, as when Pilate, presenting the thorn-crowned
Jesus, says to the Jews, (8¢ 0 Baoiievs vudv (19.14; see also 19.26-27).
A parallel occurs in Rev 5.5-6, where the seer ‘hears’ the words ‘Weep
not; behold, the Lion of the tribe of Judah, the Root of David, has
conquered...’, and then ‘sees’ not a Lion rampant, but ‘a Lamb standing,
as though it had been slain’. So here in Jn 1.29. the Baptist sees Jesus,
and says, Behold the Lamb of God. This first statement about Jesus by the
Baptist is programmatic for the entire Gospel, and merits detailed
consideration.3

BEHOLD THE LAMB OF GOD

{8€ 0 dpvos Tod Beod O alpwv TV apapTiav Tod kKbéopov.

Why is Jesus here termed ‘the Lamb of God’? In the context of that
designation, does the participle 6 alpwv imply that Jesus was to be a
sacrificial victim who made expiation for the sin of the world (compare
iAaopds in 1 Jn 2.7; 4.10, and 76 aipa 'Incod in 1.7; 5.6), or does it
mean only that he would in some way put an end to the reign of sin,
without specifying that he would do so by making expiation? Does the
‘sin of the world’ refer to the sin of Adam, or to that sinfulness inherent
in descent from him (as in Rom 5.12-19), or to the actual sins committed
throughout history, or to all three?

The noun dpvés occurs four times in the NT, always with reference to
Jesus Christ, in Jn 1.29, 36, in Acts 8.32 (citing Isa 53.7), and in 1 Pet
1.19.3+ It is more difficult to determine the meaning of the phrase 6 dpvds
TOoU Beol in Jn 1.29, 36, and four main interpretations have been
proposed.?

33 See especially SB I 363-70. Billerbeck’s comments on Jn 1.29 are outstanding.

3+ 1n the LXX, the word occurs nearly 100 times, and denotes most often a lamb for
sacrifice (47 times in Num 7; 28; 29 alone); on about 30 occasions it is qualified by the
adjective éviatolos, to indicate a male lamb not more than twelve months old. It is the
usual translation of the Hebrew 2> (kebes); this noun too normally denotes a lamb
destined for sacrifice (BDB, KBR, DCH). In order to describe the same sacrificial
offerings, Josephus uses dpviov and dpfv or dapvés, sometimes with the adjective
alToeTNs as an alternative to éviatoros (4Ant. 111 226 and 231-39 passim). In the LXX,
apwés is usually masculine, but can be feminine: see below, p. 128 fn. 43. dpAv is found
only once in the NT, at Lk 10.3 (05 dpras év péow AOkov), perhaps because ‘The
contrast [between lambs and wolves] is as old as Homer (//iad 22.263)’ (BDAG).

35 A parallel with the ram in the story of the binding of Isaac, Gen 22, was proposed
by Melito of Sardis (Frag. in Genesim, PG 5.1216B-17A). It was still alive in the Middle
Ages: ‘vel dicitur agnus Dei, scilicet Patris, quia ipse providit homini oblationem ad
offerendum pro peccatis sufficientem’, with a reference to Gen 22.7 and Rom 8.32
(Aquinas, In loannem, XIV 1 fn. 257). The comparison was again put forward by G.
Vermes in Scripture and Tradition in Judaism, 1961, 224-25, and G. Delling (see
Barrett), but it has never won general acceptance.
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(1) Christian piety has often understood the title ‘Lamb of God’ as
pointing principally to the meekness and patience of Jesus in his suffer-
ings, and hymns like the opening Chorus of Bach’s St Matthew Passion
have made this interpretation the most widely accepted in popular devo-
tion: O Lamm Gottes unschuldig. The wording is thus taken as inspired
either by Isa 53.7 (05 auvos évavtiov Tob kelpovtos attov ddwvos,
as in Acts 8.32), or alternatively, by Jer 11.19 (éyo 8¢ ws apviov
akakov aydpevov Tob 80ecbat...). ‘Lamb of God’ is then interpreted as
an allusion either to Jesus’ silence before Pilate (Mt 27.12, 14 || Mk
14.60-61; cf. Jn 19.9), or to his refusal to offer counter-violence at the
time of his arrest (Mt 26.52-54 || Mk 14.47-49 || Lk 22.49-51 || Jn 18.10-
11), or to both. Yet any reader who accepts that there is an allusion to Isa
53 might well think that the term ‘Lamb of God’ connotes far more than
the two instances of meekness, silence and non-resistance, just men-
tioned, and that an all-embracing reference to the sufferings of the
Servant of the Lord described in that chapter is intended. This alternative
interpretation is treated more extensively below.

(2) The words are intended as a reference to the Passover Lamb. The
casual manner in which Paul in 1 Cor 5.8 introduces the phrase ‘Christ
our Passover has been sacrificed’ implies that the notion was already
familiar to the Corinthians (compare 1 Cor 10). So too in Jn 19.46, the
phrase 06 To0V 00 cuvTpLBioeTAL avToD is most probably an allusion to
Exod 12.10, 46 LXX (see the comment on Jn 19.46); and significant links
with the Jewish Passover are intimated elsewhere in John’s Passion
narrative (see the comment on 13.1). Indeed, in the light of the OT
allusions underlying Jn 1.14.17-18, further references to the Exodus are
to be expected. Many authors consider that 1 Pet 1.18-19 views Christ as
the Passover Lamb,? and the identification was commonplace long before
the close of the second century.?’

(3) The words are intended to recall the daily sacrifice of lambs,
morning and evening, prescribed in Exod 29.38-46 and Num 28.3-8,
often called the ‘perpetual’ sacrifice.’® It is difficult to understand why
some writers reject the parallel between this sacrifice and the idea of
Lamb of God on the ground that the ‘perpetual’ sacrifice was not a sacri-
fice of expiation for sin.* The purpose of this particular rite as a whole
was adoration and thanksgiving, and as a holocaust, it was regarded as

36 Notably E. G. Selwyn, The First Epistle of Peter, London, 1946; F. L. Cross,
1 Peter, A Paschal Liturgy, London, 1954; M. E. Boismard, ‘Une liturgie baptismale
dans la Prima Petri’, RB 63 (1956), 181-208; 64 (1957), 161-83

37 Justin, Dial. 40.1-2; 111.3, and especially C. Bonner (ed.), The Homily on the
Passion by Melito Bishop of Sardis, London, 1940; or O. Perler (ed.), Méliton de Sardes:
Sur la Paques, SC 123, Paris, 1966.

38 This rite was so central to Jewish worship that in A.D. 70 it was maintained until
the Romans had captured the Antonia, and were assaulting the Temple itself. See
Schiirer, I 505-506; 11 295-96, 299-301; and Josephus, War V1 93-94.

39 SB 11 368; Dodd, Interpretation, 233. See also Schnackenburg I 287 = ETr I 300.
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the perfect type of sacrifice, because the burning of the entire carcass both
symbolized and effected the complete and irreversible making over of the
gift to God. However, within that rite, the presenting of the blood of the
lamb had a particular purpose, ‘to make atonement’ for sin
(€E\acdaobat, Lev 1.4), for “itis blood that makes atonement’ in that the
sprinkling of the blood upon the altar presupposed, and symbolized, the
irrevocable surrender of the living animal to God (Lev 17.11).# If in Jn
1.29 the phrase ‘Lamb of God’ is intended to affirm that Jesus is the
antitype of this daily sacrifice in the Temple, then the sense is akin to the
doctrine of Heb 9.11-14.

(4) Dodd argued vigorously that the expression ‘Lamb of God’, is
probably, in its first intention, a messianic title, a symbol of the Messiah
as leader of the flock of God. He adduces the frequency of this metaphor
in apocalyptic literature* and in the Apocalypse of John, where dpviov
occurs regularly to denote a leader, the bell-wether of the flock (Rev 5.6;
7.17; 14.1-5; 17.14). This, moreover, is a meaning which would, histori-
cally, have been fully comprehensible on the lips of the Baptist even
before Jesus’ ministry had begun. The fact that the Book of Revelation
uses dpviov in preference to dpvds does not weaken his argument, for in
Jewish Greek, either word denotes a lamb.*> Dodd readily admits that
there may also be hidden allusions to the Servant in Isa 53, and perhaps
even to the idea of sacrifice; but with respect to the Passover Lamb, he is
unenthusiastic.®

4R, de Vaux, Studies in Old Testament Sacrifice, Cardiff, 1964, 37; see also Ancient
Israel, 451-54. On the daily sacrifice, see Schiirer 1T 295-96, 299-301.

4 Note in particular / En 89.41-50, where the term sheep or ram is applied to
Samuel, then to David and to Solomon; 90.6-12, where it is applied to Judas Macca-
baeus; and compare Test. Joseph 19.8. See OTP 1 67-71; 824.

# Thus J. Jeremias in TWNT 1 344. dpviov, originally a diminutive, and rare in
Classical Greek, occurs four times in the LXX, and /amb is the exact meaning in all
four of them: Jer 11.19 (éya 8¢ os dpviov dkakov dyduevor Tod Blecbal); Jer 27.45
[=50.45] (¢av pn StadBapf Td dpvia TGV TpoPdTwv atTdv); Ps 113[114].4, 6 (oS
apvia mpopdTwv). It occurs also in Aquila, at Isa 40.11, in PsSol 8.28, and in Josephus
at Ant. 11221, 251, where 22 in Num 7.15; 23.12 is translated by dpviov to distinguish
it from Kkptés, ram. In the NT, dpviov is found once in Jn 21.15, and 29 times in the
book of Revelation.

43 Interpretation, 230-37. Dodd’s first argument (231) is that, in the LXX, save for a
single variant in the Codex Alexandrinus at Exod 12.5, the term djuvds never denotes the
paschal victim. To this, one can reply that the Jewish translators may have eschewed
apvés because the word could denote either a male or a female lamb, the second of
which would not have been a valid paschal victim. For dpvés as feminine, LSJ refers to
Theocritus 5.144 and 149 and AP 525; for the sensitivity of the LXX translators, one
may point to Isa 53.7, where vs auvos ddwvos is a clever rendering of the Hebrew
573 (kerghel), a ewe-lamb; the epicene adjective allows the Greek reader to interpret the
comparison with the Servant as masculine. Dodd’s second argument against accepting a
true parallel between Jn 1.29 and Exod 12 is that it is not the function of the paschal
victim ‘to take away sin’ (234). But, as Jeremias points out, even if the passover of later
times was not an expiatory sacrifice, the original passover of the Exodus certainly had
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Older books discuss what the Baptist understood by the term, and in
the light of the Synoptic summary of his preaching,* it would appear
most probable that the Baptist himself would have intended the term
‘Lamb’ to signify a Messianic leader. There is ample evidence that the
Jewish people were eagerly awaiting a Messiah-King who would purge
the world of all injustice and sin (compare Isa 11.1-9 with PsSol 17.26-
37;% 2 [=Syriac Apocalypse of | Baruch 73.11-14;% 1QS [Rule] 4.20-21%),
and that such a leader was regularly represented as a sheep or ram (see
n. 41 above).

Today, however, exegetes ask what the evangelist (rather than the
Baptist) understood by this title, and why the evangelist chose this term
for his first public designation of Jesus. To answer these questions, it will
be helpful to scrutinize the modifying phrase 6 alpov ™V apaptiav
ToU kéopov in the light of the text of Isa 53.

First, the verb 0 alpov. InIsa 53.11, 12 it is twice affirmed that the
Servant of Yahweh bore the sins of many, for which the Hebrew text uses
two different, but virtually synonymous, verbs, 20 (sbl) and s1 (n).
Their root meaning is physically to carry, to transport, and in conse-
quence, at Isa 53.11, 12, to remove iniquities and take away sins.* In
these two verses the LXX translates both verbs by dvadépeiv,* among
the primary meanings of which, in Classical Greek, is fo fake upon
oneself, for example, danger, or false accusations (LSJ).5 Consequently,
Tas apaptias avadépew inlsa 53.11, 12 is probably an interpretation
of the Hebrew as meaning primarily fo carry the burden of (and con-
sequently fo take away) sins.>' The more usual LXX term for removing

redemptive power, for it brought into operation God’s liberating covenant with Abraham,
and it is with that first Passover in Egypt, not with its subsequent commemoration, that
the Christian Passover is compared. See his Eucharistic Words, ETr, 2nd ed., 225-26,
especially the footnotes. Further, Dodd’s reasoning seems to presuppose that only a
sacrifice specifically offered as expiation for sin can have expiatory value; but many
would maintain that atonement can be achieved by other means, such as a sacrifice of
adoration and thanksgiving (satisfactio as distinct from satispassio). Finally, alpov in Jn
1.29 does not necessarily imply that Christ did away with the sin of the world by making
expiation for it: see the comment on this word in the text above.

4 Notably Mt 3.7-12 and Lk 3.7-18: see below on 1.33.

4 OTP 11 667-68.

46 OTP1645.

47 DSSE, 3rd ed., 66.

48 Under x1 (n$), the DCH V 513 comments that in its proper sense, the verb
‘denotes the whole process of lifting up and transporting, or any of its phases’ (italics
mine). This is most relevant in elucidating the verb’s figurative senses.

49 Compare with these verses the use of apaptias dpépewv atIsa 53.4.

50 LSJ cites, vnder avadépw 1.3, take upon oneself, xtvdivovs (Thucydides 3.38),
StaBolds (Polybius I 36, 3), and even mo\@v dpapTias in Isa 53.12; Heb 9.28 (of
which BDAG writes ‘more in the sense of fake away’).

5! The Vulgate translates 520 (sbl) (in Isa 53.4, 11) by portare and No1 (n$) (in 53.4,
12) by tollere, thus distinguishing between the meaning of the two verbs. This may well
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sin is, of course, ddpleval or ddeots, the root meaning of which is (lit-
erally) fo release.’* The evangelist uses neither avadépery nor ddlevat.
Instead, he chooses the most common Greek verb with the meaning to
take away, to remove, aipewv,’ even though it occurs only twice in the
LXX with reference to the removal of sin (1 Kgdms 15.25; 25.28), or six
times if one includes the compounds ddaiperv (Exod 28, 34[38]; Mic
7.18) and éEalpewv (Exod 34.7; Num 14.18). Hence if Jn 1.29 is in fact
inspired by Isa 53,% then the evidence indicates that the evangelist, by
choosing aipewv in preference to the LXX’s avadépewv (or ddieval),
had his eye on the Hebrew text, not on the Greek;> and therefore that he
wanted to assert that Jesus does away with the sin of the world, rather
than that he carries the burden of it.s

Some exegetess” want to go further, arguing that 6 alpwv means that
Jesus Christ takes away sin by giving humanity the ability not to remain
in sin, as is clearly taught in 1 Jn 3.5-9. This notion is certainly ultimately
contained and foreshadowed in the words about the Lamb of God in Jn
1.29, but it is scarcely to be discerned at the first reading of the phrase.
The full implications emerge only in the context of an understanding of
the entire Gospel.

One may add that 6 alpov is best understood as a futural present, who
is to take away (BDF 323; IBNTG 7). ‘As in our own language, we may
define the futural present as differing from the future tense mainly in the
tone of assurance which is imparted’ (Moulton, in MHT I 120). So we
find auferet in the translation of Irenaeus and in Cyprian,* and in the Old
Latin versions listed in Tischendorf.

Secondly, the noun apapTia. InIsa 53 (LXX) this noun occurs in the
singular only once, at v. 10, where it denotes a sacrifice for sin (ous
>asam); otherwise, in this chapter it is always in the plural, at vv. 4, 5, 6
(our sins), 11 and 12 (their sins: the sins of many). The Sixto-Clementine

be deliberate, since Cyprian had earlier opted for the former understanding of the text,
and Tertullian for the latter. Contrast Cyprian, ‘ipse peccata multorum pertulit’
(Testimonia 11 15: CSEL 3, 1 80'¢-'7), with Tertullian: ‘Portare autem Graeci etiam pro eo
solent ponere quod est tollere’ (Adversus Marcionem IV 8, 4); ‘delicta nostra ipse aufert’
(ibid., 10, 2).

52 ddblevau is used from Gen 4.13 onwards (HR; note especially Lev 4-5).

53 See LSJ under aipw (see delpw) II1, lift, take away and destroy, where it cites
Tipav (Aeschylus, Eumenides 847), and kakd (Euripides, Electra 942).

3 The only two occurrences of aiperv, in v. 8, do not refer to sin.

55 Like Paul in Rom 5.12-19, see J. Jeremias in TWNT VI 543.

36 aipewv with ‘sin’ as object occurs only twice in the NT, here at Jn 1.29, and in 1 Jn
3.5. It is certainly true that in Classical Greek, the verb can also mean (LSJ IV 5) to take
upon oneself, to undergo, but only when used in the middle voice: e.g. mévov
(Sophocles, Antigone 907), mévlos (Oedipus Tyrannus 1225), Bdpos (Euripides,
Cyclops 473).

STDodd, Interpretation, 237; Boismard, Du Baptéme a Cana, 49; Schnackenburg, on
this text and on 1 Jn.

38 Adv. haer. 111 10,3 line 86 in SC; Testimonia 11 15, last line, in CSEL 3, 82.
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Vulgate too reads the plural in these five verses, but the critical edition of
the Vulgate (1969) has in 53.12 ‘ipse peccatum multorum pertulit’. The
plural of the Sixto-Clementine in v. 12 is but feebly supported® and
presumably originated as a scribal correction: if multorum, then peccata.
One suspects that the same reasoning may have led the LXX translator of
53.12 to write the plural dpaptias, even though the Hebrew is
indubitably singular: 227781 (heta’-rabbim), the sin of many. This noun
s (heta) often ‘refers to an unforgiveable burden of sin transcending
individual acts, leading ineluctably to death through the connections
between acts and their consequences.’® The full meaning of ‘the sin of
the world’ in John’s Gospel will not emerge until later, but the reader has
already been told that the Logos was in the world, though the world was
not conscious of his presence (Jn 1.10). So when the Baptist proclaims
that Jesus is to do away with ‘the sin of the world’, the reader may well
suspect that this is to be achieved through yvadoLs, enlightenment, and
through the recognition of the Logos by the world. For the moment,
however, it is sufficient to keep in the forefront of one’s mind the fact
that the singular apapTia inJn 1.29 looks back to Isa 53.12, and refers to
the Hebrew nur (heta’) in the sense just described, as ‘an unforgiveable
burden...leading ineluctably to death’,s' a burden which Jesus is going to
take away. The manner of release from this burden will be revealed as the
story unfolds.

Thirdly, the genitive Tob kéopov. In Isa 53.11 the Servant is said to
justify ‘the many’ (MT: with the article), and in v. 12 to take away ‘the
sin of many’ (MT: without the article). The ‘many’ here mentioned must
certainly include those envisaged in 52.14-15, that is, those ‘many nations
and kings’ who are seized by astonishment and terror when they see
what the Servant of the Lord has suffered, and perceive that it was their
griefs, their sorrows, their iniquity that he took upon himself.¢> Joachim
Jeremias, however, has argued convincingly that in Isa 53.11-12 the word
‘many’ refers not just to the non-Israelite kings and nations mentioned in
52.14-15, but to ‘everyone’ in the world, Jew and Gentile alike (compare
Wis 5, which may have been inspired by Isa 53).6 This universalist

3 Only two MSS, both Spanish, are cited in support of the plural peccata, C =
Cavensis, ninth century, and £ = Toletanus, tenth century.

%0 K. Koch in TDOT' 1V 315.

6! In the Synoptics, dpapTia appears in the singular only once, at Mt 12.31 (Tdca
apapTia), but in John, ten times; the plural is found six times in Matthew, six times in
Mark, eleven times in Luke, and five times in John.

62 J. Jeremias, Eucharistic Words, ETr, 2nd ed., 229.

63 Since neither Hebrew nor Aramaic had any word for ‘all’ in the sense of every
single one of a group, only a word for the whole, the totality, both languages supplied
this lack by speaking of the many, or even simply many. ‘The form with the article has
throughout the inclusive meaning. harabbim is in the entire Talmudic literature the
constant expression for “the whole community”’ (Eucharistic Words, ETr, 2nd ed., 179)
and the same usage is found in Josephus. Moreover, even the form without the article
can, and often does, carry the same sense of all: compare, for example, Mk 1.34 (é6epd-
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interpretation of Isa 53 is powerfully supported by the other NT passages
concerning redemption which are based upon Isa 53,% and it fits perfectly
with the definition of sin given in the preceding paragraph.

There are then, in the first place, many reasons for affirming that in Jn
1.29, the phrase 6 duros Tod 8eod 6 alpov TN apapTiav Tod kKéopov
is a deliberate allusion to the role of the Servant of the Yahweh as por-
trayed in Isa 53: Jesus will put an end to the sin of the world. The Johan-
nine term kdoLos, in its existential sense, ¢ is here substituted for the
phrase ot ToA\ol (in the sense of TdvTes) used in Isa 53.

Secondly, in 1 Corinthians, Christ’s death is already termed ‘the sacri-
fice of our Passover Lamb’ (5.7, T0 mdoyxa fjpuov €106n XpLoTds); the
proposed parallel between Jn 1.29 and Exod 12 may therefore be
accepted without more ado (and compare Jn 19.36).

Thirdly, in the Epistle to the Hebrews, Jesus’ death is presented asa
sacrifice explatory of sin (note Heb 2.17, mioTos apxte pevg .. €ls TO
iMdokeobal Tas apaptias Tod Aaod; 10.12, plav vrrep auapTva
mpooevéykas Buoiav). So alsoin 1 John we ﬁnd (2.2) adTOS LAaouds
EOTLY TepL TOV ALapTLOV NPdY, ol Tepl TOV NLeTépor 8¢ pdrov
aAla kal mepl Ghov Tob kGapou (cf. 4.10). Could any Jewish writer (or
editor) of the Fourth Gospel have written the words ‘Lamb of God’
without recalling the cessation of the perpetual sacrifice in A.D 70, and
without envisaging both that event and the destruction of the Temple
within a ‘Christological’ context (Jn 2.22; 11.48)? Against this back-
ground, to call Jesus ‘the Lamb of God’ is to point to him as the One
who, himself alone, supersedes and replaces the perpetual sacrifice once
offered in the Temple (compare Heb 8.13).

Fourthly and finally, why should the author or editor not have intended
to include also the multi-faceted role of the Lamb as presented in the
Apocalypse of John, particularly if he believed that the Baptist himself
had, as a matter of historical fact, used the term ‘Lamb’ to point to Jesus
as the great leader sent by God to set all Israel free?¢

mevoer ToAoUs) with its parallels in Mt 8.16 (rdvTas) and Lk 4.40 (€1 ékdoTw)
(ibid., 180).

64 Mk 10.45 || Mt 20.28 has M0Tpov dvTl moANGY; Mk 14.24 || Mt 26.28, T0
€xxuvvdpevor vmep moA@Y. Rom 5.15 contains two instances of the ‘inclusive’ sense,
ol ToA\ol améBavov and TOAG pa\\ov 1 xdpts Tob 6€oD... els ToUS TOANOVS
¢meplooevoev. Heb 9.28 has els TO ToA@V dveveykelv dpapTias. In each case,
oMol is a Semitism, and denotes all, just as the words in Isa 53.12, alTos apaptias
TOAGV dvijveykev, mean that the Servant took upon himself and took away the sins of
all. For further detail see the article moA\o(, by J. Jeremias, in TWNT VI 536-45 and
Eucharistic Words, ETr, 2nd ed., 179-82.

%5 See above on the Prologue, pp. 34-39.

% ‘The deeper teachings of poetry are not disposed of by the superficial question:
‘Did the writer mean all that?” ‘No,” we boldly answer, ‘and yet he said it, because he
saw the truth which he did not, and perhaps at that time could not, consciously analyse’
(B. F. Westcott, at the opening of a new girls’ school in 1893). Quoted in Life and Letters
of Brooke Foss Westcott by his son, Arthur Westcott. London, 1903, 26-27.
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That the evangelist could have intended the Christian reader eventu-
ally to to perceive all these allusions is easily credible; by the same
criteria, it is obvious that the Baptist, preaching in A.D. 28, could not
himself have entertained such profoundly christological thoughts. Can
one trace a line of development from the Baptist’s preaching to the text of
the Fourth Gospel which is credible, because it makes good sense?

Some authors have suggested that in Jn 1.29 6 dpvds Tob 8eo? repre-
sents an Aramaic phrase 87787 X590 [talya®> de’laha’], in which the term
X150 (talya®) is open to more than one interpretation. There are two such
words, one meaning lamb, the other meaning boy, son or servant (like the
Greek Tals). One proposal is that an original Aramaic text containing
this noun, and intended to mean ‘the Servant of God’, was misunderstood
by atranslator, and rendered as ‘the Lamb of God’.¢ In that hypothetical,
pre-gospel, Aramaic text, N0 (talya’) meaning servant would have
dovetailed into the Isaian context just as smoothly as does the word mals
in the LXX, and in its sense of son would have matched the early
kerygma about Jesus (compare the only five instances of mals 6eov
applied to Jesus: Mt 12.18, citing Isa 42.1; Acts 3.13, 26; 4.27, 30). A
strong counter-argument, however, is that in the Targum of Isaiah the
Hebrew 72v (‘ebed) is, naturally enough, always translated by the cognate
Aramaic word T2y (‘dbed), so that the word Nhu (talya’) would hardly
have evoked direct memories of the Aramaic version of Isaiah. Fortu-
nately, a more convincing explanation is to hand.

The Targum of Pseudo-Jonathan at Exod 1.15 explains why the
Pharaoh sought to exterminate the Hebrew children. It reads: ‘And
Pharaoh said that while he slept, he saw in his dream that all the land of
Egypt was placed on one balance of a weighing-scale, and a lamb, the
young (of a ewe) and in the other balance-scales; and the balance of the
weighing-scales on which the lamb (was placed) weighed down’.s
Clearly, the lamb represents Moses, and the word used is X0 (talya).
There is other evidence too that similar stories were current by the end of
the first century A.D.*®

If, then, the Baptist had said (in Aramaic): ‘Behold the Lamb of God’,
it would have been an easily comprehensible term to denote a great
liberator, and was perhaps already used of Moses, as in the Targum just
cited. So even if N0 (talya’) did not evoke memories of the Servant in
Second Isaiah, it may well have aroused memories of Moses in Exodus.

7 The original suggestion was that the Aramaic had been mistranslated: so C. J. Ball,
‘Had the Fourth Gospel an Aramaic Archetype?’, ExpTimes 21 (1909-10), 91-93. Also
Burney, AOFG 107f. The idea has been most clearly formulated by J. Jeremias, whose
arguments are more subtle, in 7WNT I 342-45 and V 700. A revised version of the
second article, ‘mats (6eov) im NT”, is printed in Abba, 191-216; see 194-95,202-203.

%8 Targum Pseudo-Jonathan: Exodus, 162.

9 See Josephus, Ant. 11 205, and R. Bloch, ‘Quelques aspects de la figure de Moise
dans la tradition rabbinique’, in Moise, [’homme de [’Alliance, Paris-Tournai, 1955,
93-167.
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Indeed, when one recalls the strong under-currents of references to the
Covenant of Sinai which alone explain Jn 1.14, 17-18, one might expect
the narrative of the Gospel to open with further allusions to another
Moses. Further, if the Baptist had in actual fact used the term ‘Lamb of
God’, the memory of this designation would almost certainly have sur-
vived, and as the understanding of Jesus’ person and mission developed
after his Resurrection, this title would have been able to assimilate all the
additional connotations listed above, of Suffering Servant (12.38),
Passover Lamb (19.36), the supreme sacrifice (17.18), King of Israel
(1.49; 12.13) and Saviour of the world (4.42). In short, the words of the
Baptist are, in the Gospel, serve as a programmatic affirmation about
Jesus at the very beginning of his public life.

It is significant that in Jn 1.29-31 the Baptist does not address these
words about the Lamb of God to anyone in particular. The statement is
directed to all future readers of the Gospel, and therefore the content of
the saying need not be restricted to the Baptist’s understanding of it at the
beginning of the ministry of Jesus; it can embrace whatever the Christian
Church understood by the words towards the end of the first century.
Indeed, to elucidate the fullest meaning of the text in the light of 1 Jn
3.5-9, Augustine’s comment can hardly be bettered. ‘Tollit autem et
dimittendo quae facta sunt, ubi et originale comprehenditur; et adiuvando
ne fiant, et perducendo ad vitam ubi fieri omnino non possint.’7

30. oUTOS €0TLY VTP ov 37 €L1TOV, ’Omow pov egxe-rat avnp
0s €umpooBév pov yéyovev, 6TL WPHTOS pov M. Verse 30
reproduces Jn 1.15, with slight textual variations.”” A more significant
divergence is that where v. 15 has 6 dT{ocw pov épxdpevos, v. 30 reads
omiow pov €pxeTar avip. It is unlikely that the term dvp is here
directed against a type of Docetism which denied that Jesus had a true
physical body like our own; dvrjp is more naturally taken as a declara-
tion that the pre-existent One was already to be found among John’s
followers as a fully grown man. The sense is therefore: This is the one
concerning whom [ said, ‘There is a man, a follower of mine, who takes
precedence before me, because he existed before me’. For further notes,
see the commentary above on 1.15.

31 KAYo: the contracted form suggests / foo (Lagrange: moi non plus)
ovUK 1i8€eLv avTév: the pluperfect form of oida here carries the meaning

70 ‘He takes away [sin] both by forgiving those things which have been done (in
which the original sin is also included), and by helping us not to do certain things, and by
leading us to a life where such things cannot possibly be done.” Opus Imperfectum contra
Tulianum 11 84 in fine (Ben. X 986).

I The first fv of v. 15 is naturally replaced by éoTiv in v. 30, and 6v elmov is
replaced, at v. 30, either by Umep ov or Tept ov. The preferable reading is Umep: see
NA? for the evidence.

72 Compare Schnackenburg on 1 Jn4.2 and 2 Jn 7.
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of an imperfect tense, as is clear in the Latin, ‘et ego nesciebam eum’.
Hence, nor was I myself aware of him (that is, at first).

al\’ iva is elliptic; literally, ‘but it was in order that...” davepwoi
T@ 'Iopan). The adjective davepds is common in Classical Greek, but
the verb davepolv was a new coinage in Hellenistic times (LSJ; BDAG).
It occurs only once in the LXX (and in Aquila) at Jer 40[33].6 (= reveal),
but 49 times in the NT. In the Synoptics, the new verb is rare,” but it is
regular enough in the Pauline and Johannine books. Indeed, ‘for Paul the
verb is a key term for the revelation of God’s salvation (Rom 1.19) in the
gospel of Jesus Christ (cf. 16.26)’.™ It is used to refer to the coming of
revelation in Col 1.26 (T0 pvoTiplov TO ATOKEKPULPEVOY ATO TGOV
aldvov kal 4mo TOV yevedv - viv 8¢ ébavepddn Tols aylols
avToD), in 2 Tim 1.10 and in 1 Pet 1.20; and it is also used of the person
of Christ in 1 Tim 3.16 (édavepwdn év capkl). The last-mentioned text
is closest to the sense of the verb here in Jn 1.31, where it refers to the
manifestation to Israel of God’s Presence on earth by the physical and
historical coming of Jesus of Nazareth. The Baptist here affirms that his
mission was to make this fact known.

In John, 8td TodTO is almost always placed at the beginning of the
sentence (JG 2387); its position here therefore underlines the importance
of the preceding {va-clause. \8ov €y®. Once 1jdewv in 31a is under-
stood as an imperfect, the aorist n\6ov in 31b must have a pluperfect
sense: it was for this reason, that I had come, or was come. €v V8aTL
BamwTilav. In Hellenistic Greek, the present participle increasingly does
duty for the future participle, often with a sense of purpose (BDF 339
[2¢]): hence, in order to baptize. Nor was I myself aware who he was, but
the reason I had come to baptize in water was that he might be made
manifest to Israel.

With this statement, the evangelist sets aside the two Synoptic tradi-
tions that John’s ministry of ‘baptizing for the forgiveness of sins’ was
the divinely ordained prelude to Jesus’ ministry (Mk 1.2-4 etc.), and that
Jesus too had presented himself for this baptism. Matthew felt that some
explanation was needed to justify Jesus’ baptism by John, but the Fourth
Evangelist distances himself still further from the Synoptic tradition. He
avoids any hint that Jesus had received baptism (compare Mt 3.16-17
with Jn 1.32-34), because there could be no place for such a ritual in his
account of the pre-existent Logos presenting himself in the flesh.

32. kai épaptupnoey "lodvvns Aéywv 6TL. See the notes on jLap-
Tupla given above at Jn 1.7 and 15. The aorist épapTipnoev denotes an

73 It is found only at Mk 4.22, as a variant reading in D in the parallel at Lk 12.2, and
in Mk 16.12, 14.

7 P.-G. Miiller, EDNT 111 413. Rom 16.25-26: kaTda dmokd vy puoTnplov
xpovots atwviols ceotynuévou, davepwbévros 8¢ viv...



136 JOHN 14

action completed in the past; contrast the perfect pepaptipnka inv. 34
(and see the note there).

TeBéapal. The perfect tense underlines the lasting result of the
vision: I have gazed upon, I have beheld (RV). In Classical Greek, the
verb Bedobal most often carries a sense of wonder, and is also used to
denote intellectual perception (LSJ);’ in Biblical Greek, it comes to mean
seeing, beholding, ‘with the physical eyes, but in such a way that a
supernatural impression is gained’ (BDAG 2). According to Matthew and
Mark, Jesus ‘saw’ (e18¢ev) the descent of the Spirit (Mt 3.16 || Mk 1.10 ||
Lk 3.22); only in John does the Baptist ‘behold’ it. In the Johannine
writings, 6edofat, when used of the contemporaries of Jesus, is always
found in a context which speaks of faith in him (Jn 1.14, 32; 11.45; 1 Jn
1.1; 4.12, 14); and in the other three Johannine occurrences (Jn 1.38;
4.35; 6.5), Jesus himself is presented as seeing the need for, or the
possibility of, faith.

THE BACKGROUND TO THE WORD IINEYMA AT JOHN 1.32-33

The usual translation of the biblical words TveUpa and mA (ruah) is
‘spirit’. The gravest shortcoming with this rendering is that western
European philosophy has conditioned almost everyone under its influence
to accept a dualist view of the universe, in which spirit is the opposite of
matter, and the spiritual is defined as that which is not material. But
‘spirit’ is the classical rendering of the biblical terms, and we have
nothing more suitable.

In the OT, the root meaning both of mvetpa and of m~ (ruah) is air in
movement, and in many texts their meaning is wind, breeze, or breath;
indeed, mvevpa has a cognate verb (Tvelv) meaning to blow (either
strongly or softly), or 7o breathe, and a cognate noun o, found in Gen
2.7 (mvon {ufs). Thus the first and basic reference of these two words
is to something purely physical. From this, they acquired, in the OT, a
second sense: they came to signify other forces which are, like the wind
and the air, physically invisible, but which certainly produce observable
effects, and are just as clearly felt (for example, anger, bitterness, or
depression). Sometimes these ‘spirits’ appear to come from outside a
person: clear examples are found in 1 Sam 16.14-23 (Saul); 1 Kgs 22.21-
23 (Micaiah) and 2 Kgs 2.9, 15 (Elisha). Note, however, that these texts
do not refer to a personal ‘demon’ or devil: neither the Hebrew nor the
Greek noun has that sense in the Bible. In the OT, m2 (ruah) and

75 So Plato, describing the true goal of life in this world and in the next: T0 dAnfes
kal TO Belov kal 70 dd6EacTov Bewpévn (Phaedo 84A). For further examples see LSJ.
76 In Hebrew, this sense first appears, almost certainly under Iranian influence, at
Qumran and in rabbinical writings. See 1QS 3.13-26; 4, and Jastrow 1458b s.v. m1 11 4).
The Greek mvebpa does not indicate a personal devil until the first century B.C.
(Dionysius of Halicarnassus, 4Ant. 1.31, and then the magical papyri: see LSJ V and
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mrevpa in this second sense usually denote not an external power, but an
interior disposition, that is, what we would call a mood, a disposition or
a temperament. Examples of this usage are ‘a broken spirit’ (NEB,
‘distressed’: Isa 66.2), ‘bitterness of spirit’ (Gen 26.35: NEB, ‘a bitter
grief’), ‘better the patient in spirit than the proud in spirit’ (Qoh 7.8), ‘a
steadfast spirit’ (Ps 51.9: NEB, NAB). Finally, in view of Jn 1.33, the
reader should be alerted to the fact that the phrase ‘holy spirit’ occurs
only three times in the Hebrew Scriptures, at Ps 51.12; Isa 63.10, 11, all
three post-exilic.””

The same terms M (ruah) and Tvevpa, when used with reference to
God, have quite a different meaning. There is a consensus among OT
scholars that the Spirit of God is, like the Word of God, at work in
creation, in the providential guidance of history, in teaching mankind
through the prophets and the holy writings, and in guiding God’s people
both collectively and individually into the knowledge of truth. A few
basic texts will suffice to illustrate this.

The Spirit of God is, like the Word of God, at work in creation (Ps
33.6; compare Gen 1.2-3); indeed, the same Spirit is required, and is all-
sufficient, for the survival of the animal creation (Ps 104.29-30).

The Spirit of God is, like the Word of God (Isa 55.10-11), at work in
history. Examples are to be found both in individuals (Gideon, Judg 6.34;
Jephthah, 11.29; Samson, 13.25; 14.6, 19; 15.14) and in the principle of
an all-ruling divine providence (Zech 4.6; 7.12; Isa 30.28 [NRSV,
‘breath’]; compare 4.4 and 40.7). All the texts just listed use the term ‘the
Spirit of Yahweh’ (not ‘of God’). Beside these we may set the classic
affirmation of God’s omnipresence in Ps 139.7: ‘whither shall I go from
thy Spirit?’

The Spirit of God is also portrayed in the OT as active in teaching.
Notably clear examples are to be found in 2 Sam 23.2; Mic 3.8; Isa 11.2;
42.1-4; 48.16; Ezek 2.2; 11.5, and Neh 9.20, 30 (again, nearly all
referring to the Spirit of Yahweh’).

In short, the term M1 (ruah) or mvevUpa stands for the innermost Being
of God as active and intervening in the world of his creation (Isa 40.13-
14). It is present everywhere, and at all times (Ps 139.7; compare 143.10
and 51.10-12). Furthermore, a Day will come when the Spirit of Yahweh
will intervene in history more directly than ever before (Joel 2.28-29,
cited in Acts 2.17-18; compare also Ezek 36.26-27; Num 11.29; Hag 2.5
and Zech 4.6; 6.8). On that Day ‘a shoot shall burgeon from the stump of

BDAG 4 ¢). Plato uses the cognate noun ém{mvota in the Phaedrus 265 B, where he
discusses the four temperaments.

7 In the LXX the term ‘holy spirit’ is found also in Wis 1.5 (dyLov mvedpa); 7.22
(mvedpa voepdy, dytov); 9.17 (T0 dyLov cov Tredpa). All the major Hebrew Lexicons
set out the different senses of m1 (ruah), but the most modern ones like the DCH are far
superior in their treatment to older works such as BDB. The references are generously
printed out in TWNT VI 357-63 (Hebrew) and 366-70 (LXX).
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Jesse, and a branch shall grow from his roots’, that is, a king of the line of
David, upon whom shall rest the Spirit of Yahweh in all its fullness (Isa
11.1-2). This promise of a charismatic leader filled with the Spirit recurs
inIsa42.1 and 61.1-3.7 Always and everywhere, the Spirit of God works
in and through the material world.

The book of Daniel was the last book received into the Hebrew Bible,
and from 150 B.C to A.D. 100, Judaism seems to have accepted as fact
that the Lord was no longer sending his Spirit to chosen ones among the
people of Israel: see 1 Macc 4.46; 9.27; 14.41 (written around 100 B.C.)
and 2 [=Syriac Apocalypse of | Baruch 85.1-3 (soon after A.D. 100; OTP
1 651). The conviction that the voice of prophecy was silent led to the
proliferation of pseudepigraphical works, which were by convention
back-dated to an epoch in which the Spirit was still openly active. These
books consistently stress that the Spirit will return, and soon. The Testa-
ment of Levi 18.7 and the Testament of Judah 24.2-3 promise respectively
an eschatological priest and an eschatological king, each of whom will be
filled with the Spirit (OTP 1 795, 801): these books were composed
between 135 and 63 B.C.” The Psalms of Solomon, from the first century
B.C., speak of a Messianic King filled with the Spirit (17.37; 18.7: OTP
IT 668, 669),%° and / Enoch foresees a time when the Son of Man, the
Elect One, will come, richly endowed with the Spirit (49.2-3; 62.3; OTP1
36, 43; perhaps first century A.D.).8! In the days of the Herods, therefore,
it appeared that God was speaking to Israel only through the Law, the
Prophets and the Writings, and that the fulfilment of all the ancient
promises still lay in the future. The present was a time of waiting.®

It is in this context that we must attempt to determine the force of the
words ‘Spirit’ (Jn 1.32) or ‘holy Spirit’ (1.33), on the lips of John the
Baptist, before Jesus’ ministry had begun. On the lips of the Baptist, the
term can only denote the creative and life-giving power of God operating
in the material world to teach and to guide humanity in the paths of
holiness and righteousness, as it had formerly done through the prophets;
in short, the ideas expressed by Luke in the Benedictus (Lk 1.61-79). It is
self-evident that the term ‘holy spirit’ should not at this point in the
gospel narrative be interpreted in the context of the Christian Trinitarian
dogma, as referring to the Third Person of the Trinity in contradistinction
to the Father and the Son (see Jn 7.39).8

kaTapailvov @s TEPLOTEPAV. & reads ws T. k., perhaps to make clear
that the Spirit itself was coming down from heaven, not that the Spirit

78 JB has an excellent short note on this topic at Ezek 36.27.

7 See Schiirer I11-2, 774

80 See Schiirer I11-1, 193-95.

81 See Schiirer I11-1, 256-59.

82 Further detail on the subject-matter of the last two paragraphs may be found in
TWNT VI 813-28, s.v. mpodiiTns C, by Rudolf Meyer.

83 Fuller treatment of the term is given on at 3.5; 7.39 etc.
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was like a dove coming down from heaven. That the distinction is not
pedantic can be seen from the number of MSS which read, instead of vs,
woetL: thus P K P A 063. 0101 /113 28.700.892. 1241. 1424 pm. The
distinction between ws and woel is well represented by that between as
and as if; the former term asserts similarity, the latter draws attention to
the fact that the comparison is imperfect.® Thus woeL may well have been
used to avoid implying that the main purpose was to emphasise the
physical presence of a dove (contrast Luke’s copaTtikd €idet, 3.22).

ws TeploTepdr (found in all four Gospels) certainly carries a sym-
bolic meaning. The most obvious allusion is to Gen 8.8-12, where the
restoration and recreation of life on earth is marked by the safe departure
of Noah’s dove, a scene that inevitably evokes the memory of God’s
Spirit hovering over the waters at the first creation (Gen 1.2).% Noah in
his ark was also a figure of Christian baptism (1 Pet 3.20-21). But in the
OT, the primary symbolism of the dove is as a figure of love (Cant 2.12,
14;5.2,14; 6.9), and in early Christianity the dove was ‘the symbol of all
kinds of virtues’ (BDAG).# Thus the words, ‘I have beheld the Spirit
descending from heaven like a dove’, are a declaration that Jesus was
endowed with all manner of spiritual gifts from heaven,?” as would natu-
rally follow if the meaning of povoyevns is, as proposed in the
comments on Jn 1.14 and 18, utterly unique.

€€ olpavov is a doctrinal, not a cosmographical, term—-‘out of
heaven’, not ‘out of the sky’. John, alone of the evangelists, makes no
mention of the baptism of Jesus. He omits also the phrase about ‘a voice
from heaven” (Mt 3.17 || Mk 1.11 || Lk 3.22). The omission may be
significant. Jewish rabbis of the time speak of the Bath Qol (literally, a
voice’s daughter, like an Echo), which was a technical term for a Voice
from Heaven. It meant ‘an echo audible on earth of a voice which usually
came from heaven’,®® and several rabbinical texts affirm that although,
after the last prophets Haggai, Zechariah and Malachi, the Holy Spirit had
departed from Israel, God had in the meantime sometimes spoken instead
by a Bath Qol, especially in the Temple.®* To say that the Spirit came

8 This distinction, though often valid, needs to be handled with care, for there is
much variation between the readings in the MSS (see BDF 453 [3]).

85 In the Targums Neofiti and Pseudo-Jonathan, at Gen 8.2, God sends ‘a spirit of
mercy’ or ‘a merciful wind’, '3 7 M7 (rwh drhmyn) to make the Flood waters recede.
The same phrase occurs in Neofiti at Gen 1.2.

8 For detail, see H. Greeven s.v. mepLoTepd in TWNT VII 63-72; on the symbolism,
see G. J. Botterweck in 7TDOT VI 37.

87 Billerbeck is sceptical that a dove can symbolize the Holy Spirit (SBT 123-25), but
some texts which he cites do compare the Bath Qol in the Temple with the cooing of a
dove. See H. Greeven in TWNT VI 66 with fn. 37, 38; and C 1 on 67-68.

8 Otto Betz in TWNT IX 282.

8 For the rabbinical texts, see Betz on dovn in the TWNT I1X 281-82 fn. 41-43; for
other relevant texts, see also TWNT VI 383-84 on mvevpa (Erik Sjoberg); and V 530-32
on ovpavés (Helmut Traub).
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down from heaven like a dove is therefore to insinuate that there is
henceforth no need for the Bath Qol as a replacement for the voice of
God on earth.

kal épewvey €m’ aldTov. The aoristépelver implies that something
took place once and for all, and that the result is permanent. Translate:
and it came to rest upon him. (Compare MHT III 72 on the perfective and
constative aorists.) ‘Only here is it affirmed that the Spirit remained upon
Jesus (but see Lk 4.18). Full and permanent possession of the Spirit is the
distinctive characteristic of the Messiah (cf. Isa 11.2; 61.1)’ (Schnacken-
burg). Jerome makes a similar comment, on Isa 11.2, cited in Aland,
Synopsis, 27450, The perfect Teféapal implies that the revelation is
etched on the Baptist’s memory for ever.

33. kdye ovk f)8eLv avToV: see the note above at 1.31.

A\’ 0 mépdas pe...€kelvos pot elmev. Only the Fourth Gospel
contains this statement about ‘the one who sent him [the Baptist]’, but the
thought is the same as that in Lk 1.13-17. The resumptive ékeivos is
typically Johannine, and more emphatic than the word ovTos which
occurs later in this verse.

BamTilew év ¥8atL. A comparison of the Synoptic parallels
suggests that the original form of the Baptist’s preaching was probably, ‘I
am baptizing you in water, but there is one coming, mightier than I, who
will baptize you in fire’ (i.e. the fire of judgment). This would sit well
both with the preceding threat about worthless trees being thrown onto
the fire (Mt 3.10 || Lk 3.9), and with the words immediately following,
about burning the chaff in unquenchable fire (Mt 3.12 || Lk 3.17). This
interpretation also harmonizes well with the Baptist’s perplexity when he
later hears that Jesus is preaching to all a message not of doom but of
healing and forgiveness (Mt 11.2-6 || Lk 7.18-23). It is easy to compre-
hend how the early Church reinterpreted the Baptist’s words. Matthew
and Luke glossed the original form by rewriting the second clause as ‘he
will baptise you with a holy spirit and with fire’, thus giving a spiritual
meaning to fire, as in Acts 2. Mark achieves the same effect by writing
‘holy spirit’ instead of ‘fire’ (Mk 1.8). It is of course possible (but less
likely) that the Baptist originally spoke of a baptism ‘with wind and fire’.
What is certain is that his words as we have them in the Gospels represent
arephrasing for Christian catechetical purposes. Compare the conjunction
of wind, fire and the Spirit in Acts 2.2-4.

€¢’ ov dv idns TO mredpa kaTapaivov kai pévov €m alTOV.

i67s. the use of the aorist subjunctive, rather than the indicative G,
implies that the clause states a general principle, but is neutral on the
likelihood of the condition’s being fulfilled (BDF 380). The statement is
then all the more convincing when the condition is fulfilled. For notes on
the other words, see above under v. 32.



1.19-34 141

oUTOS €0y 6 BamrTidwy év TvebpaTL ayi. The absence of the
article with mvedpaTtt dayle is significant, particularly since, in the
corresponding texts of the Synoptic Gospels, almost all the manuscripts
contain the article, with scarcely a variant reading (Mt 3.16 || Mk 1.10 ||
Lk 3.22).%0 At this point in the gospel narrative, before Jesus has started to
preach, the anarthrous mvedpa dytov can only carry the meaning which
it had in contemporary Judaism: that is, it signifies the creative, life-
giving, power of Yahweh, which has descended upon Jesus and in which
he has therefore come to share. The Baptist had baptized symbolically,
and externally, with cleansing water; Jesus, because he was endowed
with ‘the spirit’, would be able to ‘baptize’ others, that is, to endow them
inwardly with ‘a holy spirit’, God’s life-transforming gift.

34. kdyo €vpaka, kai pepapTvpnka. If Tedéapal means I have
beheld (see the comments above on Jn 1.32), then kdy® €dpaka KTX.
point to what ensued. €dpaka, kal pepapTipnka:l have seen and have
attested. ‘Seeing’ as ‘clear perception’” would naturally follow if the
meaning of povoyeviis is, as suggested in the comments on Jn 1.14 and
18, utterly unique.

6TL 0UTOS €0TLY O €KAekTOS TOU Oeob. The generally accepted
reading has vios, not exkAekTos, and the external textual evidence in
favour of vios is overwhelming. There is, however, some support,
chiefly Western, for exhekTos. True, among Greek MSS, only 8* has
€k\ekTOS, but the lacuna in §° is of the right length for it; electus is
found in b e ff* and Ambrose; the equivalent in syrewsin; and the conflate
reading electus filius is attested by in ff2¢ syrraimss sah. (The Codex Bezae
is defective at this point.) TCGNT by a majority classed the reading as
{B}.

No modern edition of the Greek NT has the reading exAekTos. It is
therefore impressive to see the list of scholars who defend it. Schnacken-
burg in 1965 listed Spitta, Zahn, Harnack, Lagrange, Loisy, Windisch,
Cullmann, J. Jeremias, D. Mollat, van den Bussche, and Boismard;°' to
these may now be added R. E. Brown, 1. de la Potterie (La Vérité, 83), W.
Grundmann®? and B. Schwank. Barrett and Lindars are also favourable.
The Bible de Jérusalem adopts this reading, as does REB. It is hard to
think of any reason why a Christian scribe should have wished to substi-
tute exhekTos forutos, and easy to see why one might have chosen to do
the opposite. Nor need the alteration to vios have been made under the
pressure of Arianism; ‘adoptionist’ controversies were alive from A.D.

% The only exceptions occur at Mt 3.16, where the two articles in [To] mvevpa [Tov]
Beov are absent from B and &.

1 See Schnackenburg I 305 fn. 2 =ETr I 306 fn. 73.

9 In ‘Verkiindigung und Geschichte in dem Bericht vom Eingang der Geschichte
Jesuim Johannes-Evangelium’, in Der historische Jesus und der kerygmatiche Christus,
1961, 2nd ed., 293 fn. 15.
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190 onwards,* and what was more natural than to align the Fourth Gospel
with the Synoptics by adjusting Jesus’ title to that of ‘Son’ found in the
other accounts of his baptism (Mt 3.17 || Mk 1.11 || Lk 3.22)?

Internal evidence argues strongly in favour of ekAekTos. One
powerful argument is that ‘the Elect One’ was among the leading titles
used in contemporary Palestinian Judaism. In the Similitudes of / Enoch
(1 En 37-71), this is the principal, and the most frequent, name for the
coming eschatological Judge and Saviour,* a pre-existent being (48.3, 6 ||
Isa 49.1, 2) also referred to as ‘Son of Man’ (46.2, 3, 4; 48.2) and
‘Messiah’ (48.10; 52.4), destined to be the light of the Gentiles (48.4 || Isa
42.6; 49.6; Lk 2.32).% Reading exAekTos in Jn 1.34 thus puts a most
meaningful, utterly Jewish and Palestinian, designation of Jesus on the
lips of the Baptist. Secondly, 6 ék\ekTés isnot a customary title of Jesus
in Christian writings.?”” Apart from 1 Pet 2.4, 6, it occurs only once in the
received texts of the NT with reference to Jesus, at Lk 23 35, where the
evangellst places it on the llps of the J ewish rulers owodTw €avTdy, el
ouTds éoTy 6 XpLoTos Tod Beod 6 ékhekTds (23.35). Note that this
too is in a Palestinian context. Thirdly, if the reading ex\ekTos is
accepted at Jn 1.34, the cross-reference to Isa 42.1 becomes unmis-
takable: the Hebrew there reads ‘my Chosen One’.% The adoption of this
reading for Jn 1.34 would thus accord with the Baptist’s declaration of
the abiding presence of the Spirit upon Jesus (1.32, 33), and of Jesus’
mission to the world (1.9-13). The NRSV reads:

Here is my servant, whom I uphold,

my chosen, in whom my soul delights;*
I have put my spirit upon him,

he will bring forth justice to the nations.

One final reason for preferring ekhexTos is that Jn 1.19-51 would then
contain just seven titles for Jesus, with none of them repeated: (1) the
Lamb of God, vv. 29, 36; (2) the Chosen One of God, v. 34; (3) Rabbi,

93 Theodotus the leather-merchant of Byzantium: see Hippolytus, Refutatio VII 35;
Eusebius, HE V 28.

% These chapters, once thought to be pre-Christian, are now generally dated in the
first century A.D. It is certainly a Jewish, work, and from Judea. See E. Isaac in OTP 1 6-
8 and M. Black, The Book of Enoch or 1 Enoch, Leiden, 1985, 181-88.

9 In TWNT V 686 fn. 247, J. Jeremias lists fifteen references: 39.6; 40.5; 45.3, 4;
49.2;51.3, 5; 52.6, 9; 53.6; 55.4; 61.5, 8, 10; 62.1; cf. 46.3; 48.6; 49.4.

% TWNT V 686-87; J. Coppens, La releve apocalyptique, 128-38.

971t is never applied to Jesus in the NT, the Apostolic Fathers or the Apologists. Note
that 6 ékheheypévos (Lk 9.35) also is not used as a title.

98 The LXX has: lakof 6 Tals pou... Iopan\ 6 ékhektds pov. Hellenistic Judaism
applied Second Isaiah’s Servant prophecies to the people as a collective unity, whereas
Palestinian Judaism held fast to the view that the texts referred to an individual. See
J. Jeremias TWNT V 682-83.

% In the Targum, this line reads: ‘my Chosen One, in whom my Memra is well
pleased’.
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v. 38, 49; (4) Messiah, v. 41; (5) the Son of God, v. 49; (6) the King of
Israel, v. 49; (7) the Son of Man, v. 51.1%

Verse 34 also contains two instances of inclusio. This short section
itself opens and closes with a reference to the ‘witness’ of the Baptist
(1.20 is matched by 32-34). And just as this first narrative in the Gospel
ends with €dpaka, kal pepaptipnka (1.34), so the last event that ends
the earthly life of Jesus is followed by the words kal 0 €wpakes pepa-
pTOpnkev (19.35).

100 Those who prefer to accept in 1.34 the reading vios will find the sense elucidated
at Jn 1.49.



EXCURSUS V

BETHANY BEYOND THE JORDAN

Three variants of BnBavia are found: for the evidence see UBS.

(a) BnBaPapa (C2K T we 083 7113 33 pm sy. ©2; Or);
(b) BnbeBapa (13 sin);
(c) BnbapaBa (x2 892" pc [syhme]).

Minor variants such as Bnfapa, BiBapa etc. (see Tischendorf or von
Soden) are best taken as abbreviations, and disregarded.

BnbeBapa is certainly no more than a variant for BnbaBapa, and
BnBapapa (by metathesis) probably so; the choice lies between Bnfavia
and Bnbapapa (thus Barrett, expressing the general consensus).

Origen informs us that in his day Bnfavia stood ‘in nearly all the
copies’ and was read by Heracleon, but that he himself had been unable
to find any place of that name near the Jordan. He had heard, however,
that a place on the river-bank called Td Bn6aBapd (note the plural, and
the article) was pointed out as the spot where John used to baptize
(BetkvoBal 8¢ Méyovol mapa T 6x01 Tod ‘Topddvov Ta BnbaBapd,
&vba toTopoboy Tov Todvvm BefamTikeval). Origen therefore pro-
posed that ‘Bethabara’ must be the true reading,' and it has in conse-
quence been perpetuated not only in several manuscripts, but also by
Eusebius and Jerome, in their identification of the site,2 and by Epiph-
anius and Chrysostom.? Notwithstanding this ancient support, ‘Bethany’
has, since the end of the patristic era, been universally preferred.

All efforts to find material evidence for a Bethany located east of the
Jordan have come to nothing, but historical geography can still help.
Origen, first visited Palestine in A.D. 215, and his statement is clear: John
was said to have baptized at a place called Bethabara. A hundred years
later, Eusebius, in his Onomasticon (written before 331), relates that
many pilgrims went to avail themselves of the cleansing water at this
‘Bethabara beyond the Jordan’; and according to the Pilgrim of Bordeaux
(A.D. 333), the site of the Lord’s baptism was five (Roman) miles from

1'VI 40 §§204-205 (SC 284-87, with valuable notes on the text of Origen, and on his
different etymologies).

2 Eusebius, Onomasticon in GCS 11.1:58-59, cited in ELS, 2nd ed., 165, though
Jerome wisely let Bethany stand in the Vulgate.

3 See Tischendorf for the references.
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the Dead Sea.* This would place ‘Bethabara’ at the ford now named Al-
Maghtas, near the Greek monastery of St John the Forerunner, histori-
cally known as Qasr el-Yehud. In the nineteenth century, this was the
area favoured by Latin Christians, while a different place, about one mile
further south, at the ford of Al-Hajla, was preferred by Orthodox
Christians.’ The separation was no doubt intended to prevent unseemly
disorder, but it serves both to illustrate and to underline the more
important fact that for 1800 years the location of Jesus’ baptism was
always set in the same area, about four or five miles from the point at
which the Jordan reaches the Dead Sea.¢ Nowadays all pilgrims make
their way to the more southerly ford of Al-Hajla, for the river-bank is
there easier of access.

Through the scrub-land on the east bank there runs today a little brook,
the Wadi el-Kharrar. It is formed from half a dozen springs of brackish
water emerging from a cliff not quite two miles east of the Jordan, in a
valley where shrubs, willows, tamarisks and Euphrates-poplars grow.’
This inspired Dalman to propose that the Baptist and his disciples might
have dwelt in one of those easily erected bowers, standing on piles, for
safety against floods, made from reeds and the Euphrates-poplar ‘similar
to those which can be seen even today [i.e. 1900—1930] on the banks of
the Jordan’.#

A small group of such dwellings in that area on the east bank well
have been called, in Aramaic, 82 "2 (beyt ‘aying’), ‘Waterhouses’, and
turned into Greek as Bnfavia.® The same place, or an adjacent group of
dwellings, might have been known (at the same time or later) as 8270 "2
(beyt <areébeh), ‘Willow Houses’, <arébéh meaning, both in Hebrew and
in Aramaic, a willow-tree."* Thus Bnfapafa is not necessarily a mis-
copying of Bnfafapa; it could, like BnBavia = ‘Waterhouses’, denote a
group of ‘Willowhouses’ on the east bank.

4 Inde [a mare mortuo] ad Tordane [sic], ubi dominus a Iohanne baptizatus est milia
quinque (Itinera Hierosolymitana saec. Il -VIII recensuit. .. Paulus Geyer, CSEL 39, 24).

5 W. M. Thomson gives a lively account of an Orthodox pilgrimage to the spot in
April 1833. See The Land and the Book, London, 1878, 613-16.

% The only serious alternative proposal is that of L. Féderlin, Béthanie au-dela du
Jourdain (Tell el-Medesch), Paris [1908], who argues the claims of Tell el Medesh
(better Khirbet et-Tamil) on the north bank of the Wadi Nimrin, about 2 miles (3.5 km)
north-east of the Roraniyeh (Allenby, King Hussein) Bridge, and 300 yards from the
Jordan. Lagrange calls this site, by reason ofits position, ‘tres plausible’ (Jean, 39). C. R.
Conder’s preference for the ford called Abarah, north-east of Bethshean = Beisan,
became widely known as a result of his entry under ‘Bethabara’ in the DBH I 276a
(1898), but it never gained acceptance among scholars.

7 Abel, Géographie 1 176; Dalman, Sacred Sites, 89.

8 Sacred Sites, 88. See also the vivid page of H. V. Morton, In the Steps of the
Master, London, 1934, 104-105, describing precisely such a dwelling at that very spot.

? Jastrow 1072a, cites for this meaning of v ‘Targum Gen 16.7 and frequently’, with
a number of other examples.

10 Jastrow 1112a.
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Quite evidently, no trace of such flimsy dwellings would ever survive,
particularly when one calls to mind the frequent earth tremors in the
region, in consequence of which the river bed must often have shifted
since the time of Jesus.!' Furthermore, if even in Origen’s day there was
no memory of a Bethania east of the Jordan, it is understandable that
some later copyists too, finding no record of any such place, should have
corrected the gospel text. Here the very paucity of witnesses to Betharaba
(x2 8921 pc syr"me) is significant, for though Betharaba was not a
widespread reading, it was considered important enough to merit inser-
tion as a correction in & around A.D. 600 (probably in Caesarea), as a
variant reading in 892 (eighth—ninth century, Calabria?) and among the
local traditions reverently recorded in A.D. 616, in the margins of the
Harclean Syriac. ‘Betharaba’ has a solid claim to represent a Syro-
Palestinian tradition of respected antiquity. ‘Bethabara’ is, of course,
more widely attested, and most of the evidence appears to come from
Palestine: C? is probably a sixth-century Palestinian correction,'2 K is the
Codex Cyprius, f! can apparently trace its origins to third- or fourth-
century Caesarea, and the Old Syriac is certainly from the churches of
Syria or Palestine.’ The substitution of Bethabara for Bethany is there-
fore most easily explained by positing that when Bethany (and Beth-
araba) had long disappeared from human memory, Bethabara was known
to everyone in Palestine as a major ford. It stood on the Roman road
linking Jericho with Esbus (Heshbon), and thus with the great trunk road
from the Syrian frontier to the Gulf of Agaba, built by Trajan and
Hadrian to secure communications across the province of Arabia,' and
‘everyone agreed’ that that was the place where John baptized. This
explanation of the textual tradition is essentially the same as that advo-
cated by Dalman.

Many features of this proposed location of the Baptist’s ministry are
confirmed by the Madaba mosaic (sixth century A.D.), though it shows
Bethabara, meaning literally ‘Waterford House’, on the west bank of the
Jordan.'s The name of the crossing, however, may quite easily have
applied to both sides of the river, since Ta Bnbafapa is plural. On the

' Cf. Dalman, Sacred Sites, 92.

12 Metzger, The Text of the NT, 49.

13 Cf. Lagrange, Critique Textuelle 1 60.

14 See Abel, Géographie 11 186, 230, and Histoire de la Palestine 11 53-57. He gives
further detail on Bethabara in RB 22 (1913), 240-43, with a fine photograph of the spot at
that time, opposite p. 218, Plate II 2.

15 The most accessible reproductions are in DBS V (1957), 631-32 and in DACL X-1
after 820. A¢Bib reproduces clearly the relevant part on p. 61, Plate 173. The classic
edition, with coloured plates, is that of P. Palmer and H. Guthe, Die Mosaikkarte von
Medeba, Leipzig, 1904. See also M. Avi-Yonah, The Madaba Mosaic Map, Jerusalem,
1954, for notes, and H. Donner, The Mosaic Map of Madaba, Palaestina Antiqua 7,
Kampen, 1995.
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east bank, the map has Awov evBa vvv o Zamoadas (idiomatically,
‘Springwell-le-Willows’'¢) no doubt to distinguish it from any other place
named Ainon (such as Ainon near Salim, Jn 3.23)."”

16 mowoy (sapsapah) denotes ‘a species of willow that grows in waterless regions’
(Jastrow 1298).
17 See also R. Riesner, ‘Bethany beyond the Jordan’, in ABD 1 703-705.



B. THE CALLING AND TESTIMONY
OF THE FIRST DISCIPLES (1.35-51)

1. The Calling of the First Disciples: 1.35-42

135 The next day John was again standing with two of his disciples, *¢ and
observing Jesus walking by, he said, ‘Behold, the Lamb of God!” 37 The
two disciples heard him saying this, and followed Jesus. 3% Jesus turned,
and beheld them following, and said to them, ‘What are you seeking?’
They said to him, ‘Rabbi’ (which means Teacher), ‘where are you stay-
ing?” 3 He said to them, ‘Come and see’. They came and saw where he
was staying; and they stayed with him that day, for it was about the tenth
hour. 4° One of the two who heard John speaking, and followed him, was
Andrew, Simon Peter’s brother. 4! He first found his brother Simon, and
said to him, ‘We have found the Messiah’ (which means Christ). > He
brought him to Jesus. Jesus looked at him, and said, ‘So you are Simon the
son of John? You are to be called Cephas’ (which means Peter).

35. TQ émavpiov WAAWw eloThkeL O ’lodvwils kai ék Tav
padnTdv avTov SvVo. That is, on the third consecutive day.!
eloTnkel, the pluperfect of {oTnuL, stands related as imperfect to the
intransitive perfect €0Tnka, which has a present meaning: translate
therefore was standing (the Latin stabat is exact). John 1.40 tells us
that one of the two disciples was Andrew, and it will be suggested that
the other one is ‘the disciple whom Jesus loved’ (— 1.39, at the end).
The natural flow of the text implies that the location is the same as on
the preceding day.

36. kai épPréPas TG 'Incov TeEPLTATOUVTL. And observing Jesus
walking by. In John, the verb éup\ésas occurs only here and at 1.42;
contrast the Vulgate’s rendering in 1.36 [Iohannes] respiciens, with
that in 1.42, [lesus] intuitus (— 1.42). An aorist participle with a
present indicative verb (AéyeL) is quite usual to denote coincident
action (MHT 1III 79). i8e 6 dpvos Tob Beov — 1.29. The fact that
the saying is here curtailed indicates that the intention is merely to
remind the reader of the designation given in full in 1.29; the disciples’
response is spelt out in the events next described.

1 p3vid75 | plus the early Latin witnesses b e r!, the three Old Syriac texts sincurpal,
and some bohairic manuscripts attest to the absence of md\iv.
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37. kai fikovoav ol 8Vo padntai avtTod AalotvTos. The textual
variations in the order of the words ol 500 padnTal avTob (see NA27)
are evidently due to a desire to make clear the reference of avTod.
avTod certainly refers to the Baptist, but does it refer to ‘his disciples’
(ol 800 alTod pabnral) or to ‘him speaking’ (fkovocav alTod ol
800 pabnTat AalodvTtos)? The two opposing attempts at clarification
suggest that the ambiguous text above, given by NA?7, must be the
original one.

nkovoav followed by the genitive participle means that the two
disciples listened to him speaking and acted accordingly (see BDAG
dkolo 4). kai fkoAovdncay T 'Ingov. Since nkolovdnoav is not
imperfect, but aorist, the sense is not that they began to follow Jesus,
like the crowds in Mk 2.15 (jkohoUBouvr), Mk 5.24 or IJn 6.2 (fko-
AoUBel); it is rather that at that moment the two disciples left the
Baptist to become thenceforward followers of Jesus, heeding the
words of their first master (compare 3.27-30).

38. oTpadeis &€ 0 ’Inoovs. otpadeis must imply more than that
Jesus turned around physically. It is almost the first recorded action of
the Word upon earth,? and immediately precedes his first spoken
words. This same participle oTpadeis occurs twice in Matthew (9.22;
16.23), and seven times in Luke (7.9, 44; 9.35; 10.23; 14.25; 22.61;
23.28), always with Jesus as subject; and on each occasion it denotes a
sudden and remarkable change of attitude on his part, nearly always
followed by a wholly unexpected saying.

To the Jewish mind, the Hebrew verb underlying oTpadels would
evoke instinctively the insistent prayers for the ‘return of God’ to his
people. ‘Return, O Lord! How long?’ (Ps 90.13), or ‘Restore us again,
O Lord of hosts!” (80.4, 8, 20; compare v. 15), and ‘Wilt thou not
return and give us life?” (85.7; compare 71.20)—in all these prayers
the Hebrew verb for ‘return’ and ‘restore’ is everywhere the same, 21
(Sub).? It is the normal word for the return of God to Israel, and for the
return of Israel to God (compare Jer 12.15 with Isa 63.17). With this
verb Zechariah opens his programme for rebuilding the community
after the exile: ‘Return to me, says the Lord of hosts, and I will return
to you, says the Lord of hosts’ (Zech 1.3), and Malachi, the last post-
exilic prophet, speaks in virtually identical words (3.7).

2 Only the oblique reference to the appearance of Jesus before the Baptist (vv. 32-
34) precedes it.

3 The fact that 21 (3ub) is most often translated in the LXX by émioTpéderv
(only three times as oTpédewv: see HR) does not weaken the argument of this
paragraph, but only suggests that the gospel writer was accustomed to using a Hebrew
text rather than the LXX. The Hebrew versions of the NT by Franz Delitzsch and
David Ginsburg both translate oTpadeis (as does the Peshitta) by the root 7= (pnh).
19 (pnh) most commonly denotes the physical movement of turning, but it too can
have a metaphorical usage (for example, in Pss 25.16; 69.17; 86.16; 119.132).



150 JOHN 14

oTpadels 8¢ 6 ’Incols. As soon as the two Israelites followed
Jesus, Jesus turned... otpadeis implies that the Word of the Lord has
turned once more towards his people, redeeming the promises made in
Zechariah and Malachi at the end of the OT. In John, this verb
oTpedelv is never again used of Jesus, for it never need be: the Word
of the Lord will never turn back from his mission until his task is
accomplished. Compare Isa 55.11, 70 pfipd pov, 6 éav éEENON €x
ToD oTépaTds pov, ov un dmooTpadt, €ws dv cuvTeleohi} Soa
Nnoéinca with Jn 19.30, TeTéleoTar. The next occurrence of
oTpedeiv (in any form) is at Jn 12.40, in the citation of Isa 6.10, thus
providing a sad inclusio at the end of the first part of the Gospel.*
Though Jesus has turned to Israel, not all Israel has turned to him (Jn
12.37-43; cf. 1.11-12).

kal feacdpevos avTovs dkolovloivTas Aéyel avTois, Ti
{nTelTe... Beholding them following, he said to them, What are you
searching for? On Oeacdpevos, — Tedéapar at 1.32. TL {nTeiTE;
‘What are you searching for?’ The first words uttered by Jesus in the
Fourth Gospel address with matchless lucidity the primordial
existential question of ‘the world’ (particularly in the Johannine sense:
—1.10). Nowhere else in the NT does Jesus put this question, and
John’s Gospel is intended as the answer given by God’s Eternal
Wisdom, the light and the life of the world. In this question to the first
would-be disciples, we encounter for the first time in this Gospel the
verb {nTelv. Its last occurrence comes in the first words spoken by the
risen Jesus, at 20.15: Tiva {nTels; If we exclude from consideration
ch. 21, this is the final question asked by Jesus in John’s Gospel, and it
is put to his last disciple (Mary Magdalen). The narratives it introduces
in ch. 20 bring to an end the quest initiated at 1.38. The two questions
thus make a perfect inclusio, embracing the entire Gospel. See 20.15;
compare also 18.4, 7.

oL 8¢ eimav avTd, pappi, 6 AéyeTar pebeppnvevopevov
Su8dokale, mol pévels; The use of ‘Rabbi’, together with the gloss
that it means in translation ‘Teacher’, reveals a desire on the part of the
writer to retain authentic local colour and at the same time to explain
its meaning to readers unfamiliar with such terms (one might compare
‘pundit’, originally a learned Hindu). In NT times, the guardianship
and interpretation of the Law had long passed from the priests to the
scholars or scribes, who were increasingly seen as the true spiritual
leaders of the people, and the honorific appellation ‘Rabbi’ (‘my lord’,
‘monseigneur’), from being at first a form of reverential address (as in
the NT), eventually came to be an official title for a duly qualified
scholar. According to the new Schiirer, the use of ‘Rabbi’ as a title
seems to have originated around the life-time of Jesus.s Thus to

*oTpedelv occurs thereafter only in 20.14, 16, of Magdalen.
3 Schiirer IT 322-29. Neither Hillel nor Shammai is ever called Rabbi.
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address Jesus as ‘Rabbi’ is to accord him the highest status as a teacher
of Israel. In the light of Jesus’ question, ‘What are you searching for?’,
it would be most extraordinary if this courteous address, pappl, mod
pévels; was, in the mind of the evangelist, intended to be understood
merely as an inquiry about the location of Jesus’ residence beside the
banks of the Jordan. In inquiring moU pévers, the two disciples were
‘seeking’ something more.

39. AéyeL avTols, €épxeode kal 6YeaBe. NA\Oav olv kai €idav
mob [EveL. He said to them, Come and see. So they came and saw
where he was staying. Though Glseafe is a future indicative, it would
be pedantic to translate it as you will see; the Greek idiom is perfectly
matched by the English idiom Come and see, where see hovers
between a future (with you will not so much suppressed as understood)
and an imperative (compare BDF 387; 362). The variant reading {8eTe
appears to be an attempt to escape from this ambiguity by choosing the
imperative sense. Lagrange preferred {8eTe on the ground that ‘Come
and see!” was a current rabbinical formula,¢ that dfsecfe ‘doit étre une
élégance’, and perhaps also because (8eTe was attested by 8. Now,
however, the weight of the early evidence (including §%-75) supports
Geabe (see NAZY).

At first reading, these words appear to affirm nothing more than
that the disciples accepted Jesus’ invitation to visit the dwelling and
spent the day there; but this can hardly be the full intent of the story.
To make sense of vv. 35 to 40, the text must be read in the light of the
Prologue. John 1.1 exhibits the close relationship, even identity,
between the Logos in John and the concept of Wisdom in Prov 8§,
especially in the work of creation (8.22-31). Immediately after these
verses, Wisdom appeals for disciples:

Happy is the man who listens to me,
watching daily at my gates,
waiting beside my doors.
For he who finds me finds life
and obtains favour from the Lord (Prov 8.34-35).

There follows the description of the house of Wisdom, a splendid
palace with an inner courtyard adorned with seven pillars, the number
symbolizing perfection.

Wisdom has built a house for herself,
with seven columns of dressed stone.
She has slaughtered a beast, she has spiced her wine,
she has also set her table.
She has sent out her maids to call
from the highest places in the town,
‘Let anyone who lacks maturity turn in here!” (Prov 9.1-4a).

¢ Compare Jn 1.46 and 11.34, and also SB II 371.
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Similar language about feasting on Wisdom is found in Isa 55.1-3 and
in Sir 15.3; 24.1-22. If Jn 1.38-40 are read with these Wisdom texts in
mind, the verses disclose the spiritual message in the two reciprocal
and complementary questions, ‘What are you searching for?’, and
‘Where do you dwell?’

In Sir 24.3-12 Wisdom declares that she has dwelt in the high
places, in the clouds and in the waves of the sea, in every people and in
every nation under heaven, but above all, in Israel. In particular, divine
Wisdom had been embodied in ‘the book of the covenant of the Most
High God, the law which Moses commanded as an inheritance for the
congregations of Jacob’ (24.23). For the writer of the Fourth Gospel, it
is Jesus in the flesh who is now the embodiment on earth of Eternal
Wisdom, saying

‘Those who eat me will hunger for more,
and those who drink me will thirst for more’ (Sir 24.21),

for he himself is ‘the bread of God coming down from heaven and
giving life to the world’ (Jn 6.33; see also 6.35).

When Jesus asked the two disciples what they were searching for,
they replied pappi, mod péveis. The Vulgate renders, magister ubi
habitas? Let the phrase be englished as ‘Master, where is your dwell-
ing?’ The disciples, without being overtly conscious of the fact, are
implicitly asking ‘Where does Wisdom dwell?’ (and one thinks imme-
dlately of Job 28.12). Jesus said to them, Come and see. A\\Oav OUV
Kal eldav. They came and saw: both verbs are repeated, and the ovv
is not otiose. our will seem an insignificant particle to anyone who
reads these verses as no more than a narrative of Jesus’ invitation to
view and visit his domicile, and this probably accounts for its omission
from many manuscripts.” But what if the gospel writer was convinced
that there was one greater than Solomon here?

A\@av olv: they came because Jesus had initiated the conversation
by his first question, and because he had responded to their question by
inviting them to converse with him. kal etdav ol péver. The
Vulgate is here subtly discriminating. The disciples’ question reads,
magister ubi habitas? The translator replies: venerunt et viderunt ubi
maneret. At its second occurrence, pévelv is taken to mean not
habitare (= to dwell permanently), but manere, meaning to stay for a
time, to be lodging (the very first sense ascribed to pévewv in BDAG,
where further references are given, one of which recurs in this same
verse; compare also Jn 14.25). The Latin translator thus reminds us

7 It [ovv] does not always furnish a strictly causal connection, but may be used
more loosely as a temporal connective in the continuation or resumption of a narra-
tive’ (BDF 451 [1]). This second, less emphatic usage, might account for its absence
here in the majority of later Greek manuscripts, and—astonishingly—in all the Latin
manuscripts; but the early Greek tradition, beginning with P>y A B C L N Wsupl,
is solid in its support (see NA?’ for the evidence).
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that there are two answers to the question, ‘Where does Wisdom
dwell?” There is Wisdom’s eternal dwelling-place mpos Tov 6eév, and
its temporary residence in which éokfvocev év nuiv. Translate there-
fore: They saw where he was staying. kal wap’ avT® épeilvav Tnv
Nnuépav ékelvn: and they stayed with him that day (the meaning
‘dwelt’ is clearly here impossible).

The two disciples remained all that day ('rnv mLepow accusative of
extent of time: Robertson 470). épa v oS 8ekdTmn. It was around
the tenth hour, that is, the time at which people go home to take the
main, perhaps the only, meal of the day, the evening meal (Lk 17.7).
The evangelist does not mention any meal, or give any hint of what the
little group discussed. He leaves the reader to surmise what came to
pass.

‘Come, eat of my bread

and drink of the wine I have mixed.
Abandon thoughtlessness, and live,

and walk in the way of insight’ (Prov 9.5-6).

Here the account of the first day of Jesus’ activity on earth ends, with
coming of the evening meal-time. So his last day on earth will end,
with a meal, at which he will unveil to his disciples the fullness of
God’s love for them (Jn 13.1; 17.26).

We are not told the name of the other disciple mentioned in vv. 35,
37 and here in 39, but, given that the Galilean calling of Peter and
Andrew is, in the Synoptics, always linked with that of James and John
(Mt 4.18-22 || Mk 1.16-20 || Lk 5.1-11), it is not surprising that John
the son of Zebedee has always been the prime candidate for the role,
because James was martyred before Passover of A.D. 44 (Acts 12.2). It
is also often said that the anonymity cloaks a discreet retirement into
the background by the original witness to the story; or that it proceeds
from a desire to avoid the embarrassment of giving precedence to the
person in question over Simon Peter (compare Jn 20.5, 8).8 Others
suggest Philip rather than John, but — 1.43. However, when 1.35-39
are compared with 21.1-22, the prominence in both texts of the verbs
oTfvat, dkohovdetlv, and pevelv inclines one to conclude that the
anonymous disciple of 1.35, 37, 39 was most probably ‘the disciple
whom Jesus loved’, his identity here discreetly concealed. In that case,
it would be hard to overestimate the significance for him of this, his
first long evening in Jesus’ company: map’ alT® Epewvav TNy
Nuépav €xeivnu. Or for the reader not to perceive the overarching
inclusio between that Supper on the first day of Jesus’ ministry and the
Last.

8 This is the ‘classical’ interpretation, in support of the view that the son of
Zebedee is the author of the gospel.
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40. N ’Avdpéas 0 dderdpos Zipwvos ITéTpov €is €k TdV 8¥o
TOV dkovoavTev Tapd 'ledvvov kai dkoAovdnodvTev avTd.
"Avdpéas (‘a good Greek name’, BDAG, with references) is identified
by his relationship to Simon Peter. 6 d8e\dds: the article is usually
present, and it does not imply that Andrew was the only brother.

41. eVplokeL oUTOS TPATOV TOV ABeAPOV TOV iSLov Zipwva.
For the textual evidence on the choice of readings between mpwTov,
mpoTos and mpot, see NA2. In TCGNT we read that mpOdTov means
‘that the first thing Andrew did after having been called was to find his
brother’, and ‘that this reading was preferred by a majority of the
Committee because of its early and diversified support (P> 8¢ B © f1
f13 cop arm geo al)’; it is rated as {B}. ‘The reading mp&To0sS, attested
by 8* and the later Greek tradition, means that Andrew was the first
follower of Jesus who made a convert.” The acceptance of this reading
by so many later MSS may have been influenced by a desire to empha-
size the role of Andrew, the patron saint of Greece, in bringing Simon
Peter to the Lord. mpwt, attested in no Greek MS, but implied in two
or three Old Latin MSS, is almost certainly an attempt to spread the
narrative more evenly over seven days and to have the marriage at
Cana on the seventh.

Whichever reading be preferred, it is best to treat vv. 41-42 (or 40-
42) as a footnote to the preceding scene, describing what Andrew did,
perhaps ‘in the morning’. Thus the narrative about Jesus closes at v.
39, and v. 43 marks the fourth day of the week with Tf ématpLov.

The presentation of Andrew’s calling as prior to that of Simon Peter
suggests that the narrative rests on very early tradition. kai A€éyeL
avT@, eVprkapev TOv Meooiav. The term Meooias occurs only
twice in the NT, here and at Jn 4.25, and in each place a translation is
supplied, to explain to the Greek-speaking reader what exactly the
term means. 6 €oTw pedeppnvevopevov XpLoTos. That is, in
translation, Christ, or (the) Anointed. In the words We have found the
Messiah, God’s Anointed, the content of the evening’s conversation is
disclosed. The sense is, ‘We have found the true Messiah, one quite
different from other claimants’.

A NOTE ON MESSIANISM IN THE TIME OF JESUS

Under the monarchy, the people of Judah developed as part of their
religion a national ideology to express their hopes and dreams for the
future. Much of it centred on the coming of an ideal king of the line of
David who would ensure internal peace and justice throughout the
land, and whose overlordship would be acknowledged by the Gentiles.
The main texts are 2 Sam 7.12-19; Pss 2; 45; 72; 110; Isa 7.14 with
9.1-6; Mic 5.1, and Ezek 34.23. This theme is the central and unchang-
ing factor in what is called Messianism.
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With the end of the Davidic monarchy in 587 B.C., the people of
Judah had to accept that they were henceforth destined to live in daily
contact with the great empires of the world, Babylonia, Persia, Alex-
ander and Rome. As their religious horizons widened, they began to
think of God not primarily as King of Israel and then of the world, but
vice versa. He was primarily King of the Universe, but the dream
persisted, that he would one day send a Davidic king to restore the
fortunes of his people. Only, the character of that earthly kingship
changed. The earlier notion had envisaged a warrior like Joshua who
would rule the Gentiles with a rod of iron (Ps 2.8-9), and fill the earth
with their corpses (110.6). After the Exile, the prophets spoke in more
spiritual tones. Isaiah’s vision of swords beaten into ploughshares (2.4
|| Mic 4.3) is more precisely focussed: a descendant of the house of
David would come, rich in wisdom and understanding, to establish
universal peace (Isa 11.1-10; 42.1-9). Both before and after the Exile,
the dream was of earthly happiness, in this life and in this world.

The non-appearance of this promised son of David inevitably led,
over the centuries, to a decline of interest in the figure. Even Daniel,
writing at the height of the Maccabean age, does not look for a Davidic
Messiah, only for a military victory (note Dan 2.44) of the ‘people of
the saints of the Most High’ over all other empires in the world (7.9-
27). Similarly, expectation of a messianic King, Davidic or not, does
not figure anywhere in 1 Maccabees, in Sirach, Judith or Tobit.
Assuredly, these books trust that God will re-establish righteousness
on earth, but no Messianic King has any role in that work.

It is in the book 3 of the Sibylline Oracles, written probably in
Alexandria around 163—-140 B.C., that the notion of a heaven-sent king
re-emerges. Though there is only one reference to this liberator, in
lines 652-56, the entire section from line 692 to 795 describes how he
by military action imposes peace, in the name of God, over all the
earth.® The idea is clearer still in the Psalms of Solomon, composed
probably in the time of Pompey (63—48 B.C.). Here we find full-
blooded nationalism hoping for a king of the line of David to lead a
revolt, crush the Gentiles, drive them from Jerusalem, and establish
there his ideal kingdom (PsSol 17.21-44 [note v. 32]; 18.5-10 in OTP
IT 667-69). Other texts of interest are discussed in Schiirer II 504-13,
and a systematic presentation of the idea is given on pp. 514-49. The
popular appeal of such a nationalist ideology in the time of Jesus is
evidenced by the revolts of Theudas and ‘the Egyptian’ (Acts 5.36 and
21.38: see Schiirer I 456, 464) and by the final uprising between A.D.
64 and 70.

Jesus had expressly refused to accept the title of Messiah as long as
it was understood as denoting a warrior-king (Mt 16.20 || Mk 8.29 || Lk
9.20), and the Fourth Gospel reaffirms this uncompromisingly (Jn

° For the text see OTP 1 376-79; for comment, see Schiirer IT1 501-502.
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18.11, 36). When, therefore, Andrew says ‘We have found the
Messiah’, the word ‘Messiah’ is to be understood not in the pre-exilic
sense, nor in the then contemporary sense, but in the spiritually refined
sense of the later prophets like the Second Isaiah. ‘Messiah’ in this
verse denotes not the populist leader of a national independence
movement, but rather that Lamb of God who is filled with the Spirit,
that Chosen One of God described by the Baptist (Jn 1.29, 32-34).
Compare Jesus’ words to Pilate in Jn 18.36-37.1°

42. n'ya'yev av‘rov mpos TOV ‘Incodv. He brought him to Jesus.
euﬁ)\etljas alT@ 6 ’Inoovs eimev. The Vulgate, which in v. 36 ren-
dered epB)\et[Jag as respiciens, here translates intuitus autem eum
lesus, implying that Jesus’ gaze went deeper and saw further than that
of the Baptist. Where Jesus is the subject, the same preference for the
translation intueri is found in Mk 10.21, 27. Perhaps: Jesus, regarding
him zntently, said.

v €L Etpwv 0 vios ’ledvvov, ob kAnfnon Knéas, o
eppnvevetal II€Tpos. So you are Simon the son of John? You are
to be called Cephas, which translates as Peter, or Rock."" In contrast
with Mt 16.17, the reader is not told why Simon is going to be called
Cephas (Peter), or what it will signify. Its significance will be made
clear only in the penultimate episode of the gospel, at Jn 21.15-19,
where we read again, and for the first time since this initial encounter,
the phrase Z{jov "Todvvou, three times, in vv. 15, 16 and 17.12 This
inclusio spans the entire gospel.

10 For further detail see Schiirer II §29, ‘Messianism’, 488-554, and Redemption
and Resistance: The Messianic Hopes of Jews and Christians in Antiquity, eds.
Markus Bockmuehl and James Carleton Paget, London, 2007.

' The Greek reads more smoothly as a question, but there is no way of deciding
whether it is a question or a statement. ‘A majority of the Committee regarded "lova
(read by A B* A /' /13 and most of the later Greek witnesses) as a scribal assimilation
to Bar-Jona of Mt 16.17° (TCGNT). The name Jonah referring to a man (other than
the prophet) is so far unattested until the fourth century A.D. Hence others propose
that Iova may be a contraction of the third variant, leavva (© 1241 pc vg), and that
both forms may be abbreviations of Johanan (compare 4 Kgdms 25.23 B; 1 Paral 26.3
A B). Inavvns would serve as a translation of any of these words. See J. Jeremias in
TWNT 111 410 A%>?, Dodd, Historical Tradition, 307; Schnackenburg I 311 Anm. 1 =
311 fn. 86.

12 And with the same textual variation: see NA?”. The Fourth Gospel uses by
preference the designation ‘Simon Peter’ (17 times), and uses ‘Peter’ obviously for
brevity, where the two names have been given just before (1.45; 13.8, 37; 18.11,
16ft., 26-27; 20.3-4; 21.7, 11, 17, 20-21). Thus Schnackenburg [ 311 Anm. 3 = 312
fn. 88. ‘Simon’ on its own occurs only where Jesus, in addressing the disciple very
solemnly, identifies him by his parentage (1.41, 42; 21.15ff.) The reason is that
neither ‘Peter’ nor ‘Cephas’ is, during the ministry of Jesus, a name; it is applied to
this disciple as a sobriquet.
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2. The Testimony of the First Disciples: 1.43-50

143 The next day he was minded to go to Galilee, and he found Philip and
said to him, ‘Follow me’. * Now Philip was from Bethsaida, the town of
Andrew and Peter. #* Philip found Nathanael, and said to him, ‘We have
found him of whom Moses wrote in the law, and the prophets too, Jesus, son
of Joseph, from Nazareth.” 4 Nathanael said to him, ‘Can anything good
come out of Nazareth?’t Philip said to him, ‘Come and see.” 47 Jesus saw
Nathanael coming towards him, and said of him, ‘Behold, one who is truly
an Israelite, in whom there is no guile!” *® Nathanael said to him, ‘How
comes it that you know me?’ Jesus replied and said to him, ‘Before Philip
called you, when you were under the fig-tree, I saw you.” * Nathanael
answered him, ‘Rabbi, you are the son of God! You are Israel’s king!’
0 Jesus answered and said to him, ‘Is it because I told you that I had seen
you under the fig-tree that you believe? You will see greater things than
these.’

[for: So something good can come out of Nazareth?]

43. T €mavpiov N0EANcey €EeNbelv eis THv Iallalav kai
ei)pl'.olcel, @ilummoy. Jesus is usually taken to be the subject of
NOénoer and of evploket. Andrew is sometimes suggested for the
following reasons. 1 41 reads evplokel oUTOS TPATOV TOV aSe)«bov
kT\., and 1.43, kal evplioket ®{\mTov, so that if Andrew were in
both cases the subject of eUplokel, the mpdTov of v. 41 would be
easily explained. Again, if in v. 43 the words kal Myel adT) O
Incods, dkolovBel ot are eliminated as a later editorial insertion,'?
the story runs more smoothly, for Jesus is thus from vv. 43 to 46, so
to speak, off stage. Verses 40-46 then become two parallel stories
approximately equal in length about Andrew (vv. 40-43) and Philip
(vv. 44-46), each bringing to Jesus a new disciple. On this interpre-
tation, both Philip and Andrew begin their discipleship by (separately)
introducing people to Jesus (1.40-46), as they will later appear together
twice (6.6-9 and 12.20-22), on each occasion introducing people to
Jesus. It is then a short step to suggesting that Philip was the unnamed
companion of Andrew in 1.37-40.

This interpretation of v. 43 must be rejected, principally because
Jesus was the subject of the preceding sentence (42b: 6 ’Incods
eLmev), but also because it is hard to imagine this evangelist ever
referring to the travel plans of a disciple. It was Jesus who had a mind
to leave ‘for Galilee’; it is he (not Andrew) who finds Philip, and says
to him dkolovUBeL pot, that is, ‘Follow me now to Galilee’, because
there that he is about to reveal his glory (2.12). This leads smoothly
into the next verse.

13 Thus Spitta, Johannesevangelium, 56-57; Wilckens, Entstehungsgeschichte, 35,
and especially Boismard, ‘Les traditions johanniques’, RB 70 (1963), 39-42.
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44. v 8¢ 6 ®ilmmos dmd Bnloaidd, éx THS moHIews
"Av8péov kai ITéTpov. Philip, like Andrew, is a thoroughly Greek
name, but not rare among Jews at the time. He is mentioned in all the
lists of the twelve apostles, always in the fifth place, after Simon and
Andrew, James and John (Mt 10.3 || Mk 3.18 || Lk 6.14 || Acts 1.13).
amo and ék here have the same meaning. The significant word in the
sentence is Bethsaida, meaning ‘Fishers-Home’. Bethsaida was on the
north-east shore of Lake Gennesareth in the territory of Herod Philip
the tetrarch (4nt. XVIITii 1 =28; War 11 ix 1 =168; [Il x 7=515; Life
Ixxii = 399), and therefore home to a mixed population of Jews and
Gentiles.™

45. evpiokel ®ilTmos TOv Nabavanl kai Aéyer avTd, Ov
éypabev Moicfis év T® VYOpe Kai oL TpodfiTaL evprKapey.
Nathanael is introduced solely by his impeccably Hebrew name; the
reader will soon learn more about his character. He of whom Moses
wrote, in the Law, is most obviously intended to evoke the blessing of
Jacob in Gen 49.10 (‘the sceptre shall not depart from Judah’), the
oracle of Balaam in Num 24.16 (‘a star shall come forth out of Jacob’),
and the words in Deut 18.15, 18-19, where Moses assures the people
that God will ‘raise up a prophet like myself from among you’; —
‘prophet” at 1.21c.

The prophets too wrote of him. Several texts were mentioned above
in the note on Messianism at Jn 1.41, of which the most relevant for
the present verse is Isa 11.1: ‘there shall come forth a sprout from the
stump of Jesse, and an offshoot (731 = neser) shall grow out of its
roots’. The same idea, though with a different Hebrew word (M =
semah) meaning ‘branch’, is found in Isa 4.1 (‘the branch of the Lord
shall be beautiful and glorious’, RSV); in Jer 23.5-6 (‘I will raise up
for David a righteous Branch’); in 33.15 (‘I will cause a righteous
Branch to spring forth for David’); in Zech 3.8 (‘I will bring my
servant, the Branch’), and 6.12 (‘the man whose name is the Branch...
he shall build the temple of the Lord’). That both 781 = neser and nny =
semah were equally applied to the Messiah is clear from the Targums.
In the five texts just cited for s = semah, the Targum of Jonathan
always substitutes for this term the word ‘Messiah, Anointed One’: so
we read in Jer 23.5, ‘I shall raise up for David the Messiah of
righteousness’, and find virtually identical renderings, with ‘Messiah’
or ‘Anointed One’, in the other texts. The same replacement occurs

14Tts exact location is elusive, but it is usually identified with Khirbet el-’Araj, on
the shore. Three kilometres to the east, a rocky hill now nameless and known simply
as et-Tell was perhaps the site of the new town known as (Bethsaida) Julias built by
Herod Philip and named after the daughter of Augustus, further evidence of a Gentile
population in the area. For detail see Schiirer I 171-72 (which leaves the identifi-
cations open); Abel, Géographie 11 279-80; Dalman, Sacred Sites and Ways, 161-65;
G. A. Smith, Historical Geography, 456-58.
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with 781 = neser in Isa 11.1 (‘the Messiah shall be exalted from the
sons of his sons’)." ‘Offshoot’ and ‘Branch’ were clearly equivalent
technical terms for the Messiah who was to stem from the root of
David, as this overtly messianic interpretation shows.'¢

That this was so in NT times is clear from three texts of Qumran.
4Q174, a collection of texts from 2 Samuel and the Psalter, contains at
line 11 a comment on 2 Sam 7.11-14, ‘He is the Branch of David (rmnx
77 = smh dwyd)’; 4QpGen® = 4Q252 speaks at lines 3-4 of ‘the
Messiah of Righteousness, the Branch of David’ (again, 77 mx =
smh dwyd); and 4Qplsa? = 4Q161 8-10 is a comment on Isa 11.1
(DSSE, 3rd ed., 294, 260, 268; DSSE, 4th ed., 354, 302, 321 respec-
tively). The Testament of Judah 24, a mosaic of messianic allusions,
also speaks of the Star rising out of Jacob as ‘the Shoot of God’ (24.4:
ovTos 6 PAacTOs Beod UioTov) and ‘a rod of righteousness for the
nations’ (pdpSos Sikatoouriis Tols €Bveat).!”

Inoovv viov Tov ’lwond. In Matthew, Jesus is called ‘son of
David’ nine times; in Mark, three times; in Luke, three times; but
never in John. The strikingly different phrase here in Jn 1.45, Jesus son
of Joseph, since it is found nowhere else in the NT, gives pause for
thought, and Boismard makes an attractive proposal. He suggests that
the ministry of the Baptist here recorded took place at Aenon near
Salim (compare Jn 3.23, and the comment there), and that this Aenon
was on the edge of Samaria.'® Since the Samaritans accepted as holy
books only the five books of Moses, it was natural that they should
revere as religious leaders only those who figured in those books,
notably Moses (hence their interest in the ‘prophet like Moses’ of Deut
18.17-18) and of course Joseph, father of Ephraim and Manasseh, the
two tribes whose territory embraced the central mountains of the

15 The italics signify the divergence from the Hebrew text. The texts may be
checked in The Aramaic Bible: The Targums.

16 C. T. R. Hayward, in The Targum of Jeremiah, 111 fn. 3 refers to J. J. Brierre-
Narbonne, Exégése Targumique des Prophéties Messianiques, Paris, 1936, pp. 50-51;
also to P. Humbert, ‘Le Messie dans le Targum des Prophétes,” RTP 44 (1911), 6-7.

170TP1801; M. De Jonge, The Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs, 77.

'8 This is part of Boismard’s general theory concerning the composition of the
Gospel, but it is not necessary to accept the whole theory in order to admit this
proposal. That the Baptist answered the queries from Jerusalem at ‘Bethany beyond
the Jordan’ (Jn 1.19-28) is eminently credible, and indeed v. 28 appears to imply that
what followed took place somewhere else (or why put 28 at that point, and not later?).
That the evangelist should have taken other stories which happened in other places
and at other times, and linked them together as happening on successive days of one
week, is also quite credible; and the intention of so grouping the episodes will, natu-
rally, become clear only at the end of the week. One obvious advantage of Boismard’s
proposal is that the distance from the place of John’s baptizing to Cana in Galilee is
immediately reduced by more than a half, thus obviating the problem of reaching
Cana ‘on the third day’ after leaving the lower Jordan.
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ancient kingdom of Israel (Josh 16—17), the region known in NT times
as ‘Samaria’. Schiirer writes that nothing precise can be known about
the ‘messianic expectations’ of the Samaritans, because the extant
sources are much too late,' but Boismard cites two texts which seem
plausible enough, in which the patriarch Joseph is given the title
‘Owner’ of the land (= King) and placed next to Moses, ‘the Prophet’.2
Thus while the term ‘son of Joseph’ in Jn 1.45 certainly refers to
Jesus’ status as son of the carpenter of Nazareth, the phrase might have
been chosen to evoke also the memory of Joseph the patriarch, from
whom the Samaritans hoped for the restoration of the kingdom of
Israel. If this scene is set not in Judaea, but in a largely Samaritan area,
it would explain why Philip says ‘son of Joseph’ rather than ‘son of
David’.

Tov dmo NalapéT. Nazareth is nowhere mentioned until it
appears in the NT, and until the time of Constantine it remained a
wholly Jewish town, or rather village, in which no Greek or Samaritan
or Christian lived.?' The name occurs only twice in John’s Gospel, here
and in v. 46,2 and is quite clearly etymologically linked with the shoot
or branch of a tree (n7s1 Nésaret, from neser). No one who thought in
Aramaic would have failed to recognize in this story the possibility of
a link between the man from ‘Branchtown’ or ‘Branchville’ and ‘the
Branch of David’. ‘Jesus son of Joseph, from Nazareth’ hints at the
one who will be both ‘king of Israel’ (for Samaria) and ‘the Branch
from the root of Jesse’ (for the Jews). — Jn 1.49; 4.21-22, 25-26.

46. kai eimev aiT@® Nabavan), ék NalapéT Slvarai T
ayafov eivai; \éyer avT® [0] @ilkTmos, épXov Kai ide. And
Nathanael said to him, Can anything good come out of Nazareth?
Philip said to him, Come and see. The sentence, thus translated, is
taken to mean that Nathanael is sceptical (some even say ‘scornful’)
about the likelihood of anything good emerging from Nazareth. This
interpretation, however, does not sit comfortably next to the high
praise of Nathanael’s character, by Jesus himself, in v. 47, and such a
thought would have been more clearly expressed had the evangelist
written SUvatal Tu dyadov yweosbar. There is much to be said for
translating Nathanael’s words in a way which also does justice to his
choice of the verb elvai: So something good can come out of Nazar-
eth? Philip’s answer, Come and see, suits either rendering equally
well. Augustine suggests, and prefers, this alternative, while admitting

19 Schiirer I1 513.

20 Boismard. Jean, 93b.

2 Epiphanius, Adversus haereses 30,11: PG 41.424, cited in ELS 2. For
nomenclature and historical detail, see Abel, Géographie 11 249; Dalman, Sacred
Sites and Ways, 57-60.

22 Not counting Nalwpatos inJn 18.5, 7; 19.19.
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that it was in his day not the usual interpretation.?* Aquinas follows
him. On €pxov kal (8¢ — 1.39; the only difference is that here the
verbs are singular, and that {8¢ is indubitably imperative. These words
certainly include, as in v. 39a, more than an invitation to see Jesus
physically; they are an invitation to approach the house of Wisdom, as
in Prov 9.1-5 and Isa 55.1-3.

47. €ibev 6 ’Inoobs Tov Nabavank épxdpevov mpos aivTov,
kal AéyeL mepl avTol, "I8€ dAnOGs ’IopaniiTns €v @ S0Aos
oUk €0Tw. Jesus saw Nathanael coming towards him: (that is,
physically and spiritually approaching him, for the two go together in
this story), and said of him, Behold one who is truly an Israelite, in
whom there is no guile!

TopanAiTns occurs nine times in the NT: five times in Acts, as a
formal address to assembled Jews (2.22; 3.12; 5.35; 13.16; 21.28);
three times in Paul, when he is stressing his racial and religious creden-
tials (Rom 9.4; 11.1; 2 Cor 11.22); and here (only) in the gospels.*
aindaés ’lopankitns proclaims the genuineness of Nathanael’s devo-
tion to the God of Israel. The use of the adverb with a noun to mean
real, genuine, is both classical and common, and recurs in Jn 8.31.%
Here, as elsewhere in John, the Greek meaning of ‘genuine’ is com-
bined with the Hebraic meaning of ‘being faithful to one’s word’ (see
JV 1727¢).

€v @ 86)los olUk €oTwv. The absence of 8d)\os, that is, of any
deceitfulness, dishonesty or insincerity is a mark of one who is
righteous before God: see Pss 24.4; 32.2; 34.13; 139.4. Jacob had
signally lacked this quality: ‘your brother came with guile and took
away your blessing’ (€N0ov O d8e dds cov peTa 86hov ENaPer THV
evhoylav oou, Gen 27.35). Not so Nathanael.

48. \éyeL ava Na(-)avan)\ TO0EY PE YLVAOKELS; aTrerL(-)n
’Incovs kal eimey av‘rm, mpo TOovU o€ DiltTmoV dwvijocal évTa
UTO TNV oukijy €186V o€. The point of v. 48 is that Jesus had some
knowledge which so astounds Nathanael that it elicits the great
confession of v. 49

Commentators are at a loss to decide what this knowledge was, or
to find a satisfactory explanation for the reference to the fig tree. It
may be that the evangelist intended to leave the matter equally
unknown to us; it may be that the early recipients of the gospel knew
what the saying referred to, and that this knowledge is long lost

23 Augustine, In loannem V1 15.

24 On the usage of the word, see also the comment on “Israel” at Jn 1.49.

25 Plato writes ékelvés éoTwv 6 dAn8y olpavds (Phaedo 129¢), and d\ndds
dyafol (Laws 642¢cd). See also Ruth 3.12, d\n8ds dayxioTels éyd; Josephus, 4nt.
IX 256, 6 a\nBds Beds; BDAG gives further instances.
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(Dibelius).?* The most common suggestion is that to study the Scrip-
tures under a tree, and perhaps particularly a fig tree, was a common
practice among the rabbis.?” All these suggestions are merely surmises,
which can be neither proved nor disproved.

49. dmekpifn avT® Nadavanl, pappi, ov €l 6 vios Tob Oeod,
oV Baoidevs €l Tob 'Iopani. On pappi, — 1.38. b el kT\. is ‘in
the style of a confession of faith’ (Schnackenburg).

0 vios ToV Beod. This is not to be understood at this point in the
narrative as a confession of metaphysical sonship in a Trinitarian
sense.” Indeed, there is no clear evidence that in Palestinian Judaism
the title ‘Son of God’ was ever applied to the Messiah even in a
metaphorical sense during pre-Christian times, probably for fear of
arousing misunderstanding in the non-Jewish world. The divine
sonship of the Davidic Messiah had indeed been clearly declared in 2
Sam 7.14; Pss 2.7; 89.27-28; but these OT texts were intended only to
affirm the legitimacy of the claim of the line of David to the throne,
not to assert that there was some exceptional ontological relationship
between God and the monarch. / Enoch 105.2 has often been cited as
an example of God’s calling the Messiah ‘my son’, and for this reason
often dismissed as a Christian interpolation; but since the discoveries
of fragments of the work at Qumran, Matthew Black has argued con-
vincingly that the reference is not to the Messiah but to Methuselah.?
The only other texts which refer to the Messiah as ‘son of God’ are 4
Ezra 7.28; 13.32, 37, 52; 14.9;% these do indeed have in the Latin
“filius meus’, but the phrase is certainly a translation of the Greek
mals, which is in turn a rendering of the Hebrew *72» (‘abdi), meaning
my servant, not ‘my son’.’' Moreover, according to most scholars, 4
Ezra was written around A.D. 100. Consequently, the title ‘son of
God’ on the lips of Nathanael must bear a meaning not previously
found in Judaism, namely, that Jesus enjoys an utterly unique relation-
ship with God.®

26 Die Formgeschichte des Evangeliums, Tiibingen, 6th ed., 1971, 114 = From
Tradition to Gospel, Cambridge and London, 1971, 117.

27 Several references are given in SB II 371; note especially Midrash R. Qoh. 5.11
cited in SB I 858, or in the ETr (Soncino), 151.

28 ¢Si enim intellexisset eum esse Filium Dei per naturam, non dixisset Tu es Rex
Israel solum, sed totius mundi’, and then (on maius his videbis) ‘ducam te ad
maiorem cognitionem, ut scilicet credas me Filium Dei naturalem et Regem omnium
saeculorum’ (Aquinas).

2 The Book of Enoch or 1 Enoch, 318-19.

300TP 1537, 552, 553.

31 See Eduard Lohse, vids, in TWNT VIII 361-63.

32 Mowinckel too supports this view: see He That Cometh, 293-94. Further detail
may be found in Dalman, Worte Jesus, 219-23 = ETr The Words of Jesus, 268-88;
and in SB III 15-20.
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oV BacL\evs €l Tod "Iopan). Apart from those texts which refer
to a monarch of the Northern Kingdom, the term ‘King of Israel’
appears only twice in the OT, in Zeph 3.15 and in Isa 44.6, referring in
each case to Yahweh, king of Isracl. Nowhere in the OT is the term
used of the expected Messiah. Among the Apocrypha and Pseude-
pigrapha of the OT, the title figures only once, in the Psalms of
Solomon (mid-first century B.C.), in [PsSol] 17.42, though the concept
is implicit from v. 21 onwards; it is safe to say that the author of this
psalm eagerly hoped for someone to lead a military revolt against the
Roman occupation army. This leader is called ‘son of David’ (21), ‘the
Lord Messiah’ (32) and ‘king of Israel’ (42).33 The term ‘King of
Israel’ does not occur at Qumran, not even in the War Scroll, and is
certainly not a title in common use.

To discern the precise meaning of ‘King of Israel’, it is necessary to
compare it with ‘King of the Jews’. All four Gospels stress that Jesus
was condemned as ‘King of the Jews’ (Jn 18.33, 39; 19.3, [14,] 19, 21;
Mt 27.11, 29, 33; Mk 15.2, 9, 12, 18, 26; Lk 23.3, 37, 38), and the
political implications of claiming that title are all too clear in the narra-
tives. ‘King of Israel’, by contrast, is found in the NT only four times,
here in Jn 1.49, in 12.13, and in the mockery of the Jewish leaders on
Golgotha, at Mt 27.42 || Mk 15.32. It is, however, an oversimpli-
fication to say that ‘King of the Jews’ carries political overtones, and
that ‘King of Israel’ does not; or that Jesus rejected the former title, but
accepted the latter. In NT times, in Palestinian Judaism, the terms used
by the indigenous population for self-designation were ‘Israel’ and
‘children of Israel’.> Outside Palestine, those who shared the religion
of Israel would refer to themselves as ‘Jews’, and would use the terms
‘Israel’ and ‘children of Israel’ only in prayer, preaching and liturgy.
King of Israel on Nathanael’s lips is therefore wholly idiomatic from a
Palestinian. It has been suggested that perhaps the use of this title
implies that Nathanael had a nationalistic messianic expectation, and

3 OTP 11 667, 668. Note the editor’s comment on ‘the Lord Messiah’. The title
‘Messiah’ recurs in PsSol 18.5, 7 (OTP 11 669).

3 Thus the author of 1 Maccabees always uses ‘Israel’ for self-designation, when
writing in his own person, but always writes ‘Jews’ when quoting what Gentiles say
(e.g. 10.23; 11.50) or in recording diplomatic correspondence (e.g. 8.21-32; 12.1-23;
14.20-23; 15.1-9) and so forth. The rabbis were later to follow the same practice. In
the Palestinian literature of the age (Sirach, Judith, Tobit, Baruch, the Psalms of
Solomon, 4 Ezra, The Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs, 3 Enoch) the word ‘Jews’
never once occurs, even though all others who did not belong to this group would
have designated its members simply as ‘Jews’. See TWNT 111 361-64 (K. G. Kuhn).

35 TWNT 111 364-66 (by K. G. Kuhn) and 372-74 (by Walter Gutbrod). Kuhn illus-
trates in detail how 2 Maccabees, representing Hellenistic Judaism, follows a usage
opposite to that of 1 Maccabees, and normally writes of ‘Jews’, reserving Israel for
liturgy and prayer.
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that Jesus corrects him in v. 51.3 Yet since there is only one known
example of the title’s being used in that nationalist sense (PsSol 17.42:
see the preceding paragraph), it is legitimate to seek an alternative
explanation.

‘Israel’ occurs only four times in John (1.31, 50; 3.10; 12.13),%
denoting always the People of God as a religious, not a national, entity.
To be king ‘of the Jews’ would be to reign as an earthly monarch
merely over that part of God’s people which happened to be alive on
earth at the moment. To be ‘King of Israel’ is to be God’s viceroy on
earth, and to have a part assigned in the redemptive drama of God’s
Chosen People, which stretches back in time and forward to the end
of time. So Nathanael, when he calls Jesus ‘Israel’s king’, gives an
entirely new title to Jesus, the prima facie meaning of which is
messianic, the long-term, the divine (Jn 20.28, 31). The title, here at Jn
1.49, and at the entry into Jerusalem (12.13), has no political impli-
cations: both the first and the second part of the Gospel begin with a
statement that Jesus’ kingdom is not of this world.

50. dmekpibn ’Incols kai eimev avT, "OTL €LTOV GoL 6TL
€L80V o€ UTMOKAT® THS OUKNS, TLOTEVELS;® Whether Jesus’
remark is translated as a question or a statement ( ‘You believe because
I told you...”), its meaning is the same. pei{w ToUT@V 6. You will
see greater things than these. 6y is singular, and the promise in this
verse is therefore to Nathanael alone, assuring him that he will witness
greater things than Jesus’ knowledge of him when he was under the fig
tree: the phrase pe{lw TovTwWY Will recur at 5.20 and 14.12.

If the story had ended here, it would (with v. 51 omitted) have led
smoothly straight into the Wedding at Cana, the home town of
Nathanael,* where greater things began to take place. But the greater
things promised comprise more than the sign at Cana, as v. 51
explains.

36 John Painter, ‘Christ and the Church in John 1.51°, in M. De Jonge, L 'Evangile
de Jean, 1977, 359-62.

37 “Israelite’ once (1.48), ‘Jew[s]” 70 times.

38 The variation from the text of 1.48 (UmokdTw with the genitive replacing UTo
with the accusative) is not significant: ‘when repeating a phrase, John is apt to alter it
slightly, either by a change in the order of the words, or by using a different word’
(Bernard). Likewise with the variant readings for pe({o: perlova is the uncontracted
form, and pellov an instance of the ‘irrational v’ often found in certain manuscripts
(see MHT II 161, 113).

39 According to Jn 21.2, the only other text where Nathanael is mentioned in this
Gospel.
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3. You will see Heaven opened’: 1.51

Verse 51 ‘has caused as much trouble for commentators as any other
single verse in the Fourth Gospel’ (R. E. Brown). Many think that this
verse was inserted into an already completed narrative; but if it is such
a subsequent addition to a previously finished text, it is impossible to
decide whether the alteration was made by the evangelist himself, or
by a later editor. In any case, all manuscripts contain it, so it is
certainly part of the canonical Gospel.

Jesus said to him [\éy€L a¥TQ, in the singular], Amen, Amen I say
to you [ ANV apnv Aéyo VPLv, in the plural]; and the remainder of
the sentence is in the plural. It is probably this unusual construction
which first entices many to posit that v. 51 must have been written by
someone other than the author of the verses in the immediate context;
unusual though the construction may be, it serves to make a point quite
clearly. Jesus solemnly assures Nathanael, who has just made the most
remarkable profession of faith, that not only he, but his companions
too, will see heaven opened and angels ascending and descending upon
the Son of Man. This is the first occurrence of "Auny auny Aéyo
ULty in the Gospel, where it appears 25 times, always on the lips of
Jesus, where it denotes a more than usually solemn assurance that the
statement which follows is both true and very important. The content
of this particular saying, the first to be prefaced by *Apny dpny AMéyw
Uiy, therefore demands close scrutiny.

6Pedde TOV oUpavOV AveRYOTA KAl TOUS dyYEAOUS TOU
0eod dvapaivovtas kai kaTafaivovras €m TOV uiov Tov
av@pamov. These words raise three questions: What is the meaning of
the opened heaven? What is the significance of the angels ascending
and descending? And what is the meaning of the Son of man? On one
point only is there a consensus, namely, that the phrase about the
angels ‘ascending and descending’ is an allusion to Gen 28.12, because
only there do these words occur, in this order, in the entire OT. In the
LXX we read verbatim: kal ToUs dyyélovs ToD Beod dvaBaivov-
Tas kal katapaivovTas. Why do the angels first go up and then
come down?

Joachim Jeremias once proposed that this saying about the angels
should be interpreted in the light of certain late Jewish ideas about Gen
28.17 and 22, according to which the stone of Bethel was the place of
the presence of God, above which was the door leading into heaven.*
The suggestion never found acceptance.

In 1922 Burney had called attention to a text in the Midrash
Rabbah on Gen 28.12, which records a rabbinical dispute on whether

4 ‘Die Berufung des Nathanael (Joh. 1.45F.)’, Angelos 3 (1928), 2-5.
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the angels were ascending and descending on the ladder (thus the LXX
also), or on Jacob himself, for the Hebrew pronoun could bear either
meaning.*' The former opinion was favoured by the majority of rabbis,
but the latter could not be excluded. Some rabbis who supported the
second opinion held that the angels who ascended wished to compare
the features of the earthly Jacob with his archetype in heaven before
descending to be once more Jacob’s guardians on earth.

Odeberg in 1929 proposed that the writer of Jn 1.51 accepted the
second interpretation of Genesis, and substituted for ‘Jacob’ (under-
stood as the personification of all Israel) ‘the Son of Man’ (intended to
be understood as the embodiment of the new Israel). The sense of Jn
1.51 would therefore be that the Son of Man on earth was in constant
touch with his archetype in heaven through thousands of ministering
angels (Odeberg cites Dan 7.10).4 Bultmann was sympathetic to
Odeberg insofar as this interpretation unites Jesus the individual with
his heavenly archetype, but critical of the proposal that the Son of Man
embraced the whole community of believers, who would therefore
themselves be destined to share here on earth Jesus’ communion with
the world above.® There is, however, nothing in John to corroborate
the suggestion that Jesus had an archetype in heaven, or that angelic
mediators could serve any useful function for him who was always one
with the Father (Jn 10.30).

Wilhelm Michaelis suggested that Jn 1.51 was inspired by the
Synoptic accounts of the Baptism and Temptation, and even rejected
any reference to Gen 28.12.4 Yet the differences are significant. The
angels mentioned in John are not ministering angels, but mediators or
messengers, and in John heaven is (apparently) not momentarily but
permanently open.

More commonly, Jn 1.51 is explained by reference to the Resur-
rection, the Ascension or the Parousia of the Lord. The insertion of 4’
dpTiL before decbe is evidence that many copyists thought of this
verse in terms of Mt 26.64,+ and interpreted it, presumably, as
referring to the coming of the Son of Man at the Parousia (compare Mt
16.27-28, ‘with his angels’). Thus Bernard: ‘The vision of this [final
and glorious] Advent [cf. Dan 7.13] seems to be what is promised to
Nathanael and his believing companions.’* It is a sensible and uncom-

4! In the Soncino edition, the reference is LXVIII 12. Burney’s somewhat different
translation is printed out in Dodd, /nterpretation, 245: they give the reference as
70.12.

42 Odeberg, The Fourth Gospel, 33-45.

43 Bultmann, Johannesevangelium, 74 fn. 4 = ETr 105 fn. 4.

4 <Joh. 1.51, Gen 28.12 und das Menschensohn Problem’, TLZ 85 (1960), 561-78.

4 For the textual evidence, see NA?7.

46T 68. Bernard also gives (70-72) a very useful selection of early patristic texts to
support his affirmation that ‘no commentator before Augustine suggests any con-
nection between Gen 28.13 and Jn 1.51°. It is astonishing, but apparently true.
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plicated explanation, and suits the context. Yet the words in John may
perhaps disclose a different meaning.

Surprisingly few commentaries on Jn 1.51 contain a cross-reference
to Isa 64.1, ‘O that thou wouldst rend the heavens and come down!’
€av avoléns 1oV ovpavév... (= 63.19c in the LXX).#” No one, as far
as I know, has in practice employed this verse of Isaiah for the inter-
pretation of Jn 1.51, which is astonishing when one considers how
many hold that 1.51 was originally an isolated saying. Once again, the
Targum of Isaiah helps, for several sections represent the mainstream
of rabbinical exegesis between A.D. 80 and the revolt of Bar Kokhba
in 132-135.4¢ In particular, many passages clearly presuppose ‘the
national existence of God’s people, whether as presently fallen into
decay or soon to be restored... Within this perspective, the Messiah,
repentance and Shekhinah® are all urgently desired; only their realiza-
tion can bring about the restoration of the sanctuary and the return of
the house of Israel from exile.’s

‘Who is this that comes from Edom, in crimsoned garments from
Bozrah, he that is glorious in his apparel, marching in the greatness of
his strength?’ Thus Isa 63.1a-d, according to the RSV. The Targum
transforms this passage, in a rendering which comes alive if ‘Edom’
and ‘Bozrah’ are taken as code-names for Rome. ‘He is about to bring
a stroke upon Edom, a strong avenger upon Bozrah, to take the just
retribution of his people, just as he swore to them by his Memra’. The
words in italics are interpretative, and have no corresponding words in
the Hebrew text. This militarist rewriting of the prophetical text is
exactly the message which would have appealed most in the years after
A.D. 70. Then comes the great prayer (63.15 to 64.12) centred on 64.1,
‘O that thou wouldst rend the heavens and come down!’ The prayer is
too long to cite in its entirety, but a glance at the Targum will show
how deeply its words must have been burnt into the minds and
memories of those Jews who lived in Palestine or elsewhere between
A.D. 70 and 135. In the Targum, the two verses 64.10-11 are rendered
very literally, as needing no interpretation, but the translation of other
verses illustrates how the devastation of Jerusalem and of the Temple
was interpreted at a theological and religious level. (Once again, the
words in italics are interpretative, and have no corresponding words in
the Hebrew text.) ‘[63.17]...return your Shekhinah to your people for
the sake of your servants, the righteous, to whom you swore by your
Memra to make among them the tribes of your heritage. [63.18] For a
little while your holy people possessed your sanctuary...[64.7] ...you

47 Westcott, Barrett and Schnackenburg are among the rare exceptions.

48 Chilton xxi-xxiii. See also Schiirer I 104-105.

49 Shekhinah, sic, and so throughout in B. D. Chilton’s writing.

0 In other passages, from a later age, ‘the Messiah and the Shekhinah already
exist in God’s sight, repentance has begun and even the sanctuary is already present,
albeit in heaven’. Chilton xx.
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have taken up the face of your Shekhinah from us, and handed us over
into the hand of our sins.” These verses show how deeply Judaism
grieved over the departure of the Shekinah from the holy place, and
how earnestly the people longed for its return. In the light of this
longing, it may be significant that the prayer of 64.1 is omitted, and
that the following words are substituted: ‘Not for them [the Gentiles]
did you incline the heavens and reveal yourself’. Is this version, one
wonders, a protest against the Christian teaching of the Incarnation?”!

6Peabe TOV olpavov avepyoTa. In John, the verb Sfecbar is
regularly used as a promise that the disciples will be given some
spiritual insight (Jn 1.39, 50, 51 [contrast 3.36]; 11.40; 16.16, 17, 19),
as distinct from merely bodily sight (Bewpeiv): see JV 1598. dvey-
véTa is a second perfect participle, the only form in which dvoiyo is
intransitive (BDF 101 [p. 53]; BAG 2, citing also 1 Cor 16.9, 60pa ot
avépyev peydAn). Translate therefore: you will have sight of heaven
wide open.

The word oUpavds is relatively infrequent in John, except in chs. 3
and 6. Outside these chapters, it occurs only four times (Jn 1.32, 51;
12.28; 17.1); but it is found six times in ch. 3 (5, 13 [x3], 27, 31) and
nine times in ch. 6 (31, 32, 33, 38, 41, 42, 50, 51, 58). It is surely not
accidental that the term occurs mainly in contexts that speak of rebirth
through water and the Spirit, and of Jesus as the life-giving bread from
heaven. Perhaps here in 1.51 the writer (or editor) already has in mind
the manner in which the disciples are going fo see heaven wide open,
through baptism and by sharing the life-giving Word at the eucharistic
table. Compare Rev 21.1-2, where the holy city, new Jerusalem,
‘comes down’ out of heaven, from God, and the dwelling of God
(okmvn) is pitched on earth.

The angels ascending and descending furnish an unmistakable ref-
erence to the story of Jacob at Bethel (Gen 28.12), and the desire to
make a clear reference to the OT text is sufficient in itself to explain
the curious order of the two verbs. More to the point, the angelic trans-
migrations are not the central theme of that story.?> Attention should
rather be directed first of all to Gen 28.13-15, where God promises
Jacob possession of the land, a numerous posterity, a destiny that will
prove to be a blessing for all peoples of the earth, and everlasting
divine protection. In the Targums, both Neofiti and Pseudo-Jonathan®
speak of ‘the glory of the Shekinah of the Lord’ dwelling in that place
(Gen 28.16) and Pseudo-Jonathan adds that the place itself is ‘founded
beneath the Throne of Glory’ (28.17). Such are their interpretations of

3! Translation by Chilton 122-23.

32 dryyelos (Matthew, 6 times; Mark 20 times; Lk 25 times) is hardly used in
John. It is found only here, at 1.51; at 12.19; and at 20.12. Jn 5.4 is inauthentic.

33 But not that of Ongelos, which stays close to the Hebrew text, and does not
mention the Shekinah.
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the Hebrew text, ‘This is none other than the house of God, this is the
gate of heaven’ (28.17). In Jn 1.51 the allusion to Gen 28.17 is not
hard to discern: the primary meaning is that the disciples will come to
perceive that Jesus as Son of Man is the locus where the glory of the
Shekinah is made manifest on earth. This is the only occasion in John
where ém{ followed by the accusative is used in a good sense with
reference to Jesus. However, the reader should not forget the other
promises made to Jacob in Gen 28.13-15, and in particular that the
people descended from him, and from his father Abraham, was des-
tined by God to be the source of blessings for all the nations of the
earth.

The meaning of the term ‘Son of Man’ in this Gospel will be dis-
cussed in detail later, at Jn 3.14, and in Excursus VI, ‘The Son of
Man’, but something must be said about its meaning here in 1.51. In
the Synoptics, Jesus speaks of ‘the coming of the Son of Man in the
glory of his Father with his holy angels’ and of ‘the kingdom of God
arrived in power’ (Mt 16.27-28 || Mk 8.38-9.1 || Lk 9.26-27). The
theme recurs in Mt 24.29-30 || Mk 13.26-27, which interpret the sig-
nificance of the destruction of Jerusalem. That which to all Jews
appeared to be the ultimate disaster, is presented in the Synoptics as
apxn wdlvwv, the onset of birth-pangs (Mt 24.8 || Mk 13.8); that is, it
is presented as having been, in God’s plan, the occasion for Jesus’
followers to make the final break from the ritual institutions of Juda-
ism. When Christians see these things happening, they are to know that
summer is nigh (Mt 24.32-33 || Mk 13.28-29 || Lk 21.29-30).

In Jn 1.41 and 49, the disciples are shown hailing Jesus as the
Messiah, the one who was to restore the political kingdom by re-
establishing the throne of David in Jerusalem. John 1.51 points away
from this expectation, to the idea of an everlasting kingdom coming, as
in Daniel’s vision, not from earthly power, but down from heaven
through One like a Son of Man (Dan 7.13-14). It is a promise to
Nathanael (\éyet alUT(®) that he and all Jesus’ disciples will see the
fulfilment of the promise related in Mt 26.64 || Mk14.62 || Lk 22.69,
that they will see the Son of Man coming on the clouds of heaven, will
see heaven wide open (in the sense of Dan 7.13), and the glory of God,
the divine presence or Shekinah, once again made manifest on earth.
Though their bodily eyes will not see the restoration of the earthly
Temple in Jerusalem, the disciples will be given the spiritual insight to
perceive in the nascent Church the fulfilment of the promises to
Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, of a new Israel with a multitudinous prog-
eny through which all the nations of the world shall be blessed (Gen
28.13-14).



EXCURSUS VI

THE SON OF MAN

In the Synoptic Gospels, this phrase is on some occasions unquestionably
intended to recall, and to identify Jesus with, the figure in Dan 7.13 (Mt
24.30; 26.64 || Mk 13.26; 14.62 || Lk 21.27; 22.69). There is no such
indubitable allusion to Daniel in John, and consequently the precise
import of ‘Son of Man’ in this Gospel is a more open question.

Until nearly 1900, most Christians understood the phrase, in the NT,
as areference either to the humanity of Jesus or to the figure in Dan 7.13.
For the status quaestionis around 1900, see the admirable article by S. R.
Driverin HDB 1V (1902), 578-89; it is well to be reminded that Westcott
in 1880 did not regard this term as derived from Daniel, but as expressing
Jesus’ relationship to all humanity, and that B. Weiss in 1884 held that it
was not a first-century title of the Messiah. After 1900, the centrality of
the term in the then intensive quest for the authentic words of Jesus
initiated a century of debate which is still not concluded.

The Aramaic phrase in Dan 7.13 is a hapax legomenon in the Hebrew
Scriptures. Daniel writes that he saw coming with the clouds of heaven
v 122 (k&bar >€nas), something like the offspring of a human being (in
contrast to the four animals mentioned immediately before). In Biblical
Aramaic, the normal word for a human being is © (>€nas) on its own,
not ¥ 72 (bar >€nas, literally, son of man), the form found in Dan 7.13,
which both the LXX and Theodotion translate quite literally, without the
article, as os vios dvlpdmov. In 1898 Gustav Dalman argued that in
Dan 7.13, bar>énas, son of man, was an uncommon and poetic expression
for the eschatological figure there mentioned. He observed that, like the
Hebrew 07 12 (ben °adam, also son of man), the term is never found in
the singular with the definite article (= N 02, bar *€nasa), until it
appears in Jewish-Galilean and Christian-Palestinian dialect; and con-
luded that, when used with the definite article, it was ideally suited as a
special title for Jesus, the son of man, the usual form in the NT.!
Dalman’s prestige ensured that this interpretation was widely accepted
for nearly half a century.

VETr Words of Jesus, Edinburgh, 1902, 235-67 = Die Worte Jesu, Leipzig, 2nd ed.,
1930, 1, 191-219.
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In Germany, up to 1914, J. Weiss and A. Schweitzer were prominent
advocates of the theory that Jesus shared with his contemporaries a firm
conviction of the imminent arrival of a heaven-sent saviour, someone
who would judge the world and establish on earth the kingdom of God.>
Their view found little favour in the Anglo-Saxon world, which con-
tinued to see Jesus’ use of the term ‘Son of Man’ as stressing his human
nature, even when found in the context of Dan 7.13. Thus T. W. Manson
took it as a portmanteau term embracing the idea of the Remnant, the
Servant, the ‘I’ of the Psalmist, and the Danielic Son of Man; C. J.
Cadoux similarly, and they are typical.> Among Catholics, the ‘consistent
eschatology’ of pre-1914 Germany never found favour, except with
Alfred Loisy,* and ‘the Son of Man’ in the Gospels retained its traditional
meaning.

Nonetheless, 6 vios Tod drbpdmou is in Greek an odd phrase, and
with the advent of the history-of-religion school, a non-Jewish origin was
inevitably proposed, in Oriental mystery-religions. Bultmann and
Odeberg looked to Mandaean or Manichaean (ultimately Iranian) Gnosis,
and interpreted the phrase as equal to Primal Man;’ even Dodd judged
that the Johannine Son of Man had more affinity with the Anthropos of
the Poimandres in the Hermetic literature, and with Philo, than with
Jewish apocalyptic;¢ Siegfried Schulz thought that John had decisively
modified the Jewish apocalyptic concept by interpreting it in terms of a
Son of God, a redeemer from above (as in the Odes of Solomon).’

The majority of exegetes, however, continued to maintain that ‘Son of
Man’ was a name or title essentially Jewish; that its origin was to be
sought in Dan 7.13, and that its deeper meaning might be illustrated from
1 En 37-71 and 4 Esd 13;® and that in first-century Judaism, many
awaited the imminent arrival of this ‘Son of Man’ from heaven. It is only
fair to say that much of the evidence adduced in support of the last
assertion is taken from the Gospels, notably by C. Colpe in the TWNT,
and by J. Jeremias.’ Of those who understood ‘the Son of Man’ in this

2 See Kiimmel, The NT: The History of Investigation, 226-44: ‘Consistent Eschatol-
3 T. W. Manson, The Teaching of Jesus, 1931, 211-36 fn. 227; C. J. Cadoux, The
Historic Mission of Jesus, London, 1941, 90-102.

4 L’Evangile et I'Eglise (1902); Autour d’un petit livre (1902).

5 Bultmann on Jn 3.9-21 passim, and ZNW 24 (1925), 138-39; H. Odeberg (1929).

¢ Interpretation (1953), 43-44, 71.

78. Schulz, Untersuchungen (1957); Das Evangelium nach Johannes (1972), 62-64.

8 The last two texts are the only Jewish texts dealing with the Son of Man in Dan 7,
may date from the close of the first century A.D., and may have been influenced by
Christian ideas. See NJBC 67:9, 15, 41 (R. E. Brown) or J. Coppens, La Reléve
apocalyptique 11 119-55, 167-73. Even so, they could be expressing ideas that were
abroad when the Gospels were taking shape.

9 C. Colpe in TWNT VIII (1969), 403-81; J. Jeremias, NT Theology, Etr, London,
1971, 257-76.

ogy
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apocalyptic sense, some maintained that during his earthly life Jesus
never identified himself with this figure, but that the term was assigned
to him after his death, as a title, by the Church. Thus J. Knox, H. E. T6dt,
F. Hahn, A. J. B. Higgins, N. Perrin, Teeple, and J. C. O’Neill."* Ph.
Vielhauer regarded all the Son of Man sayings in the Gospels as the
creation of the church.! Others judged that ‘the Son of Man’ was the only
designation which Jesus did accept during his lifetime, whether he used it
rarely or regularly, and however he may have understood it: for accepting
an identification with the figure in Dan 7.13 does not entail accepting an
apocalyptic interpretation, much less application, of that text. Daniel’s
‘Son of Man’ could denote God’s servants in Israel, both collectively and
symbolically, or a person representative of them and embodying their
destiny. So, with different emphases, E. Schweizer, R. H. Fuller, F. H.
Borsch, and M. D. Hooker.'?

Meantime, another group was emerging which held that Jesus might
indeed have spoken of himself as son of man, but without thereby
intending to identify himself with the Danielic or any other apocalyptic
Son of Man. In a conference at Oxford in 1965, Geza Vermes argued that
the idiomatic use of bar n€s or bar nés€ was firmly attested in Palestinian
Aramaic, that is, in Neofiti I, the Palestinian Talmud and Genesis Rab-
bah."* Sometimes the phrase means simply a human being, or humankind
as a whole (as, e.g., in Mk 2.10, 28). At other times, it is equivalent to an
indefinite pronoun, such as everyone, anyone, someone, or (plural) some
people, nobody, and even (with the adjective ‘one’) a certain person. It
can also be (like the English ‘one’) a circumlocution for ‘I’, especially
when the speaker wishes to contrast himself with God or with others (Mt

10 John Knox, The Death of Christ, 1959, 58; H. E. Tédt, The Son of Man in the
Synoptic Tradition, ETr, London, 1965; F. Hahn, Christologische Hoheitstitel, 1963 =
ETr (abridged) The Titles of Jesus, 1969; A. J. B. Higgins, Jesus and the Son of Man
(1964); N. Perrin, ‘The Son of Man in Ancient Judaism and Primitive Christianity. A
Suggestion’, Biblical Research 11 (1966), 17-28; ‘The Son of Man in the Synoptic
Tradition’, Biblical Research 13 (1968), 1-25; H. M. Teeple, ‘The Origin of the Son of
Man Christology’, JBL 84 (1965), 213-50; J. C. O’Neill, ‘The Silence of Jesus’, NTS 15
(1968-69), 153-57.

' Ph. Vielhauer, ‘Gottesreich und Menschensohn in der Verkiindigung Jesus’, FS
G. Dehn (1957) = Aufscitze zum NT (1965); ‘Jesus und der Menschensohn’, ZThK 60
(1963), 133-77; H. Conzelmann, ‘Gegenwart und Zukunft in der synoptischen Tradition’,
ZThK 54 (1957), 277-96; Grundriss der Theologie des NT (1967).

12E. Schweizer, ‘Der Menschensohn’, ZNW 50 (1959), 185-209; ‘The Son of Man’,
JBL 79 (1960), 119-29; ‘The Son of Man Again’, NTS 9 (1956), 256-61; R. H. Fuller,
The Foundations of NT Christology, London, 1965, 34-43, 119-25, 151-55, 229-30, and
cf. 233-34; F. H. Borsch, The Christian and Gnostic Son of Man, London, 1970; M. D.
Hooker, The Son of Man in Mark, London, 1967, 182-98.

13 Published as Appendix E in the third edition of M. Black, An Aramaic Approach,
1967, 310-28, especially 318, 320, 327. See also G. Vermes, Jesus the Jew, London,
1973, 160-91; Studies in Judaism, London, 1975, 147-65; ‘The Present State of the “Son
of Man” Debate’, JJS 29 (1978), 123-34.
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9.11 || Lk 7.34) or even with animals (e.g. Mt 8.20 || Lk 9.58); but
whenever ‘the Son of Man’ is used in this last sense, as a self-reference, it
is always out of humility or modesty, or out of a genuine fear of humili-
ation, of danger or death. Vermes (pp. 327-28) concluded that bar ngsg
(with the definite article) was never used as a ‘messianic’ designation,
and was in fact, because of the circumstances in which it was customarily
employed for the first person pronoun, quite unsuitable for use as a name
or title. This would explain why it is never found in the Gospels as a title
of address to Jesus, why it is normally placed on Jesus’ own lips, and
why in the Synoptics, no question was ever raised about its meaning, nor
any objection to its use. Dodd himself was an early convert to Vermes’
view.'s Lindars too came to see the term simply as a self-reference by
Jesus, later applied to him as a title (sometimes Danielic) by the church.'¢
P. M. Casey went one step further than Vermes, maintaining that the
Aramaic idiom was used to make general statements (as in ‘people like to
be consulted’), and that Jesus used this idiom in order to say something
about himself: only those Gospel sayings which fulfil this criterion are
authentic, and the others, including all those connected with Dan 7, are
creations of the church.'”

Several writers sought to reconcile the old with the new. The Nor-
wegian scholar Ragnar Leivestadt, while agreeing that Jesus used ‘Son of
Man’ only as self-designation, added that Jesus employed the term ‘in
analogy with and by contrast with’ ben David, but not as a title, since
there was at the time no widespread belief in the coming of an apocalyp-
tic Son of Man.'s Moule argued that the Danielic term was not a name or
a title, nor even a personal figure at all, but rather a symbol for God’s
martyred people, who would be ultimately vindicated; and suggested that
Jesus adopted the term to express his vocation as one called to be the
nucleus of all who stand in a right relationship to God." J. Bowker and
M. Black, accepting that ‘Son of Man’ was a self-designation, stressed
that the term, by underlining the mortality of every human being, was

14 Compare Vermes as in Jesus the Jew, 310. Fitzmyer, reviewing Vermes, agreed
that there is no evidence in first-century Aramaic for Son of Man as a ‘messianic’ title,
but contested Vermes’s claim to have found positive proof of its use during the first
century as a substitute for the first person pronoun: CBQ 30 (1968), 426. Their debate
continued for years.

15 The Founder of Christianity, London, 1973, 110-13, 178 fn. 25.

16 Compare the essay from Christ and Spirit in the New Testament, FS C. F. D.
Moule, Cambridge, 1973, with the chapter on John from his Jesus Son of Man (1983),
both reprinted in Essays on John, 33-50 and 153-66.

17 P. M. Casey, Son of Man (1979), 224-40; ‘Method in our Madness’, JSNT 42
(1991), 17-43; ‘Idiom and Translation: Some Aspects of the Son of Man Problem’, NTS
41 (1995), 164-82.

18 R. Leivestadt, ‘Der apokalyptische Menschensohn ein theologisches Phantom’,
ASTI 6 (1968), 49-105; “Exit the Apocalyptic Son of Man’, NTS 18 (1972), 243-67.

19 C. F. D. Moule, The Origin of Christology, London, 1977, 14-17.
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most appropriate to point to Jesus’ role as the one who came to lay down
his life for others.?

By 1980 the discussion of the meaning of the term was almost
confined to the English-speaking world. In Germany the one large-scale
work on the topic, Jesus und der Menschensohn (FS A. Vogtle, 1975)
was for the most part a discussion of where to place the phrase in the
literary stratigraphy of the Gospels. France seemed utterly uninterested,?!
but in Belgium Joseph Coppens completed, just two days before his death
in 1981, what is the best survey of the problem down to 1980.22 It must in
all honesty be said that since then there has been little that is new, and
much that is repetition. The reader desirous of additional detail is referred
to Excursus VI, ‘The Son of Man’, in Matthew 11, 43-52 of this series, by
W. D. Davies and D. C. Allison (1991).

For the commentator faced with these divergent opinions, the only
prudent course is to apply Occam’s razor: to start by taking the term ‘Son
of Man’ in a minimalist sense, as nothing more than a self-designation
of Jesus, and then to inquire, on each occasion of its use, whether any
further contextualization is necessary or appropriate. This method is
particularly helpful for examining John wherever (as here) Synoptic
parallels are lacking, and those writers whose interest has centred on John
have in practice used it. Each in his or her own way has come to the
conclusion that the evangelist, though assuredly adopting from elsewhere
the concept of ‘Son of Man’, reinterpreted the term, and adapted it to his
own purposes. For Schnackenburg, ‘Son of Man’ in John refers not to a
future apocalyptic saviour, but expresses Jesus’ understanding of himself
as the bringer and giver of life, come down from heaven. For Moloney
(216), the phrase presents Jesus as the incarnate revealer of God among
men. Coppens suggests that all thirteen Johannine references belong to a
distinct stratum of the Gospel, and were introduced at the end of its
writing, in order to reveal step by step to the reader the identity of the
figure to whom it referred; the title was chosen to bid farewell to the
classical but nationalist Davidic nomenclature of the Messiah, and
because it was ideally suited to focus attention on Jesus’ earthly ministry
as his highroad to exaltation.” For Lindars, John at 5.27 uses the

20J. Bowker, ‘The Son of Man’, JTS 28 (1977), 19-48; M. Black, ‘Jesus and the Son
of Man’, JSNT 1 (1978), 4-18. Black was still maintaining (against Vermes and Casey)
that bar nésg functioned as a title in Classical Aramaic, ExpTimes 95 (1984), 200-206.

21 See F. Neirynck et al., The Gospel of Mark: A Cumulative Bibliography 1950—
1990, Leuven, 1992, compiled by F. Neirynck and others lists more than 200 entries on
‘Son of Man’ (pp. 667-68), of which only three are from France.

22 ]J. Coppens, La Reléve apocalyptique du messianisme royale. 111. Le Fils de
I’homme néotestamentaire, Leuven, 1981, 1-21: ‘Position du Probléme’.

23 Though not in any Gnostic sense. Schnackenburg was concerned to contest any
alleged influence from the then new finds at Nag Hammadi.

2+ Coppens, La Reléve, 45-103: ‘Les Logia du Fils de ’'Homme dans I’Evangile
johannique’.
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originally self-referent phrase like a title reminiscent of Daniel, in order
to refer to the one whose crucifixion reveals God’s glory.? John Ashton
follows the same method as the writers just mentioned, only to reach a
conclusion at the opposite pole from that of Vermes: ‘the remote origin of
all the sayings is the Danielic Son of Man’.2

% Lindars, Essays on John, 164-65.
26 Ashton, Understanding, 340.



C. THE WEDDING AT CANA IN GALILEE (2.1-12)

21 On the third day there was a wedding at Cana in Galilee, and the mother of
Jesus was there. 2 Jesus too was invited, and his disciples also. * The wine ran
out, and the mother of Jesus spoke to him, saying ‘They have no wine’. * Jesus
said to her, ‘ What relationship is there, woman, between you and me, now that
my hour is approaching?’t 3 His mother said to the servants, ‘Do whatever he
tells you’. ® Now standing there were six stoneware jars, for the Jewish rituals
of purification, each holding twenty or thirty gallons. 7 Jesus said to them,
‘Fill the jars with water’, and they filled them up to the brim. & Next he said to
them, ‘Now draw some out, and take it to the butler in charge’, and they took
it. * As soon as the butler tasted the water (which had become wine, and he did
not know where it came from—the servants knew, those who had drawn the
water), he (the butler in charge) called the bridegroom '* and said to him,
‘Everyone puts out first the good wine, and when they have drunk freely, the
inferior; but you have been keeping the good wine until now’.

Tt was at Cana in Galilee that Jesus did this, an inauguration of the signs,
and disclosed his glory; and his disciples believed in him.

12 After this he went down to Capernaum, with his mother and his brothers
and his disciples; and there they stayed, but only for a few days.
[t or: ...between you and me? My hour is not yet come.]

2.1. kai T Neépa Tf TpiTn. Dodd writes that ‘the “third day” was in
Christian tradition from earliest times the day when Christ manifested his
glory in resurrection from the dead’, and gently hints that an allusion to
that event colours the narrative here (Interpretation, 300). Boismard is
more forthright: ‘the expression could not fail to evoke the resurrection of
Christ’ (Jean, 105), and many others accept this interpretation, seeing in
the first manifestation of Jesus’ glory (2.11) a foreshadowing of the glory
of the Resurrection.! There are, however, serious reasons to question it.

Mark, in referring to the Resurrection of Christ, never uses the phrase
‘on the third day’, but always peTa Tpels nuépas (8.31; 9.31; 10.34).
Matthew writes, always, TH TpiTy npépa (16.21; 17.23; 20.19, cf.
27.64), and so, as arule, does Luke (9.22; 24.7, 46; cf. 13.32). Only once,
in 18.33, does Luke employ the phrase employed in Jn 2.1, Tf fjpépa TH
TplT1, though this is the wording used in 1 Cor 15.4: 6Tt éyfyepTal TH
Nuépa TH TplTn. The variations are regular enough to be significant, and
it is also noteworthy that, if we set aside the text under examination (Jn

"I myself formerly held this view (see The Mother of Jesus, 464, 396-99), but now
observe that | made no use of the idea in commenting on the Cana pericope. Clearly, the
parallel with the Resurrection had not contributed in any way to the elucidation of the
text.
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2.1), the Fourth Gospel nowhere employs the Synoptic concept of the
Christ’s Resurrection ‘on the third day’. The closest, and only, approxi-
mation to it occurs in Jn 2.20, where Jesus affirms that he will replace the
Jerusalem Temple év Tpiolv fpépats, ‘within a period of three days’.

Some (like Bernard, or Mollat in the Bible de Jérusalem) find an extra
day in ch. 1 either by positing nightfall after ‘the tenth hour’ in 1.39 or by
reading mpwt at 1.41, so that the Cana story then supplies a climax on
what is, by their counting, the seventh day of the week. Neither Bernard
nor Mollat, however, sees in the third day at Jn 2.1 a reference to Jesus’
Resurrection.?

There is, however, another possible interpretation of TH fpépa TH
TplT1 in Jn 2.1, which involves no manipulation of the text of ch. 1. John
1.19-51 presents its story in four consecutive days (1.19, 29, 35, 43). The
(emphatic) phrase TH Nuépa TH TpiT™n,’ will therefore indicate the sixth
day of the First Week of Jesus’ ministry. Now, given the obvious
reference to Gen 1.1 in Jn 1.1, may not this First Week of the Gospel
story be intended to reflect that First Week of Gen 1 (creation by the
Word), the climax of which is reached on the sixth day, in the world’s
first wedding (Gen 1.26-28)? And could not the First Week of the
ministry also point towards the scene on the sixth day of the final week of
Jesus’ life, in which the mother of Jesus reappears, when all is accom-
plished? In Rev 19.6-7 the victory of the Crucified is termed ‘the
wedding-feast of the Lamb’; perhaps the evangelist too wishes to
interpret that victory on Calvary in terms of a wedding from which there
issues, instead of the children of Adam, a newly created race (— Jn
19.25-28). Once again, this would be a carefully constructed inclusio.

yapos éyéveto €v Kava Tiis Iakihatas. There was a wedding
in Cana of Galilee. On Jewish wedding customs, see SB1500-17; I1372-
99.4 Cana ‘of Galilee’ is so called to distinguish it from Kanah in
Phoenicia, nearly 40 miles away, a town in Asher mentioned in Josh
19.28 [written Kava in Codex A of the LXX ], situated some 6 miles =
10 km south-east of Tyre. Cana in Galilee was from around A.D. 1650 to
1940 identified with Kefar Kenna, some 3 miles = 5 km north-east of
Nazareth, where two churches, Orthodox and Latin, welcome pilgrims
even today. This tradition, however, does not antedate the arrival of the
Franciscans in 1620, and there is now a consensus that the Cana of NT
times is rather to be sought some 9 miles = 15 km due north of Nazareth
at Khirbet Qana (map reference 1787 2478). A handful of pitiful ruins
today marks the site of this once fortified position on a hill overlooking,

2 Others find in the phrase on the third day a reference to the revelation of God’s
glory at Sinai, particularly because of the Targum of Pseudo-Jonathan at Exod 19.16. So
A. Serra and J. Potin.

3 The reduplication of the article after the noun and before the adjective is mainly a
Johannine usage, as a rule to stress the adjective (JG 1982-86).

4 The earliest mention of a seven-day celebration is in Tob 11.19 (14 days according
to Tob 8.19).
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from a distance of about two miles, the main highway from Ptolemais via
Sepphoris to Tiberias. Cana stood close to an important crossroads, and
there, for a time, Josephus had his headquarters in A.D. 66—67 (Life XVI
86).5

kai v 1| piTnp Tob ’Incod €K€l. Though the sense is beyond
doubt (it does not matter whether ékel means ‘at Cana’ or ‘at the
wedding’), the intriguing question is why the evangelist refers here (and
in 2.12; 19.25-27) to ‘the mother of Jesus’ without mentioning her proper
name. This will be discussed later (— y0vat in v. 4a). When the story
begins, his mother was already there, at the wedding.

2. ék\On 8¢ kai 0 ’Inoovs kai ol pabnrtai aivTov €is TOV
ydpov. Note the double kai. It may be translated both...and, as in the
AV = KIJV (‘and both Jesus was called, and his disciples...”), a usage
which ‘is almost peculiar to John in the NT’ (JG 2162, cf. 2161-66).
Subsequent English versions from the RV onwards prefer also, con-
struing the first kal as in Jn 3.23; 18.2, 5, 18; 19.39; 20.6 (compare JG
2147, cf. 2152-56), and neglecting the force of the second. A handful of
ancient MSS, including P*, also seem to have either overlooked or
disregarded the double kal. Yet, especially after the verb éx\1j0n in the
singular, the double kafl serves to underline the dual and complementary
presence, both of Jesus and of his disciples: he is there to manifest his
glory, they are to witness it.
ol ua@n‘rm must include the four (or five) already mentioned in ch. 1,

though in view of the later occurrences of the phrase in 2.11, 12, 17, 22,
there is no reason to think that in the Cana story the term is restricted to

3 For the evidence that Khirbet Qana (grid reference 1787-2478) is the authentic site,
see especially Clemens Kopp, Das Kana des Evangeliums, Paldstina-Hefte 28, Cologne
1940, or, more accessibly, in Die heiligen Stdtten der Evangelien, 184-95 = ETr Holy
Places, 143-54. Compare also Abel, Géographie, 11 412-13; Dalman, Sacred Sites and
Ways, 101-106 and 112; and for a useful collection of the historical texts, Baldi ELS, 2nd
ed., 238-64. See also W. M. Thomson, The Land and the Book, 1878, 426-27 for a
description of the site in those days. The standard work, setting out all the pertinent
literary texts from Josephus to 1697, is by Julian Herrojo, Cana de Galilea. For the main
road, see Abel, I 224 or D. Baly, Geographical Companion to the Bible, 122; it ran
across the plain known as Sahl al Battuf or campus Asochis. Another, more northerly,
route from Sepphoris to Ptolemais via Jotapata and Kabul (see Josephus, Life XLII, XLV
=213, 234) crossed the main road and passed close by Cana.

From Bethania = Bethabara (see Excursus V) to Cana is about 60 miles = 100 km in a
straight line, more by road. Older writers comment that it is possible to make the journey
on foot in three days: F. W. Farrar calls it ‘easily possible, although it requires quick
travelling’ because he had done it himself. One might stop on the first night at Shiloh or
Shechem, on the second at En-Gannim (= Jenin), and complete the journey on the third
day (The Life of Christ 1 1874, Chapter XI, p. 160). The reader is, however, free to
hypothesize that (some of?) the events ascribed to the second, third and fourth days (Jn
1.29-51) took place upstream from Bethania = Bethabara, which would notably diminish
the distance to be covered. — Jn 1.29, and 1.45 under viov Tod ’loorid.
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these. Wellhausen suggested that here in v. 2, the original text may have
read, instead of ‘disciples’, ‘brothers’, on the basis of the Epistula
Apostolorum 5: ‘There was a marriage in Cana of Galilee. And he was
invited with his mother and his brothers’.¢ Bultmann and Boismard are
sympathetic, on the ground that it is easy to see why a scribe should have
altered brothers to disciples, but not easy to understand the reverse.” One
may reply that no manuscript or patristic reference supports the reading
adeAdol atv.2; that the Epistula Apostolorum was written possibly after
A.D. 150, and is far from being a direct citation; and that its wording may
rest on a recollection not of v. 2 but of v. 12.

3. kai voTepioavTos oivov. This reading is supported by virtually
the whole tradition (see the TCGNT). Among modern editors, only
Tischendorf adopts, instead of voTepnoavTos otvov, the longer reading,
OLVOV OUK ELXOV OTL CUVETENECHT O OLVOS TOU YOLOU. €LTd. Among
commentators, Zahn, Loisy, Lagrange and Bultmann preferred this longer
reading, partly, no doubt, because it is the original text of the then
relatively recently discovered Sinaiticus, but sometimes at least on the
basis of the argument that VoTeprioavTos olvou ‘is undoubtedly a
smoothing over of the clumsy original text’ (Bultmann). It is, however,
surprising that Boismard, Fortna and the Bible de Jérusalem should hold
to this opinion after the publication of P¢ and P7. ‘The shorter reading
is attested by P07 82 and all known uncial and minuscule manuscripts’,
as well as all versional witnesses except a.b.ff2j.r. syr harme eth
(TCGNT).

VoTEPoavTos o{vov: when wine had given out (aorist). oivov hasno
article, indicating perhaps that there was no wine at all. otvov olk
¢xovowv: whether these words refer to the guests or to the hosts (or to
both) is unclear, and is immaterial.

A€YeL N piTNp Tob 'Incov mpods avTOv. This is the first occur-
rence in the Gospel of the phrase Aéyewv mpds, a more formal and
respectful construction than Aéyewv followed by the dative, which
therefore underlines the importance of the words that follow.# otvov ovk
éxovaLv. A passage in Irenaeus, the first commentator on these words,
has generally been understood to mean that Jesus’ mother was pleading
for a miracle, which he was unwilling to perform at that time; the text of
Irenaeus is difficult, but probably does include this idea.® Augustine too
expressly states that Jesus here refuses to perform a miracle at his
mother’s request, and Chrysostom even sees, in the words which follow,

¢ Elliott, ApocNT, 559.

7 Bultmann 79 Anm.6 = ETr 114 fn. 6; Boismard, Jean, 100b.

8 See also 3.4; 4.15, 49.

° ‘Properante Maria ad admirabile vini signum et ante tempus volente participare
compendii poculo, Dominus repellens eius intempestivam festinationem dixit...” (4dv.
Haereses 111 16,7: SC 211, p. 314228-231), For a discussion of the difficulties, see the note
in SC 210, p. 324.
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areprimand to Mary for wanting to parade herself as the mother of a son
who could work miracles. ‘She wanted to place them under an obligation
to her, and also to make herself more conspicuous because of her child.
For she was doubtless subject to the same human failing as his brothers,
who said, ‘Show yourself to the world!’, wishing to enjoy the reflected
glory of his miracles. That is why he replied rather sharply...’!

Thomas Aquinas is more cautious. In explaining the role of Mary in
this text, he writes that we need only place our needs before God, without
inquiring how he may help; and that is why Mary simply mentioned to
Jesus the shortage of wine.!! Calvin too doubted whether Mary ‘hoped
for, or asked for, anything, since he had so far performed no miracle’.
Rupert of Deutz (71129/30) suggested that the arrival of Jesus and his
disciples might have occasioned the shortage, if they had not originally
been counted among the expected guests, a suggestion warmly com-
mended by Maldonatus. The most gentle interpretation is that of Bengel:
Mary wished politely to suggest that Jesus, and the rest too, should leave
before the poverty of the newly weds was, to their embarrassment,
exposed.'?

Mary’s words do not of themselves imply that she is hinting that Jesus
should intervene, much less that he should perform a miracle, but the
context, and the use of mpos av TSV, intimate that it was in the hope that
Jesus would do something to help the newly wed couple.

4. )\E'yet av‘rn 0 ’Inaovg Jesus here uses the dative, not (contrastv 3)
rrpog Tl eu0|. kai ool, yvvar; The various renderings of T{ €pLol kal
ool in the main Enghsh-language versions illustrate both the broad meas-
ure of agreement about the sense of the phrase in Jn 2.4a, and the
difficulty of catching the idiom in English.” Jesus’ question, however
translated, certainly implies that his mother had been hoping for some
action on his part, and that he himself (at least initially) had not intended
to intervene. Yet the Greek phrase contains more than Jesus’ reaction to a
plea that he should rescue a wedding-party from an embarrassing
situation.

19 1 Joannem Hom. 21,2: PG 59.130

' “Ex reverentia quam ad Deum habemus, sufficit nobis ei tantum defectus nostros
exponere... Qualiter autem nobis Deus subveniat, non est nostrum inquirere’ [he cites
Rom 8.26]. ‘Etideo mater eius defectum aliorum simpliciter exposuit, dicens Vinum non
habent’ (In loannem 11 3, fn. 345).

12 “Hoc dicit: Velim discedas, ut ceteri item discedant, antequam penuria patefiat. In
hunc Mariae sensum responsio Iesu non modo non dura videtur, sed amoris est
plenissima.’

13 AV =KJV =RV, ‘Woman, what have I to do with thee?’; RSV, ‘O woman, what
have you to do with me?’; NRSV, ‘Woman, what concern is that to you and to me?’;
NEB, ‘Your concern, mother, is not mine’; REB, ‘That is no concern of mine’ [sic]; JB,
‘Woman, why turn to me?’; NJB, ‘Woman, what do you want from me?’; NIV, ‘Dear
woman, why do you involve me?’; NAB, ‘Woman, how does your concern affect me?’
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T( épol kal ool is an idiomatic Semitic expression found both in the
OT and in the NT, and ‘used to deprecate interference or, more strongly,
to reject overtures of any kind. The shade of meaning can be deduced
only from the context’ (JB). In the OT it sometimes indicates a harsh
protest, as when Jephthah protests against the invasion of his land (Judg
11.12), or when the widow of Zarephath complains to Elijah (1 Kgs
17.18). Elsewhere, it may betoken simply a refusal to become involved
(2 Sam 16.10; 19.22; 2 Kgs 3.13). And there is certainly no hostility in
2 Chron = Paral 35.21, where the Pharaoh Necho says to Josiah, T{ éuot
kal ool, Baoiied Iovda; olk éml o¢ Tikw ofjpepor TONepoOV ToLRoat,
meaning ‘Why should we fight? [ am not marching against you’. The five
occurrences in the Synoptic Gospels (Mk 11.24 || Lk 4.34; Mt 8.29 || Mk
5.7 || Lk 8.28) are all cries of the possessed, and may be accurately
rendered as ‘Why do you trouble us?’ or ‘What have you got against us?’
or ‘Leave us alone!” The same idiom, with the same meaning, is found
both in Classical and in Hellenistic Greek.™

Many have taken the words T{ épol kal ool to be a merely rhetorical
question, implying that Jesus cannot accept the request that he should do
something about the shortage of wine. The evangelist, however, is a
master of irony and an artist in double meanings. His ostensibly rhetorical
questions are in fact real questions to which alternative answers are
always possible, though not always self-evident. On the surface, the only
possible reply will be that which common sense and worldly wisdom
immediately seize, and recommend. But there will always be an alterna-
tive answer, accessible only by faith. Other examples of this technique
are to be found in Jn 4.12 and 8.53, 57.15

From the OT and NT evidence listed above, it would appear that when
Jesus says T{ €pol kal ool he is declining to act as his mother wishes;
yet she does not take this as a rebuff (2.5), and Jesus immediately
provides a solution to the problem disturbing her. Vanhoye therefore
suggests that the most satisfactory interpretation of these apparently
inconsistent verses is to take T{ €pol kal ool as a serious question. The
phrase has been translated above as What relationship is there between
you and me? That is to say, Jesus is here questioning the relationship that
has up to this point bound him to his mother, and implying that he can no
longer remain part of the Nazareth family. It is the Johannine equivalent
of Lk 2.49 and 4.16-30.

The introduction of the term yUvau supports this interpretation. In the
gospels, Jesus uses this form of address to several women, including
those he has never met before (the Samaritan woman in Jn 4.21, and

14JG 2230, J. J. Wetstein, Novum Testamentum Graece, Amsterdam, 1751,1355, on
Mt 8.29. Those desirous of an extensive discussion of the idiom may consult Boismard,
Du Baptéme a Cana, 144-49, Olsson, 36-40, Liitgehetmann, 156-66, and the articles by
Michl and Vanhoye; see the Bibliography on pp. Xxxv-xxxvi.

'S This is cogently argued by A. Vanhoye, ‘Interrogation johannique et exégeése de
Cana (Jn 2.4)’, Biblica 55 (1974), 157-67.
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Mary of Magdala in 20.13, 15; compare also 8.11; Mt 15.28; Lk 13.12).
‘It is by no means a disrespectful form of address’ (BDAG): this is how
Abraham’s servant addressed Rebecca’s mother (Josephus, Ant. I xvi3 =
152), and Augustus, Cleopatra (Dio Cassius 51,12.5). Yet apart from the
two occurrences at Cana and Calvary in Jn 2.3 and 19.26, there is no text
in the Bible or in rabbinical writings where a son addresses his mother as
‘Woman’. The choice of this unusual form of address therefore confirms
the view that in these two texts the evangelist wished to draw attention
away from Mary’s blood-relationship with Jesus, in order to intimate that
she was to have, in the gospel story, a role very different from that of
simply being Jesus’ biological mother. The words in Jn 2.4 are not Jesus’
last words to his mother (see 19.26). As so often, the reader will have to
wait for an inclusio, and it has already been suggested (see 2.1) that the
writer may have had in mind the sixth day in the first chapter of Genesis.

oUTe fikeL i @pa pov. The Greek may be translated either as a
statement or as a question. If the words are a statement, they give the
reason why Jesus refuses to intervene, namely, because My hour is not
yet come. In that case, is not (AV = KJV; RV) seems preferable to has not
(RSV, and most modern versions), for fjkewv underlines the aspect of
arrival. Its normal meaning is to have come, to be arrived, to be present.
In the NT, it often refers to an event of the eschatological age (compare
Ezek 7.7, 12, f€eL 6 kaipds), clearly so in Mt 24.14; Lk 19.43.1s

If the clause is interpreted as a statement, a problem arises. ‘The hour
of Jesus’ should then, to be consistent, refer to a future moment when it
would be proper for him to intervene (by working wonders, some say) in
purely earthly affairs, and there is no evidence that in the Fourth Gospel,
‘the hour of Jesus’ ever has this meaning. Moreover, if 00T fjkeL KTA.
indicates a refusal to intervene, either by a miracle or in some other way,
one has to explain why, after this refusal, Mary at once said, ‘Do what-
ever he tells you,” and why Jesus apparently acceded to her request.

To counter these objections, many commentators point to the story of
the Syro-Phoenician woman in Mt 15.21-28 || Mk 7. 24-30; to Jesus’
apparent reluctance to act in Jn 4.48; and to Martha’s distress that Jesus
had not arrived in time to save Lazarus’ life, 11.6, 14, 21-22. Similarly
here, they argue, his mother’s quiet confidence allows Jesus, once he has
asserted his independence, to accede to her implicit request. Schnacken-
burg compares Jn 7.6-10, where ‘the reader also has the impression that
Jesus acts differently from what his words in v.8 would lead one to
expect’. These comments are true, but they leave unexplained why Jesus
seems at first to have discountenanced his mother’s approach.

The most common resolution of this problem is that advocated by
Augustine, namely, that Jesus’ mother was asking for a miracle, and that
he, now that he was about to begin the work appointed by his heavenly
Father, could no longer hold himself at her bidding; but (Augustine adds)

16 For other NT texts, see EDNT II 114-15, and TWNT 11 929-30.
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Jesus did promise that when the humanity he had received from his
mother was hanging on the cross, he would once more acknowledge the
claims of her from whom that humanity had been born.'” Aquinas writes
in almost identical words. But if this smoothes the passage from vv. 3 to
4, it leaves the logical connection between vv. 4 and 5 somewhat strained.

On the other hand, if the words ol TfikeL 1) dpa pov are not a state-
ment but a question, their meaning is reversed, and the sense becomes ‘Is
not my hour already come?’ Boismard is the most persistent advocate of
this interpretation, which steadily gathered adherents over the twentieth
century.'’® The underlying principle is that when a Greek sentence begins
with a negative, it is often interrogative: for example, Lk 23.29 or Jn
18.11. Moreover, wherever in the NT the word oVt follows an interro-
gative (as here in 2.4), it itself has an interrogative force. So we read in
Mk 4.40, T{ 8elhol éoTe; olmw €xeTe mloTv; and in Mk 8.17 || Mt
16.8-9, in a situation parallel to that at Cana, T{ Staloy(lecbe OTL
ApTOUS OUK €XETE; 0UTW VoeLTe 00Se ouvleTe; If the text be construed
in this fashion, Jesus meets his mother’s anxiety about the dearth of wine
by asking ‘Is not my hour now come?’, indicating that he is about to
intervene in some way or other.'

The most common objection to interpreting the words as a question is
that o0mw occurs twelve times in John, and that none of the other
occurrences is interrogative. But none of the other Johannine texts comes
immediately after a question, and the other eleven all have a connective
particle, so that Jn 2.4 alone matches exactly the interrogative texts of Mk
4.40; 8.17 and Mt 16.8-9.2

A second objection is that Jn 7.30 and 8.20 clearly state that oUmo
EAn\UBeL T dpa alTod, his hour had not yet come, where the ‘hour’
indubitably denotes the hour of Jesus’ departure and triumph. But could
not his ‘hour’ embrace, in a broader sense, the divinely appointed time of
Jesus’ public ministry in its entirety? ‘The Fourth Gospel is written from
beginning to end sub specie aeternitatis; the predestined end is foreseen
from the beginning’ (Bernard), and the cross, though unmentioned by
name until ch. 19, casts its long shadow forward over the years of the
ministry.2!

'7 In Ioannem 8,9 (on Jn 2.4) and 119,1 (on 19.25). See Jn 19.25-27.

18 Boismard, Jean, 106, and in Du Baptéme a Cana, 156. In modern times it has been
proposed by Knabenbauer (1898) and Durand (1930), by Hugo Seemann, ‘Aufgehellte
Bibelstellen’, Benediktinische Monatschrift 5-6 (1952), and sympathetically noted by A.
Kurfess, ‘Zu Joh. 2.4°, ZNW (1952-53), 257. See also Michl, and especially Vanhoye.

19 Thus Gregory of Nyssa, In I Cor. 15.28 (PG 44.1308 D) and Theodore of
Mopsuestia, /n loannem 2.4 (ed. Vosté 39; ed. Devréesse, 319). See also L. Leloir,
Ephrem, Commentaire de I’Evangile Concordant ou Diatessaron, 5 (CSCO 145, 144f;
and the note in the SC edition [1966], 108).

20 A. Vanhoye, ‘Interrogation johannique et exégése de Cana (Jn 2.4)’.

2! Compare Jn 4.23; 5.25, 28 (épxeTar dpa); 7.6, 8 (0 katpds 6 épds); 9.4; 11.9.
See also Schnackenburg I 334-35 = ETr I 330.
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The interpretation of v. 4 preferred here implies that both parts of the
verse are declaring two (complementary) aspects of the same truth, and
that the best way of putting them into English is to make the two
sentences into one. ‘What relationship is there, woman, between you and
me, now that my hour is approaching?’ The story can continue, but in a
direction different from what the reader might have expected. In fairness,
it must be said that no modern English version for public use translates
the second sentence as a question; but such versions are quite properly
hesitant to adopt exegetical opinions before they are generally accepted.

5.6 TL @v Aéyn UiV ToLfoaTe are almost the very words used by the
Pharaoh in Gen 41.55 LXX, except that Rahlfs’ LXX reads (instead of
Aéym) elmn. Aéyn is in the present, not aorist, tense, so that in this con-
text it must be either continuous or iterative. The meaning is therefore,
Whatever he may say to you (from time to time), do it : MHT 1 186;
11 107.

It is not immediately obvious that the words are, at Jn 2.5, an inten-
tional quotation of the LXX, for Joseph the patriarch does not appear to
have any relevance to the Cana story; but in Gen 41.55 these words
herald the climax of the Joseph story when all his brothers (that is, all
Israel) go down to Egypt as suppliants before one whom they did not
recognize, thus fulfilling the unconscious prophecy of his father Jacob,
‘Shall I and your mother and your brothers come to bow ourselves to the
ground before you?’ (Gen 37.11). So when the wine had run out, the
mother of Jesus used to the waiters virtually the same words as the
Pharaoh had used of Joseph in Gen 41.55, and the quite unforeseen
outcome was that Jesus’ disciples came to believe in him.

Perhaps the evangelist does wish to present Jesus as the successor of
Joseph the patriarch, ‘the Owner of the Land’. The reader may compare
the comment on ’Incodv viov Tod ’lword at 1.45.22

6. noav 8¢ ékel AibBwar U8pial €€ kaTa TOV kabapLopov TeV
"TovSaiwv keipevatr. That this is the most satisfactory text seems clear
from the note in TCGNT; and the variant readings make no difference to
the meaning. Spitta, Bultmann, Fortna and Boismard argue that some
later scribes put ke{pevalr immediately after €€, or suppressed it
altogether, because they judged that the words kata Tov kabapLopov
TOv ’Tovdalwv make an unduly long separation between noav and
kelpeval. On the basis of this theory, these modern commentators pro-
pose that kaTa TOV kaBapiopov Tov "Tovdaiwv represents an insertion
into an earlier draft of the story.

AiBval v8plat. Water-jars were generally made of earthenware or
stoneware, and were frequently, for safety, embedded in the ground,
stoneware jars were more highly prized, because they were stronger, and

22 Compare Boismard, Jean, 93b.
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less liable to contract ritual uncleanness (compare Lev 11.33). On the
laws of levitical cleanness, see Mk 7.3-4 and SB 11 406-407.% To interpret
kelpeval as lying on their sides (and therefore empty) is to read too
much into the verb, which can mean simply placed or put there (LSJ)
(and therefore possibly standing upright, or embedded in the ground).

€&, six. The number is almost certainly symbolic. For some, it is an
imperfect number, being one short of the sacred Hebrew number, seven.
So Boismard writes (Jean, 102a): ‘c’est tout le principe des rites
purificateurs du judaisme qui est en cause, et qui doit étre remplacé par
un nouveau systéme symbolisé par le vin qui va remplacer I’eau’. Others
(like the Pythagoreans) take six to be a perfect number (1+2+3): see
Philo, On the Creation 89; Clement of Alexandria, Stromata VI 16. The
first view is more appropriate here.

xwpovoal dvd peTpnTas 8vo i Tpels. dvd followed by the
accusative, though rare in Attic prose and found only 13 times in the NT
(and a hapax legomenon here in John), is good Hellenistic Greek,
especially with a distributive sense: see MHT III 265-66 and BDF 305.
The Attic measure was almost exactly 40 litres, or about 9 gallons; ‘two
or three measures’ is therefore rendered in nearly all modern English
versions, in round numbers, as ‘from twenty to thirty gallons’,* that is,
between 80 and 120 litres.

7-8. yepioaTe...avTANcaTe...kai dépeTe. The change to the present
imperative after two aorists looks strange, but ¢pépe and pépeTe are
always found in the present (not the aorist) whatever the context,
€véykaTe in Jn 21.10 supplying the only exception in the NT (MHT III
75). Zerwick-Smith §244 suggests this is because ‘the present expresses
the notion of “setting about” an activity’.

In the NT, dvthetv occurs only in John, here in 2.8, 9, and in 4.7, 15.
The LXX contains at the most nine instances, only six of them certain
(HR), but given the rarity of the verb, these six texts are of interest. In
Gen 24.13, 20, Abraham’s servant Eliezer is seeking for a wife for Isaac,
in order to arrange the first wedding from which God’s Chosen Race will
be born. In Exod 2.16.17 [B], 19, the context is of Moses drawing water
for the daughters of his future father-in-law, an act leading to his own
wedding. Jewish tradition interprets each of these texts in a similar
fashion. In Gen 24.17, the Midrash Rabbah glosses the phrase ‘a little
water’ with but one mouthful;? on Exod 2.19, it says of Moses that ‘he
only drew out one bucketful and with this watered all the flock there
assembled, for the water was blessed at his hands’.26 The sixth LXX text

23 See especially, Roland Deines, Jiidische Steingefiisse und pharisdische
Frommigkeit : ein archdologisch-historischer Beitrag zum Verstdndnis von Joh 2,6 und
der jiidischen Reinheitshalacha zur Zeit Jesu, WUNT 2.52, Tiibingen, 1993.

24 Or (in round numbers) 15 to 25 US gallons (Brown I 100).

2 LX 6 in the Soncino edition, p. 530.

261 32 in the Soncino edition, p. 41.



186 JOHN 14

isIsa 12.3, kal dvT\joeTe Udwp peT’ eVPpooivns €k TOV YOV ToD
owTnplov. In the Targum, this verse is rendered as: ‘And you will accept
a new teaching with joy from the chosen ones of righteousness’ .’

apxLTpLkAivos is found nowhere in the Bible except in this passage.
It denotes the one in charge of the arrangements for the meal. Chief
steward, butler and head waiter are all appropriate, but none of them
exact, equivalents.

9-10. @s &€& éyevoato O dpxLTpikAivos TO U8wp oivov
yeyevnuévov kTA. The text does not state, or imply, that the entire
contents of the six jars had been turned into wine. It is only what has
been, on Jesus’ orders, drawn out of the jars and tasted, that has been
pronounced ‘the best of wine’. For the use of a positive to express a
superlative, see MHT III 31; compare the Vulgate’s translation by
optimus in Lk 8.15; 10.42; Heb 13.9, and the rendering given here by the
NEB, REB and JB, the best wine. The Gospel states only that the steward
tasted it. It does not say that the guests drank and were satisfied, or that
bride and bridegroom rejoiced, or that Jesus pronounced some striking
word. Is it not strange, too, that the architriclinus should call the
bridegroom, to congratulate him, and not vice versa? Some commentators
view the last clause as humorous or playful, but the real message of the
text is that in the mind of the evangelist, the final remark conceals a
second, deeper and truer meaning than the speaker could have foreseen or
intended (Westcott).

Note the abrupt ending of the narrative. The story comes to a stop
halfway through, with the reader left wondering what is the point of it.
ov. Here the pronoun carries some emphasis, being contrasted with Tas
dvepemos (MHT III 37). TeTHpnkas is a resultative perfect (MHT IIT
84). You have been keeping the best wine until now.

11. Tad TNV €moinoey dpxny TOV onpeiwy. The textual variants are
evidence that many scribes sought to regularize the Greek by inserting
Tnv before apxnv, but since the reader of the Gospel has so far not heard
about any ‘signs’ done by Jesus, ‘a start’ is more accurate than ‘the start’.
‘Signs’ may be defined as notable events which reveal Jesus’ glory to
those who see them with the eyes of faith,? and the evangelist already has
in mind other signs to which the wine-miracle at Cana, correctly inter-
preted, will provide the key. Origen calls it mponyoluevov ToV
onpe{wy, that is, ‘a first, pre-eminent and primary sign’, of greater

27 Chilton’s rendering in The Aramaic Bible.

28 The matter will be discussed more fully at Jn 4.48. For the present, it is sufficient to
note that people may physically observe an indubitably wonderful work, such as the
Feeding of the Five Thousand (Jn 6.14) or the Healing of a Man Blind from Birth (Jn
9.20, 25) and yet fail to see the ‘sign’, i.e. fail to see what that event signifies, because
they do not perceive the deeper truth enshrined in it (Jn 6.36-40, 44-45, 63-66; 9.39).
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significance, he insists, than the healing miracles which will follow.?
apx1jv therefore does not indicate merely that that this sign is the first in
time (else, why not mpwTov to match Jn 4.547?), but rather that here is an
inauguration of the signs yet to come. Isocrates provides a perfect
parallel where the absence of the article is equally significant. dpxnv pev
TadTNY ETOLoaTo TOV €Vepyeaiov, Tpodny Tols Seopévols elpely
(Panegyricus 38).

kai épavépuoev THy 80Eav avTov. This is the first mention of
Jesus’ ‘glory’ since Jn 1.14; what was there said about the fulness of
grace and truth is, with this dpxn TGV onpelwv, beginning to be
disclosed. ‘According to the Johannine use of davepoiv, itis Jesus 1.31;
7.4;21.1, 14, Jesus’ 86&a, 2.11, God’s €pya 9.3;3.21, and God’s Name,
17.6, which are revealed’ (Olsson, 70). As the Prologue closes with the
reference to his glory, so does the First Week of his ministry.

One of the principal promises of the prophets was that the Glory of the
Lord would one day return to the Land, to Jerusalem and to the Temple
(Isa 35.2, 10; 40.5; 60.1-3; Ezek 43.1-5: compare PssSol 17.33-35).
Rabbinical Judaism too stressed the intense longing for the return of the
Shekinah to the Land and to Jerusalem: — Jn 1.51 on Jesus’ promise,
“You will see heaven laid wide open’. It is surely significant that after the
first ‘disclosure’ of his glory at Cana, the precise meaning of which will
be discussed very shortly, Jesus goes almost at once to the Temple in
Jerusalem (— 2.19-20, and compare Luke’s use of 56Ea in 2.32 to close
his Infancy narrative).

kai émioTevoay €is alvTov ol padnrtai avTod. If the arrange-
ment adopted in this commentary is correct, these calm words draw down
the curtain on the First Week, that is, the First Act of Jesus’ public
ministry.

12. peTa TovTo kaTéPN €is KapapvaovL. petd TodTo occurs four
times in John (2.12; 11.7, 11; 19.28), peta TavTa, eight times (3.22;
5.1, 14; 6.1; 7.1; 13.7; 19.38; 21.1). Abbott (JG 2394) prefers to inter-
pret peTa TobTo as indicating a short interval, but acknowledges that it
might be intended to underline the completion of some significant period
or action of Jesus. Certainly it is always followed by some significant
word or deed of Jesus, and this is not the case after ueta TadTa (e.g.
19.38). Here in 2.12, petd To0T0 can hardly mean just ‘next’. It serves
rather to call attention to ‘this significant act at Cana, which completed
the first week of his ministry’, after which Jesus moved down to Caper-
naum.

avTos kai N uNTnp avTov kai ot ddeldoi avTod. Exactly 3
miles = 5 km due west of Khirbet Qana (map reference 1787 2478) lies
Kaukab (map reference 1736 2484), where according to Julius

2 In Ioannem X 12 66 (SC 157: 422-25).
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Africanus® relatives of Jesus lived in the second half of the first century.
Julius tells us they were known as Seamdovvol (‘the Master’s people’)*!
and that they took pride in preserving the memory of their connection
with the Saviour’s family; he asserts that some of them travelled far afield
to preach the Christian message throughout Galilee and Syria.32 It is likely
that those ‘grandsons of Jude’ who were arraigned before Domitian and
discharged should be counted among these 8eaméauvor.s

The nearness of Kaukab to Cana is sufficient to explain both the
mention at this point, after the wedding, of ol dSe\dol avToD, and their
absence in v. 2, where they, as local people, are perhaps assumed to have
been (like his mother) already at Cana. If they were (as Julius Africanus
assures us) meticulous in preserving the genealogies of their family, it is
more than probable that they would also have cherished any tradition
about Jesus’ presence at a wedding in Cana before his public ministry
began.

kal ol padnTai avTov kai €kel épelvav ol TOANAS Mépas.
Verse 12 records that the entire group, Jesus and his mother and his
brothers and his disciples, moved to Capernaum and stayed there, but
only for a few days. This verse is intended to harmonize the Fourth
Gospel with the Synoptic tradition, according to which the public
ministry really begins in Capernaum. Luke too mentions a (short?) pre-
Capernaum, ministry at Nazareth (Lk 4.14-16).3

THE INTERPRETATION OF THE WINE MIRACLE AT CANA

There is nothing quite like this narrative anywhere else in the Gospels.
Many Christians understand it as a record of the fact that Jesus did once
change water into wine, at Cana in Galilee; others think the evangelist

30 Officer in the army of Septimius Severus, friend of Origen, floruit A.D. 195-240.
See Quasten, 11 137-40; Altaner, 185-86.

31 Note the ancient title for Jesus, 6 SeamdTns, cf. Lk 2.29; Jude 4 || 2 Pet 2.1; and
perhaps Rev 6.10(?).

32 The text occurs in Julius’ Letter to Aristides (Eusebius H.E. 17 14).

33 Eusebius in A.E. 11 19.1-20.7, on the authority of Hegesippus (floruit A.D. 150—
190: Quasten, 1 284-87; Altaner, 117-18). See Richard Bauckham’s outstanding study of
the group in Jude and the Relatives of Jesus in the Early Church, Edinburgh, 1990, 64-
70, 94-101.

3* The comment above on v. 2 reported that some commentators thought that
padnTtal had there been substituted for an original d8eAdol. This argument can be
inverted, to say that the words kal ol padnTal avtod were inserted in v. 12 only
because they had already been mentioned in v. 2. In v. 12, the phrase is absent from
Po*75 B W (% and a few others omit the initial adTod as well: see NA?7); might not these
words have been inserted by a zealous scribe anxious to get everyone tidily off stage? It
is impossible to be certain whether the words kal ol padntal alTod were or were not
present in the original text; and it is not of great importance. ejLeLvav was probably
corrected to the singular ejlelvev because otherwise the text speaks only of Jesus’
movements (12, kaTépn; 13, avéPn) (Schnackenburg).
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intended it to be so understood; and others would regard that interpreta-
tion as a trivializing of divine omnipotence. The inherent improbability of
this narrative’s being the report of something which actually happened
has naturally moved many writers to seek a more easily credible inter-
pretation.s

From around 1900 to 1960, adherents of the school of the history of
religions argued that the Cana story was inspired by Greek myths about
Dionysus, the god of wine, whose feast on 5—6 January was later replaced
by the Christian feast of the Epiphany. ‘There can be no doubt that the
story has been taken over from heathen legend and ascribed to Jesus’
(Bultmann). One example frequently quoted relates how it was the
custom at Elis to place three empty jugs in the shrine of Dionysus on the
evening of 5 January, and to lock the doors; the next morning the jugs
were found to be full of wine.3 History, however, provides no example of
any wonder-worker’s actually changing water into wine (Lagrange).

A better example occurs in the novel Leucippe and Clitophon by the
otherwise unknown Achilleus Tatius (A.D. 150-200), a Phoenician saga
about Dionysus which tells how the god visited a herdsman noted for his
hospitality, and gave him in return ‘purple water, blood so sweet, harvest
water, the blood of the grape’.3” Hengel offers the most moderate presen-
tation of the case for the influence of a Dionysus-motif, arguing that this
text, albeit so late, supplies evidence that the idea might have taken root
in rural Palestine long before the Christian era.’

It is, however, hardly necessary to go to Greece in order to find inspi-
ration for a story about an abundance of wine at a Jewish wedding; now,
in the twentieth-first century, it becomes very difficult to believe that our
Jewish-Christian evangelist would have wanted to open his Gospel by
introducing Jesus as a greater than Dionysos.** Another fundamental flaw
in these history-of-religion interpretations is that they make the centre of
the story the physical transformation of water into wine, and seem to
regard the wedding as secondary, almost incidental to the narrative.

By the middle of the twentieth century, the positivist ideal of history
as the disinterested observing and recording of actual happenings was

3 E. Little, in Echoes 9-16 (‘The Scandal of Cana’), lists some representative
twentieth-century views.

36 The story is told in Pausanias VI 26,2 (around A.D. 173) and in Athenaeus I 61
(A.D. 230). A similar story about a temple on the island of Andros tells how, on the feast
of Bacchus, 5 January, wine flowed from the temple for seven days until, once out of
sight of the temple, it lost its taste and became like water (Pliny, Historia Naturalis 11
231 and XXXI 16; also in Pausanias VI 26,2). Other tales about wine in the cult of
Dionysos are listed in Lagrange, Jean, 61. Barrett too collects all the useful parallels, on
2nd ed., 188-89. Bultmann, 83 Anm. 3 = ETr 119 fn. 1 and Schnackenburg I 343-44 =
ETr I 340 give several similar references to modern writers on the subject.

371n the Loeb edition, I11.2.1-6.

3% Hengel, 108-12.

3 Pace Linnemann (1974), Fortna (1989), 52, and especially Walter Liitgehetmann
(1990), 339-40.
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already receding, and with it the confident conviction that the Fourth
Gospel cannot be termed ‘historical’. Exegetes began to ask instead what
was meant by calling this gospel ‘historical’, and to seek new ways of
understanding it. One or two* saw the Cana episode as a sign contrasting
Jesus’ baptism in the Spirit (Jn 1.33) with the ritual cleansings of Judaism
(2.6) or of John the Baptist (3.22-25; 4.2); but their suggestions did not
find wide favour.

Others, who proposed to see in the text a reference to the Holy
Eucharist, met with a more kindly reception.*! For these, the wine of Cana
forms a diptych with the bread that fed the Five Thousand, as the two
scenes sometimes do in early Christian art. Both scenes occur near the
time of Passover, and at the third Passover, Jesus’ hour is come. The
earthly food and drink are thus seen as symbols of the body and blood of
Christ that would be offered to the disciples at the Supper, by which the
forgiveness won upon the Cross is communicated to all humankind,
replacing the Jewish rites of purification. Indeed, some consider that
Irenaeus interpreted Mary’s words in Jn 2.3-4 as a (premature) plea for
the gift of the Eucharist,”? and one (André Feuillet) has suggested that
Jesus’ action at Cana was a sign intended both to indicate the transforma-
tion of the Old Covenant into the New, and at the same time to hint at the
gift of the eucharistic wine.* That a secondary application to the eucharist
may underlie the gospel story is possible; but that it is the primary
symbolic meaning seems impossible since John (alone of the evangelists)
does not mention the institution of the eucharist at the Supper.

Schnackenburg, whose doctoral thesis (1951) was entitled Das erste
Wunder Jesu, sums up all the evidence clearly and judiciously in his
commentary (1965).* He concludes that the ‘sign’ reveals Jesus himself
as the gift of the Father, superseding the gifts of the Old Covenant (Jn
1.17), the order of grace with its sacraments and its doctrine being as
superior to the Law of Judaism as the choicest wine is to water, life-
giving though the latter most certainly is. More precise than that,
Schnackenburg is not prepared to be, and R. E. Brown, in 1966, delivers
an equally cautious concurrent judgment (I 103-11).

Yet it is legitimate to attempt to be more precise. In 1963, Dodd
suggested* that the original nucleus of the pericope might have been a
parable about a wedding feast. As the gospel tradition developed, this
parable came to be interpreted as an event in the ministry of Jesus. So, for

40 E.g. K. L. Schmidt, 40-41, and F. M. Braun, ‘Le baptéme’, 353, 384-85.

41 So Cullmann, Urchristentum und Gottesdienst, 4th ed., Ziirich, 1962, 65-71 =
Early Christian Worship, 68-71, and Strathmann, NTD 2, 6th ed., 1963, 59. Dodd is not
unsympathetic: Interpretation, 298; Historical Tradition, 224.

42 So W. Wigan Harvey in his edition of 1857 (S. Irenaei 11 88), and the French
editors of Irenaeus in the SC (see their note on III xvi 7 at p. 315 fn. 3, in SC 210: 324).

43 ‘L heure de Jésus et le signe de Cana’, ETL 36 (1960), 5-22.

4 ‘The deeper meaning’: I 341-44 = ETr I 337-40

4 Historical Tradition, 226-28.
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example, many critics think that Mark’s story of the cursing of the fig-
tree (Mk 11.12-14,20-25) ‘has passed over from the status of a parable to
that of an actual happening’ (compare Luke’s parable of the barren fig-
tree in 13.6-9). Dodd put forward his suggestion as no more than a
conjecture, but one may suggest a transition in the opposite direction that
would illustrate its possibility. Everyone speaks of the Parable of the
Good Samaritan (Lk 10.29-37); but Luke does not say it is a parable.
When Jesus replied, ‘A certain man went down from Jerusalem to
Jericho’, his dv@pwmds Tis could well have been autobiographical, like
olda dvBpomov in 2 Cor 12.2, 3. In that case, an actual event in the life
of Jesus has, in the common understanding of Christians, for almost two
thousand years been turned into a parable. Might not the reverse have
happened, too? There is, however, a still simpler explanation.

The main point about this pericope is that it concerns a (Jewish) wed-
ding, and that the mother of Jesus was there (Jn 2.1). It is the wedding,
rather than the wine-into-water motif, which was the centre of interest for
the evangelist.* The exegete should therefore start by inquiring why the
evangelist gave so prominent a place, at the beginning of Jesus’ ministry,
to a wedding.

Once Hosea had introduced into Israel’s religion the language of
marital love (chs. 1-2, especially 2.19-20 [ETr] = 21-22 [MT]; 11.1-4),
later writers began to speak of the Covenant of Sinai as the moment when
God had first wedded himself'to Israel (Jer 2.2), and to look forward to an
era when Yahweh and Israel would once again be united as bridegroom
and bride, in faithfulness and everlasting love (Isa 54.1-8; 61.10; 62.4-5).
The New Covenant promised in Jer 31.31-34 and Ezek 37.26-28 would
take effect when the exiles of Judah ‘returned’ to Yahweh with their
whole heart (Jer 24.5-7), saying ‘Let us join ourselves to Yahweh in an
everlasting covenant which will never be forgotten’ (50.5). The image
reached its high point in the allegorical interpretation of the Song of
Songs, which made possible the acceptance of this poem into the Canon
of Hebrew Scripture. In the OT, the bridegroom and bride were always
Yahweh and his Chosen People, Israel.

In post-biblical Judaism the OT conception of the Covenant of Sinai as
a wedding was not forgotten, but from the first century of the Christian
era onwards, the rabbis also (and more usually) likened this present age to
the period of betrothal: ‘This world is like the betrothal... The actual
marriage ceremony will take place in the Messianic days.’#” Even then,
the bridegroom is always Yahweh, never once the Messiah. In the words

46 Note that the evangelist does not say that the water was changed into wine: no verb
meaning changed occurs in the Gospel. Jn 2.9 refers simply to the ‘water become wine’,
and 4.46 ‘where he made the water wine’.

47 Midrash R. Exod XV 30 on 12.2 (in the Soncino ed. XV 31, 204). Other texts are
cited in SB1517. See also J. Jeremias, TWNT1 652, on yapéw, and on vopdn in TWNT
IV 1094-96.
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of Isa 54.5, cited in that same rabbinic text, “Your Maker is your
husband: Yahweh Sabaoth is his name’.

A wedding feast would normally take seven days (Judg 14.12; Tob
11.19),* and as always in the Mediterranean, wine would be in plentiful
supply. Abundance of wine was also a blessing promised for, and
characteristic of, the Day of Yahweh, the end of time, as we read at the
conclusion of Hosea (14.7) and of Amos (9.13-14); compare Jer 31.12
and Zech 10.7. Genesis 49.10-12 proclaims that the coming of the king
from the tribe of Judah will be celebrated amid wonderful harvests from
the vines (cf. 27.28),% and the same promise recurs (with reference to the
Day ofthe Lord) in Joel 2.21-24 and 4.18. Other texts which mention an
abundance of wine, normally along with rich harvests of corn and oil, are
Isa 62.8-9; Hos 2.8, 15, 22 = [MT] 2.10, 17, 24; Amos 9.14; Joel 2.24;
Zech 9.17. Conversely, lack of wine is a sign of abandonment by God as
aresult of the people’s unfaithfulness (Isa 16.10; 24.7-11; Hos 2.9, 12 =
[MT] 11, 13; Amos 5.11; Joel 1.5, 10).

R. E. Brown (I 105) calls attention also to / En 10.19 and 2 Bar 29.5
(OTP 1 18 and 630), which promise a thousandfold fruitfulness of the
vines. Irenaeus even claims, on the authority of the Elders who had seen
John the disciple of the Lord, that this image (indeed, ten thousandfold)
had, according to that same John, been used by Jesus himself.

Now it is ridiculous to think that the abundance of wine promised in
the OT is meant to signify a liberal supply of alcoholic drink, particularly
when it symbolizes the table fellowship of God’s eschatological king-
dom. That would be to accuse the prophets of Israel of crass materialism.
In the OT, wine is also a symbol of God’s holy wisdom, of divine
revelation. So in Isa 55.1 we read, ‘Come, buy wine and milk without
money’, and in Prov 9.4-6, ‘Eat of the bread and drink of the wine that I
have mixed for you’. Sirach 15.3 and 24.19, 21 refer to the water of
wisdom (not to wine); but 31.27 reads ‘Wine is like life to men, if you
drink it in moderation’ (see also vv. 25-31, and 40.20). The metaphor of
wine to connote wisdom is used also by Philo, who spells out the spiritual
sense that he intends to convey. ‘Let Melchizedek instead of water offer
wine, and give to souls strong drink, that they may be seized by a divine
intoxication, more sober than sobriety itself’.5! ‘And when the happy soul
holds out the sacred goblet of its own reason, who is it that pours into it
the holy cupfuls of true gladness, but the Word, the Cup-bearer of God

48 Further detail in SB T 504-18 (on Mt 9.15).

49 Hengel (p. 100) asserts that this was one of the most important prophecies in
Judaism, and adds: ‘It is equally instructive that the wine-cup, pitcher, grape-leaf, and
grape appear frequently on the coins of the uprisings of 66—73 and 132—135, which were
motivated by eschatological-Messianic considerations’.

N4dv. Haereses V 33:3=SC 153: 414-16. For a commentary, see A. Orbe, Teologia
de san Ireneo 111, Madrid-Toledo, 1988, 418-25.

St Legum Allegoriae 111 xxvi 82 (Loeb I 354-55).
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the Master of the feast (0 olvoxdos ToD Oeod kal cupmociapyos
Moy0s) who is also none other than the draught which he pours...’*

Three OT motifs, then, provide a starting-point for the interpretation
of the Cana story: the marriage-bond between Yahweh and Israel, the
comparison of the re-establishment of the new Covenant with a wedding
(Jer 31.2-14, 23-28; Isa 54.1-8; 61.10-62.5), and the blessing of this
union with ‘an abundance of corn, wine, and oil’ (Jer 50.5; cf. 31.12-14)
on the day of that ‘everlasting covenant which will never be forgotten’
(Jer 50.5).

In the NT too, the wedding-feast is a symbol of the coming of
salvation, the fulfilment of time. It features three times in the parables: in
that of the King’s Son (Mt 22.1-14), of the Ten Virgins (Mt 25.1-13), and
of the Waiting Servants (Lk 12.35-36). Further, with only two possible
exceptions (here at Jn 2.9 and at Rev 18.23), in the NT the word for
bridegroom, vupdios, always refers to Jesus Christ. Thus vupdlos is
found in Mt 9.15 (twice) || Mk 2.19-20 (twice) || Lk 5.35 (twice) (‘the
children of the bridal chamber cannot fast as long as the bridegroom is
with them’); these are also the only verses in which the word vvpddv
(bridal chamber) occurs in the NT, once in each gospel.s> Elsewhere,
vupdios is found four times in Mt 25.1, 5, 6, 10 (the delayed Parousia?),
and three times in Jn 3.29. In addition, references to the Church as the
bride of Christ clearly imply that Christ was regarded as the heavenly
bridegroom (2 Cor 11.2; Eph 5.25; Rev 19.7; 21.9), and Rev 19.9 speaks
of the wedding feast of the Lamb. By the time John’s Gospel came to be
written, around A.D. 90, Jesus of Nazareth was known to all his
followers, and accepted by them, as the bridegroom, the King’s Son.

When we recall that the bridegroom of Israel expected at the end of
time is always Yahweh, never the Messiah, it becomes evident that in the
Cana story, on the sixth day of the First Week, the evangelist is subtly
(not yet overtly) presenting the Word made flesh as the bridegroom
standing at the threshold, come to claim his bride, the people of Israel.
Compare Jn 1.11: ‘He came to what was his own’. Instinctively, one
thinks also of Rev 3.20—‘Behold, I am standing at the door, and
knocking!” (and compare Jn 3.29)—not that Jesus is the bridegroom-in-
the-Cana-story, whom he saves from embarrassment; but in another
sense, it is Jesus who is envisaged as the true bridegroom, for it was he
who had been keeping the best wine until that day.>

32 De Somniis 11 xxxvii 249 (Loeb V 554-55).

33 Unless one reads vupddy (v B* L 00138. 892. 1010. pc) rather than ydjpos in Mt
22.10: but see NA? for the textual evidence on that text.

% The motif of Jesus as the bridegroom and that of new wine as a metaphor for his
new doctrine are juxtaposed in all three Synoptics (Mt 9.14-17 || Mk 2.22 || Lk 5.33-39).
There the mention of ‘new wine’ ‘occurs in a context which refers to the shattering effect
of His impact upon existing institutions’ (Dodd, Interpretation, 298; pp. 297-300 are
very important, especially for the cross-references to Philo).
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Seen against this background, the account of the wedding at Cana is a
symbolic narrative about realized eschatology. It was only natural that as
the Church developed, the metaphor of drinking the water of wisdom
should be applied to the teaching of Jesus, as it had formerly been applied
to the teaching of the Old Covenant (Sir 15.3). That the metaphor was
early established in Christian catechesis is clear from 1 Cor 10.4, and it is
a major motif in the Fourth Gospel (— Jn 4.13-14; 7.37-38). The same
theme recurs in Rev 7.17; 21.6; 22.1, 17 where we read of drinking from
‘the springs of the water of life’.

Since wine too was in the OT a symbol of divine wisdom (see above),
when the evangelist wished to make a comparison between the teaching
of the Old and of the New Covenant, both God-given, both life-giving,
yet essentially different, it was perhaps natural for him to think in terms
of the contrast between water and wine. Even the water used for
purification among the Jews was (apparently) in short supply, and the
wine had run out, yet Jesus did not replace them with something created
ex nihilo. He ordered the servants to fill those (old?) water-jars from the
usual well-spring (dvTAjoaTe). It was via Jewish sources that Jesus’
heart-warming wine would be provided. The wine stands for Jesus’
teaching, and in particular his interpretation of the Holy Writings of Israel
and Judaism (— 2.7-8, the Targum of Isa 12.3).5

This is in fact the interpretation of Origen and of Augustine.
Augustine’s first homily on this text begins by observing that every year
rain-water is turned into wine, and on a far grander scale than at Cana, yet
nobody marvels, simply because it happens all the time. Augustine then
writes: ‘excepto miraculo, aliquid in ipso facto mysterii et sacramenti
latet’ (Tract. 8.3), a sentence which may be translated as ‘setting aside the
miracle, some hidden, some secret and symbolic meaning lies concealed
in what was actually done’. He expounds this meaning in the following
homily, beginning with the principle ‘bonum vinum Christus servavit
usque adhuc, id est, evangelium suum’ (7ract. 9.2). The writings of the
OT, read without Christian understanding, were like water (2 Cor 3.14-
16), but when interpreted by the risen Lord (Lk 24.13-47) became like
wine. ‘Mutavit ergo aquam in vinum Dominus noster lesus Christus, et
sapit quod non sapiebat, inebriat quod non inebriabat.” ‘Our Lord Jesus
Christ changed the water into wine, and what previously had no taste
began to have a taste, what before did not intoxicate became intoxicating’
(Tract. 9.5). Origen’s commentary on Jn 2.1-11 is, unfortunately, not
extant, but other texts show that this was his interpretation t00.5

33 Braun, Jean le théologien, 11 198-99 (and compare the entire volume); 111 80-81;
Boismard, from Du baptéme a Cana (1956) onwards.

36 At his first visit to Cana, Jesus ‘brings us joy...and gives us to drink of the wine
that proceeds from His power, which was water when it was drawn, but became wine
when Jesus transformed it. And truly before Jesus the Scripture was water, but from the
time of Jesus it has become wine to us’ (Origen, /n loannem XI11.62 cited in Dodd,
Interpretation, 299 fn. 2 = GCS 10:294%0-295" = fn. 438 in the SC edition). There is a
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The canonical text itself contains some suasive evidence that it was
intended to be read as a symbolic narrative. The first indication is to be
found in the way the central fact of the narrative, the discovery that water
has become wine, is presented. The chief steward alone tastes the water,
and one sip leads him to utter his remark.’” Further, it is only when the
drink is tasted that it is found to have been turned into wine; was there no
visible change in colour, no fragrance of a bouquet? Lastly, there is no
hint that anyone other than the chief steward touched the drink; and the
text clearly reads: When he had tasted the water (become wine)’.

olvov yeyevnpévov. Unless these crucial words are taken as declar-
ing a physical change of water into wine, the commentator has to explain
what they are meant to signify, and Why they were inserted. One may
suggest that this very phrase otvov yeyevnuévov contains a second clue
indicating that this story was intended to bear a symbolic meaning. In Jn
6.52, we read that the Jews began to debate among themselves, saying
‘How can this man give us his flesh to eat?” The Gospel does not tell us
that Jesus then explained that his words were not meant to be taken
literally; on the contrary, it boldly asserts that Jesus at once added ‘and
drink my blood’ (6.53). Is it not possible that when the Cana story was
included in the Gospel, the words ‘which had become wine’ were
inserted for the benefit of those who would otherwise have been mysti-
fied by the remark of the chief steward, wondering why he had spoken in
SO enigmatic a manner about the water he had just tasted? By inserting
otvov yeyevnpévov (2.9), the evangelist (or the final redactor) sought to
anticipate any misunderstanding, judging that the presence of these two
words would lead people to ask quite seriously what was meant by
speaking of water that had become wine. After all, Luke wrote that Jesus
had promised his disciples that they would eat and drink at his table in his
kingdom (Lk 22.30), but no one interprets these words as an assurance
that they would one day share together gourmet meals with vintage wines
in aroyal palace. The writer of the Fourth Gospel might reasonably have
judged that, given the clue of oivov yeyevnuévov, any reader would
recognize that the words of the steward contained a hidden meaning, and
embodied a truth more profound than the speaker realized or intended
(compare Jn 11.51).

Was this story of the wedding at Cana simply made up for kerygmatic
or for catechetical purposes? Several authors have claimed to have
detected in it an earlier, pre-Johannine, source which was subsequently

similar text in Frag. 74 In loannem = GCS 10:5412¢28 where Origen points to the link
between this gift at Cana and the restoration of good order in the Father’s house; see also
In Cant. 1 = GCS 33:94-95. Other patristic texts in a similar vein are presented by
Smitmans, 217-24.

7 yeeoBal is often used of a small quantity. Compare the comment above on Jn
2.7-8: Abraham’s servant Eliezer requested only ‘one mouthful’ of water from Rebecca’s
newly filled pitcher (Midrash Rabbah).
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edited by the evangelist when it was incorporated in the gospel.s® Even if
such a source existed, one must still ask whether the Gospel narrative can
plausibly claim any historical credibility.

The comment above on Jn 2.12 suggested that perhaps some members
of ‘the Master’s’ family in Kaukab (the Seomdouvol) could recall that
Jesus had once attended a wedding at Cana at which the wine had run
out; that at his suggestion, water had been served in place of the wine;
and that the steward in charge of the feast, when he tasted this water, said,
perhaps as a witticism, perhaps as a sagacious comment, ‘You have kept
the best wine until now’. Could not the family recollection of an event
like this lie at the origin of the gospel story?

The wedding was placed on the sixth day of the First Week of Jesus’
ministry (— 2.1). Now, though the Gospel does not say that Jesus gave
any teaching on this occasion, presumably he was not entirely silent, and
it is not far-fetched to suggest that, if he spoke, he said something about
the wedding. In that case, might he not have spoken about the institution
of marriage (Gen 1-2), about Hosea’s profound meditation on marriage
as a symbol of God’s love, and about God’s promise to restore the broken
bonds of love even with Samaria and her daughters (Hos 14.4-7; Ezek
16.53-55)? ‘As the bridegroom rejoices over the bride, so shall your God
rejoice over you’ (Isa 62.5). The Seamdouvvor of Kaukab would have
been unlikely to forget the occasion.

The evangelist is therefore declaring that Jesus on this occasion at
Cana spoke in a manner which was, in comparison with the most whole-
some water of wisdom found in Jewish teaching, even more attractive,
the choicest wine. That is to say, Jesus at Cana began to instruct his
disciples in the understanding of Holy Scripture (— Jn 1.39), an action
which points to the correct understanding of the later onpeta (— 2.11,
Origen). It is no accident that the final ‘I am’ saying in this Gospel is ‘I
am the true vine’ (15.1; compare Sir 24.17, 19, 21). It serves as a
reminder of the first sign at Cana, the ‘inauguration of the signs’, and
represents yet another inclusio. Jesus alone is the source of life-giving
wisdom.

It only remains to ask why the evangelist put this narrative here, and
his use of the word yovar provides the clue. Genesis 1.27-28 places the
world’s first wedding on the sixth day of the First Week of creation. The
Cana episode, on the sixth day of the First Week of Jesus’ ministry, spells
Jesus’ departure from his family to undertake his life-work: hence yOvat,
not ‘mother’ (— 2.4). She who was his biological mother has fulfilled her
role of bearing him and rearing him. So has Judaism. It is she who now
says to him ‘They have no wine’, words which may connote for the
thoughtful reader, and especially for the Jewish Christian after the Fall of

38 And the various efforts to reconstruct that source do, to an unusual degree,
converge. See Excursus VII, ‘A Literary Source of John 2.1-11?’
¥ Hengel, 100.
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Jerusalem in A.D. 70, that the people of Israel are no longer able to
celebrate worthily and joyfully their marriage to their God (— 2.20).
But on the sixth day of the Final Week of Jesus’ life, when all is
accomplished, ‘the mother of Jesus’, this same Daughters of Zion, will be
honoured with a new role, as will Jesus’ Jewish disciples (see 19.25-27).
On that day there will be another wedding, a wedding of truly cosmic
importance, its bride a new Jerusalem with citizens from all the nations of
the world (Isa 60—62), the wedding of the Lamb (Rev 19.6-9; 21.1-4).

% Note the upper case initial.



EXCURSUS vII

A LITERARY SOURCE FOR JOHN 2.1-11?

Of the many attempts to distinguish in the Fourth Gospel different strata,
most have dealt with the whole Gospel or with a large section of it. This
Excursus is concerned only with Jn 2.1-11, and is offered simply as an
example of what might be done in detecting a literary source, without any
great confidence in its verisimilitude. It is a revised version of what was
printed in The Mother of Jesus in 1975, pp. 462-66.

Before Bultmann, M. Dibelius suggested that Jn 2.4b, at least part of
v. 5 and v. 11 were added by the Evangelist'; similarly K. L. Schmidt,
who contended that vv. 3, 4 and 11 betray the touch of the evangelist.2 It
was Bultmann’s commentary (1941) which made the quest fashionable.
He maintained that the evangelist added (1) the phrase ‘on the third day’
inv. 3; (2) the words in 9b, ‘and he did not know where it came from, but
the waiters knew, they who had drawn the water’; (3) the main part of v.
11, ‘and he manifested his glory and [they] believed in him’, ‘his
disciples’ being perhaps an addition by a later editor. It is strange that
Bultmann does not see any Johannine addition in vv. 4-5.

Schnackenburg thinks that the mention of Jesus’ hour in v. 4 and the
second half of v. 11 betray the hand of the evangelist, but otherwise
makes no firm statements about editorial insertions, on the ground that
evidence is lacking. C. K. Barrett and R. E. Brown too do not commit
themselves at all in their commentaries. But the seed sown by Bultmann
spread.

Since 1970 R. T. Fortna has been perhaps the most diligent seeker in
the quest for sources, and in The Fourth Gospel and its Predecessor,
Cambridge, 1989, p. 53, he offers an analysis of the Cana story. He con-
siders the following phrases to be editorial insertions:

.1 ‘and on the third day’—*in Galilee’;

. 3: from (v. 3) ‘to him, They have no wine’ as far as v. 5, ‘His mother
said’, so that the text reads ‘Jesus’ mother said...to the servants’;
‘in accordance with the Jewish rite of purification’;

‘and did not know where it came from, but the servants who had
drawn the water knew’;

v. 11:  ‘at Cana of Galilee (and he manifested his glory)’.

< <

<=
L

! Die Formgeschichte des Evangeliums, Tiibingen, 1sted., 1919; 2nd ed., 1933 = 4th
ed., 1961, p. 98 = ETr From Tradition to Gospel, Cambridge and London, 1971.
2 ‘Die johanneische Character’, in Harnack-Ehrung (1921), 37-38.
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Several others before and after him have also considered vv. 4-5 to be
wholly or partly an insertion into an earlier text by the Evangelist. The
proposals of Boismard and Lamouille (Jean, 101-104) are not dissimilar,
but are too complex for summary here.

If one takes as guide the fifty positive literary characteristics proposed
by E. Schweizer and E. Ruckstuhl, and the references to this passage in
Abbott’s JV and JG, and eliminates whatever these writers judge to be a
positive indication of the evangelist’s style, the result is the following
passage:

1 ydpos éyéveto év Kavd This Takhalas, kal fv 1) pimnp Tod "Incod
€xel- 2 ékhjon 8¢ kal 6 'Incods kal ol pabntal avTod els TOV ydpov. 3
kal DoTepioavTos olvou Aéyel 1 piTnp Tob ‘Incod wpds adTéy, olvov
otk €xouvowv. [...]

6 noav 8¢ éxel MBwat v8plat €€ katd TOV kabapLopov Tav Tovdaiwy
kelpevat, xopoboar avda petpntdas 8lo 1§ Tpels. 7 Myer [Tols
Stakérots] 6 ’Incods, yeploate Tds U8plas VdaTos. kal éyéuioav
alTds €us dvo. 8 kal Myel alTols, dvTajoaTe viv kal dépeTe T
dpxLTpLkAve: ol 8¢ freykav.

9 w5 8¢ éyevoaTo O dpxitTpikhvos TO Vdwp [...] dwvel TOV vupdlov
[...]110 kai MéyeL adtd, Tas drbpuToS TPETOV TOV KANOV OLvov TibnoLy
kal 6tav pebuobdow Tov éNdoow-
oU TeTHpNKAS TOV KANOV olvov €ws dpTL.

11 Tavtny émoincev dpxnv Tév onuelwv 6 ’Incods év Kavd Ths
Ta\\alas.

In this text, the following words of the Gospel text have been left out.

(1) T8 Mépa TH TpiTn. The reduplication of the article after the
noun and before the adjective is mainly a Johannine usage (JG 1982-86).

(2) yovar. Only in Jn 2.4 and 19.26 does Jesus address Mary as
‘Woman’.

(3) Verses 4-5. oUmo occurs twice in Matthew, five times in Mark,
once in Luke, and thirteen times in John. It is used of Jesus’ ‘hour’ in
7.30 and 8.20, of his ‘time’ in 7.6 and of his Ascension in 20.17. Contrast
13.1 and 17.1. See JV 1719, 1728.

(4) 8 T av Méym. (é)dv Tis occurs 19 times in the Synoptics, 24
times in John, four times in 1 John, and only twice in the rest of the NT.

(5) otvov yeyevnuévov. The use of a perfect participle for a very
recent happening is typical of John: cf. 5.10; 6.13 etc (JG 2506a). It is
also typical of him to let the reader into the secret about the sense of a
story: cf. Jn 2.21 (also JG 2016-18).

(6) oUk 18l mé0ev EoTiv, ol 8¢ Sudkovol fidetoav. Chiasmus: (see
JG 2554-57). ol frTAnkdTES TO VSwp in apposition, but probably
corrective, meaning ‘Well, not exactly a// the waiters, only those who had
drawn the water’. For a similar construction see Jn 11.45, and for a
forceful corrective, 4.2. Compare JG 1939. 6 dpxiTpihvos is inserted
at the end of v. 9 for clarity.
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(7) kal épavépucer Ty 86Eav avTod, kal émloTevoav eis alTov
ol padnTal avtol. Except for ol padntal adTob, all these expressions
are characteristic of John.



I

A NEW JERUSALEM

2.13-4.54

The hope of a New Jerusalem was central to the faith of Judaism,
especially in the years between A.D. 70 and 100,! when the Fourth
Gospel was taking its final form. The next part of the Gospel is inter-
preted in the light of this Jewish conviction about the certainty of God’s
restoring Jerusalem, and it has been divided into two sections, unequal in
length. The first (Jn 2.13-25) speaks about the New Temple, while the
second (Jn 3—4) contains the evangelist’s vision of the new order in the
New Jerusalem. For the sub-division of this second section, see the
introduction to chs. 3—4.

A. THE NEW TEMPLE (2.13-22)

The Synoptics contain a similar story, which they place in the final week
of Jesus’ earthly life—Matthew and Luke on the day of his entry into
Jerusalem (Mt 21.12-17 || Lk 19.41-46), Mark on the day after it (Mk
11.15-17; note, in v. 12, Tf émaipiov). Their narratives, interpreted by
reference to Mal 3.1-4 and Zech 14.21, are customarily entitled ‘The
Cleansing of the Temple’. From patristic times until around 1900,
scholars discussed whether the accounts in the four Gospels referred to
one and the same or to two different events, mainly because John places
the incident close to a Passover two years before Jesus’ death (Jn 2.13),
but also because of differences in the descriptions of the expulsion, and in
the sayings ascribed to Jesus.>

!'See Schiirer I 521-28, particularly p. 527: ‘The Apocalypse of Baruch [= 2 Baruch]
and 4 Ezra, which originated at this time, provide a vivid and authentic explanation of
the religious mood prevailing in the first decades after the destruction of the Holy City.’
Such hope lived on until Hadrian’s definitive victory over Bar Kokhba in A.D. 135.

2 Chrysostom preferred to see two separate events (‘probably’: eikds, In Matthaeum
Hom. 67.1), and Augustine had no doubts (‘manifestum est non semel sed iterum’, De
consensu evangelistarum 11 67 129). This view was accepted by Aquinas, Calvin,
Maldonatus (‘probably’), and many others down to Godet (1864), Westcott (1884),
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Few exegetes now maintain that the variations in the Gospel accounts
are evidence of two different incidents, because there is general agree-
ment that in all four Gospels the order of the narratives is often
determined not by the chronological sequence of events in Jesus’ life, but
by other, literary, considerations. In the Synoptic tradition Jesus is
presented as making but one visit to Jerusalem during his public ministry;
the story about the Temple therefore has to be placed there, at the end.
Yet according to Mark, when two witnesses at his trial swore they had
heard Jesus saying that he would destroy the Temple, ‘their evidence did
not agree’ (14.57-59). A clue to the interpretation of this text may be
found in the Mishnah, which states that ‘They used to prove witnesses
with seven inquiries: In what week of years? In what year? In what
month? On what date in the month? On what day? In what hour? In what
place?’ (Sanhedrin 5.1). Mark 14.59 therefore seems to carry the impli-
cation that the episode happened some considerable time before the trial
of Jesus, for there would hardly have been a problem in finding two
witnesses had the offending statement been made only three or four days
previously. It is impossible to determine even an approximate date.

It will facilitate the exegesis to examine first the nomenclature used for
‘the Temple’. In Jn 2.13-22, nearly all the classical English versions (AV
=KJV RV RSV NRSV NEB) translate both tep6v (vv. 14, 15) and vads
(vv. 19, 20, 21) as temple.? Only a few differentiate. For iepdv, here and
elsewhere in the NT, NIV gives Temple courts, and NAB, Temple area;
at Jn 2.14, REB gives Temple precincts. For vadés, RVme and JB give
sanctuary, but NJB reverts to Temple. Why this convention of using one
English term for the two distinct Greek nouns?

Lepov designates ‘the temple at Jerusalem, including the whole temple
precinct, with its buildings, courts etc.” (BDAG). In this sense it occurs
70 times in the NT (the only instance of any other reference is at Acts
19.27). vaéds, in its proper sense, denotes a building which is considered
as the dwelling place (Y vaiw) of a god. It is used in this sense of the
Temple building in Jerusalem (as distinct from the surrounding area) in
Lk 1.9, 21, 22; in Mt 23.35; in Mt 27:51 || Mk 15.38 || Lk 23.45 (10
kKaTaméTaopa To vaov); and also by Josephus, in the War Vv 4 =207,
209, 211 and in Ant. XV xi 3 =391. In Josephus, however, the word vads
can also designate the whole Temple area (War VI v 3 =293; Apion 11 ix
119), and in Mt 27.5, it must refer to the precincts, not the building. Only
the context can determine its precise reference. Thus it is uncertain
whether in Mt 23.16, 17 and 21 vads denotes the building alone (it
probably does), or the area. Similarly, it is not possible to determine
whether the saying about destroying the Temple refers to the central

Knabenbauer (1898) and Zahn (1908). From 1900 onwards, it has been increasingly
accepted that there was only one such incident; thus Holtzmann (1901) and Loisy (1903).
V. Taylor, Mark, 461-62, gives a good survey of the discussion from 1900 to 1950.

3 The Vulgate also, and the Nova Vulgata, render both Greek terms by templum.
Luther too renders both as Tempel.



2.13-22 203

building alone or to the entire complex (Mt 26.61; 27.40 || Mk 14.58;
15.29); and the question is clearly irrelevant.*

In the Pauline literature, Christians themselves are said to be a vaos
Beov, a dwelling-place of God (1 Cor 3.16, 17; 2 Cor 6.16), their bodies a
temple of the Holy Spirit, vaos Tod aylov mvedpaTos (1 Cor 6.19). The
metaphor is part and parcel of the doctrine of the divine indwelling,
expressed also by the verbs otketv (Rom 8.9, 11; 1 Cor 3.16), évoikeiv
(Rom 8.11; 2 Tim 1.14, of the Spirit; Col 3.16, of the Word of Christ),
and kaTtotketv (Eph 3.17, of Christ dwelling by faith in hearts). If all the
fullness of the Godhead dwells in Christ Jesus (Col 1.19; 2.9), and if he
and the Holy Spirit dwell in human hearts, then the community of
believers can truly be called a temple of God (see Eph 2.21-22). It is
because of this doctrine that the classical English versions mentioned
above translate vads in these Pauline passages as femple, to affirm the
presence of God dwelling (V vai) in the heart; and for this same reason
the rendering temple has been retained for vads in Jn 2.19, 20, 21, to
stress that these texts refer to God’s dwelling-place rather than to a
humanly created sanctuary.’

213 The Jewish Passover was near, and Jesus went up to Jerusalem. ' In the
Temple he found dealers in cattle and sheep and pigeons, and money-changers
sitting there. !> Making a little whip out of cords, he drove them all out of the
Temple (the sheep and the cattle as well), and as for the money-dealers, he
spilled their small change and overturned their counters. '® Then he said to
those who were selling pigeons, ‘Take these things away from here, and stop
making my Father’s house into a house of trade.” 7 His disciples recalled that
it was written, ‘Zeal for your house will consume me.’

18 The Jews therefore said to him by way of rejoinder, ‘What sign have you
to show us for doing these things?’ '? Jesus in reply said to them, ‘Destroy this
temple, and within three days I shall raise it up.” 2° The Jews then said, ‘This

4 For further detail oniepév see TWNT 111 230-47 (G. Schrenk). The LXX translators
preferred to designate the Temple at Jerusalem as oikos dyLos, Tod Beod, Tod kuplov,
vaos dyos, rather than tepdv, possibly because the latter term was regularly employed
to denote pagan temples (23221-39), In the LXX translations, the only instances of iepSv
with reference to Jerusalem occur in Ezek 45.19 (a mistranslation); 1 Paral 9.27; 29.4;
and 2 Paral 6.13 (Hebrew missing). Yetiepdv is, by contrast, common in those historical
books of the LXX which were written in Greek, 1 Esdras and 1-4 Maccabees (23233-
2333; see HR). For the usage in Josephus and Philo, see TWNT 111 233-34. Onvads, see
TWNT IV 884-95 (O. Michel). - 70 Tépevos, regular in Classical Greek to denote a
piece of land dedicated to a god, is rare in the LXX (10-12 times), and refers most often
to a pagan temple: e.g. 1 Macc 1.47; 5.43, 44; 2 Macc 1.15; 10.2; 11.3 (HR). It is not
found in the NT.

5 Most recent translators concur. - vads in Jn 2 is rendered sanctuary by John
Lingard (1836), Richard Weymouth (1903), James Moffatt (1913) and James Kleist
(1954); and as holy place by Charles K. Williams (1952). But C. C. Torrey (1933), R. A.
Knox (1946), J. B. Phillips (1960), the Good News Bible =TEV (1966), the Translators’
NT (1973) and William Barclay (1968), all retain temple (like the classical versions listed
above).
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temple has been under construction for forty-six years, and you are going to
raise it up in three days?’ 2! He, however, had been speaking about the temple
of his body. 22 So it was that, after he was raised from the dead, his disciples
recalled that he had said this, and came to believe the Scripture and the word
that Jesus had spoken.

13. €yyUs N (of time) recurs, always with reference to a Jewish feast,
in Jn 6.4; 7.2; 11.55. T0 maoxa T@v ’IovSaiwv. The evangehst
evidently thinks of the Jews as a religious group distinct from Christians.
It was a long time since the followers of Jesus had shared in the Jewish
Passover (compare 1 Cor 5.7, ‘our Passover’), and some prospective
readers might even have needed to be informed that Tdoxa was the name
of a Jewish feast (Jn 6.4; 11.55). kai avépn €is ‘lepogolvpa o
"Inoovs. From almost anywhere in Palestine (and certainly from
Capernaum, 2.12) one goes up to Jerusalem, so that dvaBaivewv is
virtually a technical term for a pilgrimage to the Holy City (5.1; 7.8, 10;
11.55;12.20).

14. kai eVpevs év TG Lepd ToVS TwhobvTas. John alone mentions
the sale of cattle and sheep, a fact which in the past contributed to the
conviction that Jesus intervened on two occasions in the Temple.

Boas. Cattle (NEB REB JB NJB NIV NRSV) is better than oxen
(AV=KJV RV RSV), since oxen might suggest bulls for sacrifice. In
fact, a bull for sacrifice was rarely required—only for a sin of the high
priest bringing guilt on the entire people (Lev 4.3-12; compare 16.6, 11)
or for a sin of the whole people (4.13-21), but not for a sin even by the
(civil) ruler (4.23). On feast days, and only on feast days, two bulls were
offered in the Temple (e.g. on each of the seven days of Passover, Num
28.16-25): see Schiirer 11 308. These rules hardly suggest that large
numbers of oxen customarily stood corralled waiting to be purchased for
sacrifice. The picture is rather of a general cattle-market with beasts for
sale, for such cattle-marts were held in the Temple court from time to
time. See SB 1851-52 and J. Jeremias, Jerusalem, 48-49, for the primary
references. TpopaTa originally denoted any small four-footed animals,
as distinct from fowl, but in Attic Greek and thereafter, it refers pre-
dominantly to sheep. Here in 2.14 it could include goats as well, particu-
larly since they too were permissible for the Passover sacrifice (Exod
12.5). For detail, see LSJ; BDAG; TWNT VI 688-92. mepLoTepds.
Doves or pigeons were stipulated as sin-offerings for those unable to
afford a lamb (Lev 5.7, and compare 5.11).

kdl TOUS KEPPLATLOTAS Kaenp.evovs KEPLATLOTNS (= money-
changer), a hapax legomenon in the NT, is found only here and in
literature dependent upon it (MM). Yet as Greek its formation is impec-
cable, and its presence here so close to koAUBLoTHS (v. 15) may indicate
the hand of an editor seeking an elegant variation. All money used in the
Temple had to be of Tyrian currency, that normally used in commerce. At

¢ The form without the augment is normal in the Koine: see BDF 67 (1).
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this epoch it was somewhat lighter than the official Roman currency,
which stood at par with the Attic standard coinage. Therefore, given the
high prices always obtaining in Jerusalem, supervised money changers
were needed to ensure that pilgrims should receive a proper exchange rate
for their foreign currency. See Schiirer II 272 fn. 54; 66-67 fn. 210; J.
Jeremias, Jerusalem, 33, 121.

15. kai TotRoas ¢payéXiov ék oxowviwv. Just as John alone
mentions cattle and sheep, so he alone mentions the little whip made out
of cords to drive out the animals. dpayéAhiov, a hapax legomenon in the
NT, is a loanword from the Latin flage/lum, with dissimilation from X to
P, asin the vulgar Latin fragellum: see MHT 11103, 396; BDF 5 (lb) 41
(2). wavTas (masculme) that is, all the traders (JG 1929). Ta Te
TpoBaTa kai Tovs Poas: Te, with their sheep and cattle as well. Te,

rare outside Acts, oceurs only three times in J ohn, at 2. 15;4.32 and 6.18:

see BDF 443 (1). kai T@v Ko)\)\vﬂw'ruw eEexeev TO KéppLa Kal TAS
Tpamélas avemetl:ev KoABLoTNS is a small money-changer (LSJ;

MM) as distinct from a big banker (TpameliTns, see LSJ). Translate:

and as for the money-dealers, he spilled their small change and
overturned their counters.’

16. kai Tols TAS TEPLOTEPAS TWAOVOLY eiTev, dpaTe TadTa
€vTelBev. The pigeon-sellers are simply bidden to take their trade
outside, away from the Temple, and to stop making (U1 with the present
imperative 1TOL€LT€) the house of my Father a house of trade. (nn
TOLELTE) TOV OLKOV TOV TATPOS pov oikov éumopiov. In the Syn-
optic tradition, Jesus justifies his actions by citing Isa 56.7 (‘My house
shall be called a house of prayer’) and Jer 7.11 (not ‘a den of thieves’). In
John, the thought is sharpened to my Father’s house, the first occasion in
this Gospel that Jesus speaks of ‘my Father’. The introduction of this term
into this narrative presents it as a subtle hint to the onlookers? (and a very
clear reminder to John’s readers) of the source of the authority that Jesus
has for his action. In John, we have too, instead of the text from Jeremiah,
a house of trade, an implicit reference to the final verse of Zechariah
(14.21), where the word translated Canaanite in older versions (AV =
KJV RV) is now normally given its alternative meaning, frader (RSV
NEB: see KBR II 485-86). The last chapter of Zechariah foresees the
ingathering of all the righteous Gentiles to worship with Israel in
Jerusalem, and its final verse proclaims that everything in the Temple
shall be sacred and yet freely available to any person of any race who
seeks to do service to the Lord.

17. The verb épvnodnoay occurs only three times in John (2.17, 22;
12.16), and always in this form, the first aorist of ppvijokeabac. This is

7 The variant readings for this verse in NA?” do not affect the meaning.
8 ‘Subtle to the onlookers’ in the story because, at least in theory, the term might have
been used by any faithful Jew.
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a deponent and reflexive verb meaning o recall to mind (BDAG),” and its
subject is always oL padnTai adTov, Ais disciples.' The first two texts
occur at the start of Jesus’ public ministry, the third at its close. If the
interpretation given of the Cana episode in 2.1-12 is correct, the use of
éuvnodnoav here may be an early hint to the reader to be on the watch
for further OT testimonies. 6TL 'ye'ypauuevov €oTiv. Matthew, when
he wishes to cite Scripture, always uses yéypamTat (9 times), as does
Mark (7 times); Luke uses both yéypamTal (9 times) and yeypappévov
(5 times). John uses yéypamTar of Holy Scripture only once (8 17);

more often (7t.) he uses the periphrastic perfect participle yeypaupevov
with elvat (ashere)and in 6.31, 45; 10.34; 12.14, 16; 15.25. There is no
difference in meaning between the two formulas but the periphrastic
construction may indicate an author accustomed to thinking in Aramaic:
compare 19.19, 20; 20.30, and see MHT III 87-89; BDF 352.

6 {filos Tod oikov oov kaTapdyeTal pe. A small number of
witnesses (Tatian, ¢, lat syr boh geo Eusebius) read kateddyev, the
reading in the LXX." The Gospel has altered the aorist of the LXX Ps
68.10 to a future, will eat me up, will devour me. Westcott was convinced
that the text as cited refers to Jesus’ burning zeal for the holiness of
God’s house, and not to his future Passion; Loisy too rejects any sug-
gestion that the first and direct reference is to Jesus’ future sufferings.
Bultmann, by contrast, interprets the verb as meaning that Jesus’ zeal for
the house of God will cost him his life;'2 similarly Schnackenburg, who
refers to ‘the mortal hatred of the “Jews” which is soon to be aroused (cf.
5.16, 18)’. Brown stresses that the evangelist must have had in mind the
immediate context of the Psalm-verse cited, where the psalmist in the
preceding verse speaks of alienation from his blood-brothers and his
family (Ps 69 [LXX 68] 8-9); and he suggests that the alteration of the
LXX kaTteddyev to the future tense (in Jn 2.17) may be a pointer
towards the Passion. Given that Ps 69 is quoted in Acts 1.20; Rom 11.9-
10; 15.3, and is very probably envisaged in Jn 15.25; 19.28, the evangel-
ist may well have intended to incorporate here a covert reference to
Jesus’ suffering (— 2.22). Indeed, when one recalls the Synoptic insis-
tence that Jesus taught his disciples about his inevitable destiny (6€l in
Mk 10.45 ||s), may he not have conversed with them before his Passion
about the perennial relevance of Ps 69?

18. anertenoav ol oi ’Iov8alot kai eimav adT@, Ti cnuetov
SeLkvveLs NPy 6TL TavTa moLels; In the Synoptic Gospels itis ‘the
high priests, the scribes and the elders’ who ask ‘by what authority’ Jesus

9 As distinct from pyvnpovetew, to keep in mind, to retain in the memory, Jn 15.20;
16.4,21.

10 The fact that the disciples have not been mentioned earlier in this pericope is not
proof that v. 17 is a later insertion into an earlier source.

' Rahlfs is surely right in judging (LXX II, apparatus) that kaTadayeTat at Ps 68.10
in B and & stems from Jn 2.17.

12 Compare the NEB °...will destroy me’; the REB reverts to ‘will consume me’.
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has acted (Mt 21.23 || Mk 11.27-28 || Lk 20.1-2), and to whom Jesus
retorts, inquiring by what authority the Baptist had exercised his ministry.
The Fourth Gospel presents the same challenge to Jesus, but reworded as
a request for a sign, and ascribed not to the leaders of the people, but to
the Jews in general. It is not unreasonable to infer that the sign requested
will be given to the Jews as a whole.

19. MdoaTe. John, alone of the Gospels, employs the simplex \leLv,
which here does not differ in meaning from kaTa\vewv. As in Classical
Greek, the imperative may simply be the equivalent of a concessive
clause (BDF 387 [2]; Robertson 948-49):13 in this context, even though
you destroy... Note the contrast with the allegation at Jesus’ trial before
the Sanhedrin, according to Mt 26.61 || Mk 14.58. There, and also at Mt
27.40 || Mk 15.29, it is Jesus who, it is alleged, threatens to destroy the
Temple; here in John, the text reads NboaTe, that is, suppose you (the
Jews) destroy...'"* In comparison with the Synoptic phrasing, the
Johannine wording makes it easier to construe TOV vaov ToUToV as
referring in some way to Jesus’ physical body, the interpretation which v.
21 seems to call for.'s In support of this view, it is sometimes suggested
that Jesus might have pointed to his body; but of such a gesture, there is
no hint in the text. Yet whether the words Tov vaov TolTov refer to
Jesus’ body or to the Jewish Temple, the Gospels agree that Jesus alone
will rebuild it (olkodopely, Matthew, Mark) or raise it up (éyeipeiv,
John). And indeed, Mark opens the door to a deeper understanding of
these words by distinguishing between Tov vaov TodTov TOV XeLpo-
moinTov and dA\\ov dxetpomroinTov (14.58).

kai €v TpLoiv Npépats. év with the dative may express either the
point or the duration of time; here, it clearly denotes duration, within
three days (BDF 200 [2]).'¢ Yet the phrase év TpLolv fjpuépals must not
be understood as meaning ‘within 72 hours’; rather, it is a regular Semitic
idiom signifying ‘within a very short, but undefined, time’ (compare Hos
6.2; Lk 13.32).”

€yepd. The primary sense of éyelpelv is fo awake someone from
sleep (Mt 8.25; Acts 12.7), from which it comes to mean fo raise
someone from the sleep of death, that is, actively to raise someone from
the dead (Jn 12.1, 9, 17): in this last sense it is mostly used of Jesus’
Resurrection (texts are listed in BDAG). But éye{petv can also mean to
raise up, erect or restore a building. It is so used of the post-exilic

13 Compare Sophocles, Antigone 1037, 1168.

14 Greek, unlike English, does not employ the second person plural as an indefinite
pronoun. Such a usage is not even mentioned in BDF 130, 280-81, or Robertson 678,
683. NoaTe must refer to the Jews.

15 Lindars 144 (surprisingly) rejects the suggestion that v. 19 may include a reference
to anything more than the fact of Jesus’ bodily Resurrection.

16 Abbott (JG 2331) contrasts Mt 26.61 || Mk 14.58, Sta TpLdv \pepdv (omitted by
Luke), which he takes to mean after an interval of three days (see also JG 2715).

17 “The idiom is a common Semitic one, and examples in Aramaic are frequent’ (M.
Black, Aramaic Approach, 2nd ed., 151-52 = 3rd ed., 205-206).
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Temple in 1 Esd 5.43, of the walls of Jerusalem in Sir 49.13, and of the
Temple (vads) in Josephus (4nz. XV xi3=391; XX x 1= 228); further
extra-biblical examples from Hellenistic Greek are listed in BDAG 9.
a¥Tov. Here, because of the antecedent TodTov, the primary reference
must be (not to Jesus’ physical body but) to the Temple

20. TecoepdkovTa kai €€ é€Tteow. According to Josephus, the
reconstruction of the Temple began in the eighteenth year of King Herod,
20-19 B.C.;'s the work on the outer courts took eight years, that on the
Temple building itself, eighteen months (4nz. XV xi 5-6 =410-423), and
further work continued until A.D. 62—64 (4nt. XX ix 7 =219). Forty-six
years from the commencement of the work would bring one to A.D. 27—
28, thus dating this first Johannine Passover in A.D. 28, a year which fits
exactly with the common opinion that Jesus was crucified in A.D. 30.
¢Teowv. Where Classical Greek uses the accusative to express duration of
time, the Koine uses either the accusative or the dative (BDF 161 [2];
201; compare the variant readings at Jn 14.9). Pace BDF 200 (2), it
would seem wiser to classify this dative in 2.20 as denoting the extent of
time already involved rather than the period within which something had
been accomplished. ‘It has taken forty-six years to build this temple’
(RSV NEB) could be taken to mean that the work had been completed,
though this is not necessarily 1mp11ed by the aorist OLKOSOp.'r]On 219
compare Ezra [LXX, 2 Esdras] 5.16, a0 T0Te €ns ToD 1OV gkodopnon
kal oUk €TeléoBn. The NRSV corresponds better with the historical
context, and with the testlmony of Josephus: “This temple has been under
construction for forty-six years’. 0 va0s ovTos should therefore here be
taken as denoting the whole complex of Temple buildings whose
reconstruction had begun under Herod the Great.?

18 In the War I xxi 1 =401, Josephus writes that work began in the fifteenth year of
Herod’s reign. ‘Both statements point to the same year 20—19 B.C., for Herod the Great
was appointed King of Judaea in 40 B.C. but only succeeded in gaining possession of his
kingdom in 37 B.C. with the conquest of Jerusalem. There were therefore two methods
of reckoning the chronology of Herod’s reign (War I xxxiii 8 = 665; Ant. XVII viii 9 =
191) which differed by three years’ (J. Jeremias, Jerusalem, 223°). With this correction in
mind, see for further detail Schiirer I 292 fn. 12 and 308-309 fn. 71.

19 The form without the augment is normal in the Koine: see BDF 67 (1).

20 Origen points out that the 46 years cannot apply to Solomon’s Temple unless one
starts counting from the fifth year of David’s reign in Hebron (two years before he
entered Jerusalem!) to the eleventh year of Solomon (1 Kgs 6.38), and adds that there is
no clear evidence about the rebuilding under Zerubbabel or the Maccabees (X xxxviii 22
= 254-60). Clement of Alexandria (Stromata 1 xxi = 128,1) and Eusebius also
(Demonstratio evangelica V11 ii 64 = GCS 23:379; Eclog. prophetarum 111 xlvi = PG
22.1179 CD) sought to refer the 46 years to the Second Temple.

Augustine interpreted the number 46 symbolically. In Greek, the letters of ADAM,
which represent 1 + 4 + 1 + 40, total 46; and can also represent the four points of the
compass, AvaTol, Alots, "ApkTos, MeonuBpla. His interpretations, based on
Pseudo-Cyprian, De montibus Sina et Sion 4 (CSEL 3, 3, pp. 107-109), though long since
deplored (Maldonatus), were still taken seriously by H. Vogels, ‘Die Tempelreinigung
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21. ékelvos is frequently used by all the evangelists as an adjective, but
its use in the singular as a personal pronoun is almost confined to John,?'
and when, outside dialogue, he uses it to express his own words, it carries
considerable emphasis (JG 2381-82). In this context, the evangelist (or a
final editor) may be using ékelvos as the Pythagoreans did, to refer (after
his death) to ‘the Master’; ékelvos would be equivalent to ‘He’ with an
upper case initial (BDAG o [y], and JG 2731). éXeyeV: here, the
imperfect may be rendered was or had been (speaking); but — v. 22. On
the temple of his body, see the essay below, pp. 213-16.

22. 6Te oV NY€pON €k vekpdv. The passive éyelpeadal is normal in
the NT to speak of Jesus” Resurrection (e.g. Rom 4.25; 6.4, 9, 1 Cor 15
passim; BDAG [7], but in John, this passive occurs only here at 2.22 and
at21.14 (contrast €yepd in v. 17 and 10.18), and may therefore betoken
the hand of a final editor. euvnoenoav ol padnTai aivTov, his
disciples recalled, — 2.17. 0TL TOUTO €EA€YeV: here, the Greek
imperfect needs to be rendered by an English pluperfect, had said (MHT
11 67).

kai émioTevoay TR ypadi: came to believe the Scripture, that i is,
(mcr'revew with the dative) 7o believe in the truth of the Scripture. n
ypadr occurs 11 times in John, at 2.22; 7.38, 42; 10.35; 13 18; 17.12;
19.24, 28, 36, 37; 20.9 (and its plural at 5. 39, epavva‘re Tas ypacbag)
In every case except 2.22; 17.12 and 20.9, 1} ypad1} (in the singular)
refers to an OT text cited in the context. It is quite plausible that 17.12
refers back to the text already quoted at 13.18; that 20.9 refers to Ps
16.10, cited in Acts 2.27 and 13.35; and consequently that Jn 2.22 also
may refer to a specific OT text. In that case, the quotation from Ps 69 in
Jn 2.17 should prompt the interpreter to examine first, for v. 22, before
any other text, this Ps 69. We find that vv. 15-16 may be applied to Jesus’
Resurrection, and that v. 22 is the Scripture envisaged in Jn 19.28-29.
Hence ‘the Scripture they came to believe in’ (2.22) is most probably
the promise of Ps 69.36-37, that ‘God will save Zion and rebuild the
cities of Judah’, with which one may compare { the prayer of the Shemoneh
‘Esreh 14 (see below). kalL T® A0yw Ov eimev o ’Inoovs, that is,
the word uttered in Jn 2.19.223 )\oyog reminds the reader that this is the
term regularly used for revelation by God, especially through Jesus
(BAG 1 D).

und Golgotha’, in BZ 6 (1962), 102-107 and by J. Daniélou, in Etudes d’exégése judéo-
chrétienne, Paris 1966, p. 115.

2! The two exceptions are at Lk 18.14 and Mk 16.10.

22 The variant reading ¢ in the majority of manuscripts (because of the attraction of
the relative, BDF 294) makes no difference to the sense, and the text above (ov eLmev) is
found in Poe-76vid x A B L 050 083 pc (see NA?7).
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THE SIGN PROMISED: JESUS WILL RAISE UP A NEW TEMPLE

The Meaning of onuetov in the Fourth Gospel

In the Synoptic Gospels, SOvapts is the usual term for an act of power, a
miracle, done by Jesus, or in the name of Jesus. In this sense, it occurs 10
times: Mt 7.22; 11.20, 21, 24 || Lk 10.13; Mt 13.54, 58 || Mk 6.2, 5; and
compare Mk 9.39. In John’s Gospel, 80vajis does not occur even once,
in any sense.

In the NT as a whole, the second most common term for a miracle is
Tépas, meaning something prodigious, astounding, a preternatural
marvel. The word occurs 16 times, always in the plural, and always in
conjunction with onpetov, in the phrase onpeta kal Tépata (or vice
versa). The texts are Mt 24.24 || Mk 13.22; Jn 4.48; Acts 2.19, 22, 43;
4.30; 5.12;6.8; 7.36; 14.3; 15.12; Rom 15.19; 2 Cor 12.12; 2 Thess 2.9;
Heb 2.4. It is striking that in the Acts and in the Epistles, ‘signs and
wonders’ always originate from God, and are evident tokens of his
beneficence, whereas the Gospels appear to disapprove of them. In Mt
24.24 || Mk 13.22 they are denounced as the fraudulent tricks of pseudo-
Messiahs and false prophets, plausible enough to beguile even God’s
elect. The solitary reference in John (4.48) reproves those who, unless
they first see signs and wonders, will not begin to believe.

Other NT words for miracles are mapddoEa (Lk 5.26; frequent in
ecclesiastical Greek, but a hapax legomenon in the NT); évdofa (Lk
13.17: hapax legomenon in the NT with reference to miracles); and
perhaps Ta Bavpdoia in Mt 21.15 (again, a hapax legomenon in the
NT). 10 6atpa, so common in ecclesiastical Greek to denote a miracle
(PGL; see also BDAG 1 b), occurs nowhere in the NT, the Apostolic
Fathers (unless one counts the Martyrdom of Polycarp XV 1) or the
Apologists.

With the sole exception of TépaTa in Jn 4.48, none of the above terms
is found in the Fourth Gospel. It is as if the writer was anxious that
people should not look upon Jesus as someone renowned for astounding
preternatural deeds (4.48; 20.29), but should instead ask themselves what
message lies concealed in the often, humanly speaking, incredible events
of his life. To refer to these events, John uses two words only, épyov
(often equated with, or identified with, the works of the Father) and
onuetov.

€pyov occurs 17 times in John’s Gospel with reference to Jesus’
activity, and is the term preferred by Jesus himself: 16 of the references
are on his lips, and 7.3 is attributed to his brothers. onpetov too occurs
17 times in the Gospel, but unlike €pyov, it is—perhaps significantly—
mostly used by others about Jesus. Only twice is it found on Jesus’ lips,
at 4.48 and 6.26, in each case in conjunction with a negative, qualifying
the verb i8elv. Of the other 15 occurrences, seven are ascribed to Jews
(2.18;3.2;6.30; 7.31;9.16; 10.41; 11.47) and eight belong to the narrator

24 For further detail on the phrase ‘signs and wonders’, — 4.48.
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(2.11, 23; 4.54; 6.2, 14; 12.18, 37, and the final verse, 20.30). In these
texts, except for 2.18 (Sekviers); 4.48 and 6.26 (15€lv), onpetov is
always linked with the verb motetv, and is usually found in a context
relating to faith. The usage both of €pyov and of onetov is of course
due in the end to the decision of the evangelist.

The full significance of onpetor in John’s Gospel is most easily
elucidated by a comparison with its usage in Classical Greek and in the
LXX. In ancient Greece, onpetov was a general term for any sign, mark
or signal (LSJ, TWNT VII 202-206), but three usages of the word, from
outside the field of religion, are of particular interest as background to the
Fourth Gospel. onpelov can denote facts or words that supply evidential
proof; it can denote, in the Logic of Aristotle, a probable but not com-
pletely conclusive argument (= Tekpurjptov); and in Stoic and Epicurean
philosophy, it can denote the starting-point of a process of reasoning from
observable facts to certainty about something which is non-observable.
Examples are given in LSJII 1-3.

In areligious context, the Greeks used onpetor to denote atmospheric
or meteorological phenomena envisaged as heaven-sent signals or warn-
ings of future events, signals which were themselves usually in need of
interpretation (e.g. Plato, Phaedrus 244c). Against this background the
words onpeta and TépaTa were often juxtaposed, and regarded as virtu-
ally synonymous. Thus Polybius uses the phrase onpela kal Tépata
when castigating the Romans for their superstitious panic at the approach
of Hannibal after the battle of Cannae (IIT 112 [18] 8f.; Diodorus Siculus,
when describing an eagle’s swooping down upon a pigeon being offered
in the temple of Apollo (XVI 27); and Plutarch, to report the superstition
of Alexander the Great as he lay dying (Alexander 75,1). For further
examples, see TWNT V 11 20523-20612.

The phenomena referred to all represent natural events regarded as
symbolic, prefigurative, presages of future happenings; and the general
public agreed that skilful interpretation was necessary to discern the exact
significance of each portent. The same usage occurs in Jewish writers.
Philo regards onpela as virtually equivalent to TépaTa, dvelpaTta and
xpnopol (De Aeternitate Mundi 2); he even writes that God created the
sun, moon and stars ‘not only to send light upon the earth, but also to give
timely signs of coming events (616 onpela peAAvTwr mpodaivwoiv)’,
of which he gives ample illustration (De Opificio Mundi XIX 58).
Josephus too assures the reader from the outset that he will not fail to
record ‘the signs and portents’ that preceded the taking of Jerusalem (War
I Preface 11 = 28), a promise that he richly redeems by later relating
many alleged portents, such as that a star resembling a sword stood over
the city, and a comet continued for a year (VI v 3 = 288-300). Such
stories were a conventional feature of the historiography of the age.

At the same time, none of these meteorological or other phenomena
are in any technical sense ‘miracles’, if that term is understood to mean
‘beyond the ordinary powers of nature’. Further, in contrast with OT
usage, none of the Greek onela are ‘demonstrative signs’ by which the
divine authority of words spoken by God’s messengers is authenticated,
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for the Greeks had neither a religious doctrine nor a philosophical
concept of the Word of God. Consequently, wherever Philo (e.g. Vita
Moysis 1xiv 76, 77; xv =90-91; xvi 95) or Josephus (e.g. Ant. 11 xii 3,4 =
274, 276; xiii 1 = 280) use onpelov or Tépas to tell of God’s authenti-
cation of a human messenger, the story is always taken from the LXX.
Compare also Ant. VIII xiii 6 = 343 (Elijah at Carmel). It is to the LXX,
therefore, that one must turn first for the background to the Johannine use
of onpetov.

The Hebrew noun f1is (ot) occurs 79 times in the M T, 75 of which are
in the LXX translated by onpetlov, so that the two words, Greek and
Hebrew, are, in the OT, as good as synonymous. 39 of these texts occur
in the Pentateuch, 19 in Isaiah, Jeremiah and Ezekiel, totals that together
represent nearly four-fifths (58) of the 75 occurrences. All these texts
about ‘signs’ refer, without exception, to things or events which are
visible to all, but which also disclose, to those who know how to interpret
them, some truth about God. The signs vary greatly one from another,
and only the context enables one to discern in what sense some material
event is ‘a sign’. For example, the sun, moon and stars (Gen 1.14) or the
rainbow (9.12-13) speak in a quite different manner from the blood of the
lamb on the doorposts and lintel (Exod 12.7, 13), or the great deeds at the
Exodus (4.1-19; Num 14.11, 22). Utterly different again are the sign of
Immanuel (Isa 7.14) and Ezekiel’s abstention from mourning (Ezek
24.15-24). Thus signs may be prodigious events indicative of divine
action (see DCH), but are not necessarily so. Nor are signs of such a
nature as to compel human beings to obey God: they can be, and not
infrequently are, neglected, even by those who claim to be his servants
(Num 14.11, 22; Deut 1.22-46). What these signs of the OT have in
common is that they all witness to the fact that God is, in a particular
context, addressing a message to those who perceive the sign. Hence to
interpret the outwardly observable ‘material’ signs there is usually some
explanatory discourse, some ‘word of the Lord’. For further detail on the
OT texts see G. von Rad, Theologie des AT (1960),11107-11,371; TDOT
1167-88, especially 176-79 on ‘Faith Signs’; TWNT VI 209-11 and 217-
19; and for the differing contexts in which mix (ot) occurs, the DCH 1
166-68.

Similarly, in the LXX, anything by which God authenticates the word
of'a prophet is called a onetov (e.g. the birth of a male child, Isa 7.14).
So also in the Fourth Gospel, onLetov, wherever it occurs, is the marker
for an event which concerns the status or nature of Jesus, and which
discloses the presence or action of God (Jn 3.2). This event may be
something so astounding as to be humanly speaking incredible; but it
need not be so (— 4.48, 54).2 An event may be witnessed, and regarded
as astounding, by (literally) thousands of people, who may nonetheless
fail utterly to ‘see the sign’ (— 6.26, 30, 36), that is, to perceive the truth
which the event as sign discloses (9.16; 11.47; 12.37). For ‘signs’ exert

25 Compare Origen, In loannem X111 64 = 450 (PG 14.521 B; GCS 10.296; SC 222:
278).
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no incontrovertible power; rather, they provoke conflicting reactions
(7.40-44;9.16; 10.19-21; 11.45-46). To discern that a sign is authentic, or
to perceive its true meaning, requires a gift from the Father (see 6.37, 44-
46). Thus, though the fundamental meaning of onLetov is to be sought in
OT usage, the word itself is admirably adapted for explaining the
message of the Gospel to a Greek audience. For it can denote facts or
words used as evidential proof, a probable if not utterly conclusive argu-
ment, and the starting-point of a process of reasoning from observable
facts to certainty about something which is not naturally observable.2

The Temple of His Body

A comparison of the question raised in the Synoptic Gospels (‘By what
authority?’) with that in John (‘“What sign do you show?’) causes the
reader to pause, and to ponder in what manner Jesus’ saying about
‘raising up this temple’ can be construed as a ‘sign’. The usual inter-
pretation is that the words refer to Jesus’ raising his body to life after the
Crucifixion, because of the statement in v. 21: ‘he was speaking of the
temple of his body’. This, though true, is as an interpretation not wholly
adequate.

For certain problems arise if Jesus’ words about ‘the raising of this
temple within three days’ are restricted to the Resurrection of his physical
body. First, ‘the Jews’ (not just their leaders — 2.18) have asked for a
sign, and there is no evidence that after the Resurrection Jesus ever
presented himself in the flesh to ‘the Jews’, or to any significant group of
them (except for those who were already his disciples), in order to
convince them that he was truly alive. Secondly, nowhere else in the NT
is the phrase év TpLolv Nuépats, within three days, used with reference
to Jesus’ Resurrection (— 2.1); the phrase occurs only here, in Jn 2.19-
20, and in Mt 27.40 || Mk 15.29, on both occasions with reference to
Jesus’ rebuilding of a temple. Thirdly, as was stated above (— 2.19), év
TpLoly fpépats must not be taken to mean ‘within 72 hours’, but as a
regular Semitic idiom signifying ‘within a very short, but undefined,
time’ (compare Hos 6.2; Lk 13.32).

The key to resolving these problems is found in the Synoptic Gospels.
In one group of texts,”” we read that some Jews came to Jesus ‘seeking
from him a sign from heaven’ (Mk 8.11-13 || Mt 16.1-4 and 12.38-39 ||
Lk 11.16, 29-32). Mark bluntly states that ‘no sign at all will be given to
this generation’. Matthew and Luke affirm that no sign will be given
except the sign of Jonah, but Matthew’s comparison of Jesus’ time in the
tomb with Jonah’s three days and three nights in the belly of the whale
(in 12.40) has unfortunately obscured the fact that Luke, and even
Matthew in his other text at 16.1-4, do not propose this interpretation of

26 See above, p. 211.

27 So phrased because I take Mt 16.1-4 to be a doublet of 12.38-39. The other
instances of onpelov in the Synoptics (those which do not refer to Jesus’ Resurrection)
are found at Mt 26.48; Mk 16.17, 20; Lk 2.12, 34; 23.8.



214 JOHN 14

the parallel. Mt 12.41-42 and Lk 11.31-32 both find the analogy not in
Jonah’s survival, but in the repentance of Nineveh: while the people of
Israel thought Jonah was dead, he was proving himself very much alive
by the success of his preaching in—of all places—Nineveh.

The second group of Synoptic texts concerning a ‘sign’ from heaven is
found in Mt 24.3, 24, 30 || Mk 13.4, 22 || Lk 21.7, 11, 25. There the
disciples ask Jesus when the Temple of Jerusalem will be destroyed, and
what will be the sign of the approaching ending of their world. All three
Synoptics describe the wars, the famines and the persecutions of the
disciples which were to take place between A.D. 30 and the Fall of
Jerusalem in A.D. 70, when the whole world would collapse. Then ‘the
sign of the Son of Man’ would appear in heaven (Mt 24.30), coming on
the clouds to assemble his chosen ones. After winter, spring. When the
disciples see all these terrible sufferings of Jerusalem, they are to know
that summer is near (Mt 24.29-36 || Mk 13.24-32 || Lk 21.25-33). Note in
Mt24.8 || Mk 18.8, dpxT) 0dlvov, the onset of birth-pangs, and compare
In16.21.2

Those texts in the Pauline literature where the local community of
Christians is called the temple of God, and of the Holy Spirit, were listed
at the beginning of this section. Christians as a community are also called
the body of Christ (Rom 12.4-5; 1 Cor 12.12-30; Eph 1.23, cf. 4.12-13,
15-16; 5.23; Col 1.18, 24). Not surprisingly, therefore, Jesus’ saying
about ‘raising up within three days the temple of his body’ has from early
times been interpreted as referring not merely to the Resurrection of his
physical body, but also to the raising up of that body which is the Church.
See the Epistle of Barnabas 16; Irenaeus, Adv. haer. V vi 2 (SC 153: 80-
82; Harvey II 335-36); Clement of Alexandria, Frag. 36 in GCS 3:21820f
=MG 9:768-69;% Origen, In loannem X xxxv 20 = 228; xxxix 23 =263
(GCS 10:209, 263; PG 14.369D-372A, 380CD; SC 150: 520, 542); and
Augustine, Enarrationes in Psalmos 111.1, where, commenting on Jn
2.19, he writes: ‘est enim corpus Domini ipsa sancta Ecclesia, cuius caput
ascendit in caelum, qui est maxime lapis vivus, lapis angularis...” (he
cites 1 Pet 2.4-6).

The evangelist, by depicting the Jews as asking for a ‘sign’, gives
Jesus the opportunity to offer them a sign. The sign Jesus promises is that
if, as a consequence of their actions, the Temple in Jerusalem should be
destroyed (— \oaTe in 2.19), a new Temple will quickly replace it, a
Temple raised up by him which will be evidence of the authority he had
possessed during his life on earth, and a visible sign of the power he
exercises after his death. The burgeoning of the Christian Church after
A.D. 70 is thus presented by the evangelist as a heavenly sign to ‘the

28 A. Feuillet, ‘Le discours de Jésus sur la ruine du Temple d’aprés Marc 13 et Luc
21.5-36’, RB 55 (1948), 481-502; 56 (1949), 61-92; and ‘La synthése eschatologique de
s. Matthieu (24-25)’, in RB 56 (1949), 340-64; 57 (1950), 62-91, 180-211.

2% Note Claude Mondésert, ‘A propos du signe du Temple: un texte de Clément
d’Alexandria’, RSR 36 (1949), 580-84.
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Jews’ which they are invited, summoned and challenged to interpret. The
evangelist is entreating the Jews to understand this event in the light of
Israel’s history.

From the early years of the Israelite monarchy some had questioned
the propriety of constructing a great permanent building for the worship
of Yahweh (see 2 Sam 7.5-7; 1 Kgs 8.27), and the questioning did not
wholly cease, as may be seen from the story of the Rechabites in Jer 35.1-
11, and the post-exilic protest in Isa 66.1.% It is significant that this last
text makes the climax of Stephen’s speech in Acts 7.48-49. In NT times,
too, not all Jews participated in Temple services. The Essenes had with-
drawn from worship in Jerusalem, as had the Qumran community, though
the latter were confident that they would one day return to it, after the
reconquest of the sanctuary (1QM 2.1-6). The Essenes and the ‘monks’ of
Qumran were, however, unrepresentative minorities, and for the majority
of Jews, Temple worship was central to their faith.3' Even after the
catastrophe of A.D. 70, Judaism did not cease to believe that God would
rebuild Jerusalem, and that right early: see 2 Bar 31.4-5; 32.2-4 and
4 Ezra 10.21-23, 44-59 (OTP 1 631, 546-47), two works of Jewish-
Palestinian provenance, written after A.D. 70 (perhaps around A.D. 100).
For in mainstream Judaism, the Temple in Jerusalem ‘was the meeting
point between heaven and earth, its Service being an earthly repre-
sentation of heavenly reality’ and therefore having significance for the
whole created world.32 From this belief it followed naturally that Temple
worship would not cease even in the messianic kingdom; and the cessa-
tion of worship after A.D. 70 was inevitably regarded as purely tem-
porary, a conviction reflected in the Shemoneh ‘Esreh (A.D.70-1007) 14
and 17.3

The evangelist was composing his Gospel during the years when the
Temple and the Holy City lay in ruins, when the nation had been merci-
lessly killed, or deported, or enslaved. As a Jew, he had to ask himself,
What is God’s plan for his Chosen People? As a disciple of Jesus, whom
he revered as the most perfect example of Israelite virtue (— 3.2), and
indeed as the unique embodiment on earth of grace and truth (— 1.14,
18), he saw (from Ephesus?) that the Christian €ékkAnoia, the new scion
from the stock of Israel, was already bringing the faith of Abraham and
the teachings of the God of Israel to a wider world. Was not this
extension of the faith of Israel to the Gentiles (compare [sa 45) a onpelov
in the OT sense, a datum in history clamouring for interpretation? And a
onpetov in the Greek sense also, supplying evidence to be considered,

30 R. de Vaux, Ancient Israel, 329-30.

31 On the Essenes, see Schiirer IT 570%; on Qumran, IT 58227, 588-89.

32 C. T. R. Hayward, The Jewish Temple, London and New York, 1996, Foreword,
and Introduction, 8-15.

33 For the Shemoneh ‘Esreh, see Schiirer Il 455-63; for further references, 529-30. For
other examples of expectations concerning the future ‘new Jerusalem’, see P. Volz, Die
Eschatologie der jiidischen Gemeinde im neutestamentlichen Zeitalter, Tibingen,
2nd ed., 1934 = Hildesheim, 1966, 371-76.
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evidence affecting the balance of an argument, and the starting-point of a
process of reasoning from observable facts to a conclusion about some-
thing not naturally observable.

Westcott’s words, ‘the old Church is transfigured and not destroyed’,
express succinctly and precisely the teaching of John’s Gospel about the
Temple of Christ’s body as a sign. The book of Revelation carries the
same message in analogous symbols. The Temple of God that is in
heaven will be opened wide (Rev 11.19), and a ‘Great Sign’ will be
disclosed (12.1): anew Jerusalem coming down out of heaven from God,
like a bride adorned for her husband (21.2). But this new Jerusalem is no
earthly city constructed around a physical Temple-building, for the Lord
God almighty is its Temple, and the Lamb (21.22).



B. THE NEW PEOPLE (2.23-4.54)

Chapters 3 and 4 fall naturally into four sections, dealing respectively
with Judaism, the followers of the Baptist, the Samaritans, and the God-
fearers (if we take 4.46-54 as a rewriting of the story of the centurion’s
servant). In the first three sections, the evangelist calls into question the
sufficiency of Judaism, of the ‘Baptist movement’, and of the religion of
the Samaritan people; in the fourth section, he tells the God-fearing
Gentiles who frequent the synagogue not to wait for signs and wonders
before beginning to believe (4.48). In three of the four sections, the
person representing the group responds positively (in 3.30, the Baptist; in
4.29, the Samaritan woman; in 4.50, the official). Nicodemus, personify-
ing the sympathetic stream of Pharisaic Judaism (3.2), remains at this
stage puzzled (3.7, 9-10), because, for the development of the argument
and the unfolding of the drama, it is essential that the response of Judaism
should remain at this stage non-committal.

1. Nicodemus: The Presentation of the New Order to Judaism
(2.23-3.21)

223 While he was in Jerusalem at Passover at the festival, many began to
believe in his name, perceiving the signs which he was doing; 2 but Jesus for
his part would not trust himselfto them, 3 since he knew them all, and had no
need of evidence from others about anyone, because he knew by intuition
what people were like.

31 There was however one person, from the party of the Pharisees, Nico-
demus by name, a member of the Jewish Council, > who came to him by night
and said to him, ‘Rabbi, we know that you are a teacher come from God, for
no one can perform these signs which you are performing unless God be with
him.” 3 In reply, Jesus said to him, ‘Amen, amen, I say to you, Anyone who is
not born afresh cannot see the kingdom of God.” # Nicodemus said to him,
‘How can a person who is old be born? Surely it is not possible to enter into
one’s mother’s womb a second time and to be born?” ° Jesus answered,
‘Amen, amen, | say to you, anyone who is not born of water and spirit cannot
enter the kingdom of God.” ¢ Whatever is born of the flesh is flesh, and what-
ever is born of the spirit is spirit. 7 Do not be astonished that I said to you, You
must be born afresh. 8 The wind blows wherever it wills, and you hear the
sound of it, but you do not know where it comes from or where it is going. So
it is with everyone who is born of the spirit. ° In reply, Nicodemus said to him,
‘How can this be? '° In reply, Jesus said to him, ‘Are you, the teacher of
Israel, failing to recognize these things? '' Amen, amen, I say to you, we are
speaking of what we know, and bearing witness to what we have seen; and
you are not accepting our testimony. '>If T told you earthly things and you do
not believe, how will you believe if | should mention to you heavenly things?
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13 What is more, though no one has ascended into heaven, there is someone
who has come down from heaven, the Son of Man. '* And just as Moses
raised up on high the serpent in the wilderness, so the Son of Man must be
raised up on high, ' in order that everyone who believes may, because of him,
never lose that life which is eternal. ' For God loved the world so dearly that
he gave the Son, the unique one, so that everyone who believes in him may
not perish nor ever lose that life which is eternal. '” For God did not send the
Son into the world in order to condemn the world, but so that through him the
world might be saved. '® Whoever believes in him does not have sentence
pronounced; but whoever does not believe is already sentenced, by the very
fact of not having believed in the name of the unique Son of God.

19 And the discriminating factor is this, that light is come into the world, and
people loved the dark rather than the light, because their actions were evil. 2°
For every one whose behaviour falls below acceptable standards comes to
hate the light and does not advance towards the light, lest his actions be
exposed. 2! But whoever practises the truth is advancing towards the light, so
that it becomes manifest that his actions are performed in accordance with
God’s will.

Verses 23-25 are evidently intended to link the two narratives before and
after, and may be the work either of the evangelist or of an editor.! 23. év
T maoxa év T €0pTi. These words are, if translated at the Passover,
at the feast, clumsy, and contrary to John’s style elsewhere when
referring to a Jewish feast (compare 6.4; 7.2; 11.55; 12.1; 13.1). It is
preferable to translate év 7 €opTi) as at the festival, in the sense of
among the festal throng (so also in 7.11).2 émloTEVoAV is an inceptive
or ingressive aorist, began to believe (BDF 331; 318 [1]; MHT 111 71-72).
€is TO 6vopa avTov is the first occurrence of this phrase since 1.12¢, at
which point the Logos had not received any name other than Logos. In
1.14, 18 he was called povoyevns, and in 1.17, identified with Jesus
Christ. Here, in 2.23, no particular name is specified, but there is doubt-
less a cryptic allusion to 2.16, Jesus’ first reference to ‘my Father’. In
order to retain, without disclosing, this latent meaning, the clause may
therefore be glossed as ‘many were beginning to believe that he was what
he claimed to be’. BewpolvTes avTol Ta onela a émolet, per-
ceiving the signs which he was doing. The proleptic aTob is perhaps due
to Aramaic influence (MHT III 41). So far, this Gospel has not recorded
any signs accomplished in Jerusalem, but the assertion returns in 3.2. The
difficulty diminishes if ‘sign’ is understood as any act or word which
makes people ask profound and existential questions about God.

! Lindars suggests (50, 134-36, 145) that in an original edition of the Gospel, the
Temple episode stood after Jesus’ triumphal entry into Jerusalem (after 12.19), and that
Jn 2.23-25 had therefore once followed immediately after 2.13, connecting the Cana
episode with that of Nicodemus. See also Excursus VIII, pp. 257-58.

2J. Jeremias, Eucharistic Words, 71-73 supplies several instances of this sense; see
also LST 4, and BDAG, elval év 7. €. = to take part in the festival. Other references are
cited by C. Burchard, ‘Fussnoten zum neutestamentlichen Griechisch,” in ZNW 61
(1970), 157-71 (157).
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24. a¥TOS 8¢€ 'Inoods. altés may again be proleptic, and evidence of
Aramaic influence, as in v. 23 (MHT Il 41), or (more likely here) simply
a Greek attributive, meaning for his part (NEB) on his part (NRSV;,
compare MHT III 194), stressing the contrast between the two instances
of mLoTeVeLy, in 23 and 24. oUk émioTeEVEY adTOV avTOlS, would not
trust himself to them; here, the sense of mLoTeVewv is just the opposite of
that in v. 23. It is a ‘descriptive imperfect’ (Robertson 883), because &e
knew them all (25) and had no need of evzdence ﬁom others about
anyone (REB). aUTOS 'yap €yivookey TL Y év T@ avBpdTe (‘for he
himself knew what was in man’) may for greater clarlty be interpreta-
tively rendered because he knew by intuition what people were like. No
grounds are given for this statement that Jesus was a superlative judge of
character, but it fits well with the assertion that he was an utterly unique
person (— 1.14). It may also be intended to point the reader to Jer 17.9-
10 (‘I search the mind and test the heart”), and to the comment nearby in
Jer 17.12-13, about the Lord as ‘the shrine of our sanctuary, the hope of
Israel, and the fountain of living water’ (Jer 17.12-13, NRSV), phrases
which could stand as titles for the three pericopes in John chs. 2, 3 and 4.
See also Jn 7.37-38; 19.34.

3.1. It is not unusual for John to use v 8€é towards the beginning of a
passage, in order to introduce a subject that will headline the theme.
Compare in this section 3.23 (the Baptist); 4.6 (the well of Jacob), 46 (the
king’s official); elsewhere, 5.5 and 8;7.2; 11.1; 19.41. dv8pwmos ék TOV
®apLoailwv, belonging to the party of..., ‘upholding the doctrines and
practices of” the Pharisees; for this sense of €k, see MHT II1 260 (as in ot
€k Tob I[M\aTdvos = [the | Platonists). The words define succinctly the
man’s religious character. For an outline of the teachings and practices of
the Pharisees, with an excellent bibliography, and citation of the main
relevant passages from the original sources, see Schiirer II §26, pp. 381-
403. Nukodnpos 6vopa avT@. The name was common among Jews
and Gentiles alike (BDAG refers to Wettstein, Dittenberger and Preisigke
for examples), but there are no grounds for identifying John’s Nicodemus
with any other person named elsewhere.? He is mentioned by name in Jn
3.1,4,9;7.50; 19.39.

dpxwv ToV 'Tovdaiwv. From ancient times, throughout the Greek
world, dpxov denoted a man in a position of authority in a city or state or
civic body, including even the Roman Senate (LSJ; BDAG; MM).* The

3 The Jewish references are presented in SB 11 412-19. The individual most frequently
suggested, also known as Buni ben Gorion, was, according to the Talmud, one of three
rich men in Jerusalem who during the siege by Titus sought to relieve the distress from
their own stores (Gittin 56a; in the Soncino ed., Nashim 4, 256). Billerbeck argues
convincingly that this Nlcodemus (Hebrew form, j#71p1 = Naqdemon) was not even a
disciple of Jesus, let alone the figure envisaged in the Fourth Gospel. Note the com-
prehensive article by R. Bauckham noted on p. xxxvi.

4 Josephus cites three letters, one from Julius Caesar to Sidon; one from Julius, son of
Mark Antony, to Ephesus; and one from Claudius to Jerusalem, in which the writers
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word is common in the LXX, with the same meaning (HR), and was an
ideal term to designate to Greeks a member of the supreme council of the
Jews, the Sanhedrin (TWNT 1 48637-8734). dpxwv indicates that Nico-
demus was a member of this body, and shared in its political, juridical
and judicial authority (7.50).5 Hence the customary English translation a
ruler of the Jews (AV =KJV RV RSV NAB), or, more recently, a leader
of the Jews (TEV NJB NRSV). A less literal but more exact version is a
member of the Jewish Council (NEB REB; compare NIV, of the Jewish
ruling council). The phrase is certainly the emphatic, perhaps even the
predicative, part of the sentence (JG 2290a). "Tovdatot is here devoid of
any unfriendly overtones; it is simply the term in common use around the
Empire to denote the race whose religion centred on the Temple at
Jerusalem, as it is also in 7.11; 8.31; 10.19; 11.19, 31, 33, 36; 12.9, 11
(W. Gutbrod in TWNT III 37929-80"°). — *Toparj\ in 3.9.

2a. 0UT0S YABEV TPOS avTOHV. épxeabal mpos [Tov ‘Incodv], found
so far only at 1.47 (where it is used of Nathanael), recurs in each of the
next four sections. It occurs here, and in 3.20, 21 (an inclusio for this
Nicodemus episode?); in 3.26 of the followers of the Baptist; in 4.30, 40
of the Samaritans; and in 4.47 of the king’s official. The use of avTéV
here, rather than "Inocovv, indicates that in the author’s mind, the literary
unit commences not at 3.1, but earlier, probably at 2.23.

vukTOs. The statement in 19.38 about Joseph of Arimathaea’s
timidity has led many to interpret the remark in 19.39 about Nicodemus
(‘who first came by night’) as indicative of similar pusillanimity, but this
does not follow from the text either of 19.39 or of 3.2. The Book of
Psalms begins by proclaiming the blessedness of those who ponder the
law of the Lord day and night (Ps 1.2), and an abundance of rabbinic
texts proclaims the virtue of studying the law deep into the night (SB II
419-20). Nicodemus seeks not the cover of darkness but the blessings
of the night, and the evangelist here intends to present him as coming to
the true light who enlightens everyone coming into the world (— 1.9;
3.21).

kai elmev adT@, pappi. Nicodemus courteously accords to Jesus
the status of a professional teacher of Jewish Law (— 1.38). In John,
oidapev is often used, especially by the Jews, with the sense we know

address themselves to the dpyovot Boulfj 1w of the city (4nr. XIV x 2 =190; XVI vi
7=172; XX i2=11). In the LXX and the NT the word Bou\ is never found with the
meaning council, only counsel (MM); but local councils certainly existed in Palestine in
NT times (Schiirer 11 184-88).

° His role was probably more important than that of a BoukevT1is (= councillor, used
of Joseph of Arimathaea in Mk 15.43; Lk 23.50). Some hold that the Bou\} was distinct
from the Sanhedrin, and concerned only with the administrative institutions of the city of
Jerusalem (Schiirer IT 207). Josephus too distinguishes between dpxovTes and
BovkevTal (War Il xvii 1 =405). Questions concerning the Sanhedrin are complex: see
Schiirer 1T §23 111 199-226 and E. Lohse in TWNT VII 858-69.
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for certain (even though it may quickly transpire that their assurance is
mistaken). So here, 3.11;7.27,28; 9.24, 29, 31. Since in 3.10-11 i &évar
occurs close to ywwgokelv, this is an appropriate place for a short note
about their respective connotations.

eldéval AND ywdokewv IN THE FOURTH GOSPEL

From around 1900 it has been accepted that classical usage (particularly
of Attic literary Greek) is not always a good guide for the interpretation
of Hellenistic Greek, and by 1950 many exegetes agreed there was no
significant difference in meaning between ei&éval and ywdokew.© In
1959 this view was challenged by 1. de la Potterie who argued that in the
Fourth Gospel a clear distinction in meaning could still be discerned.” His
opinion has since been accepted and supported by a number of writers.?

LSJ gives as the basic sense of yuwdokewv, to come fo know, perceive,
and in past tenses, know. Hence, to recognize, discern, realize something
not recognized etc., before. LSJ writes ‘as distinct from otda, know by
reflection, ywwdokw = know by observation’; it cites Thucydides I 69,3,
yvovTes 8¢ €ld0TAS, once they realize that you are aware, and Demos-
thenes XVIII 276, éyo 8 018’ 6Tt yLyvdokeTe TovTOV dTavTes, [ am
aware that you all perceive this. For oit8a, LSJ gives I see with the
mind’s eye, I know, I am acquainted with the fact.® Thus, ywdokew
denotes knowledge as something acquired, by discovery, experience or
thought, whereas el8évat denotes knowledge as something possessed,
something known as a fact.'° Not that the confident self-assurance implied
by the use of oL8a is always justified; John’s employment of o{ Sapev for
irony makes the contrary quite clear (6.42; 7.27, 28; 9.24).

¢ Dodd, Interpretation 152; Barrett, 2nd ed., 162-63; BDF 126 (1aB). Bultmann in
TWNT1 688-715 (on yléoke) and Seesemann in V 120-22 (on oi8a) do not even ask
whether there is any lexical difference.

7018 et yLwdoko. Les deux modes de la connaissance dans le quatriéme Evangile’,
Biblica 40 (1959), 709-25. He stresses that this was the view of J. B. Lightfoot, Notes on
Epistles of St Paul, London, 1895; of Westcott, on Jn 2.24 and elsewhere; and of Abbott
in JV 1621-29.

8 See B. Snell, Journal of Hellenic Studies 93 (1973), 172-84 = Der Weg zum Denken
und zur Wahrheit (Hypomnemata 57, 1978), esp. 21-43; D. W. Burdick, ‘oida et
ywdoke in the Pauline Epistles’, New Dimensions in NT Studies, eds. R. N.
Longenecker and M. C. Tenney, 1974, 344-56; A. Horstmann in EDNT 11 493-94 s.v.
otda (contrast I 250-51, where W. Schmithals s.v. yiwéoke does not discuss the lexical
distinction).

9 S.v. €{8w on p. 483. The reasoning behind the translations is that ol8a, gram-
matically a perfect form used as a present with the meaning / know, stems from the same
root as the second aorist eldov, I saw.

10 De la Potterie (710-11) cites two texts of Plato: T ydp yvéval €moTiuny mov
MaBetv éoTw (Theaetetus 209¢), and T0 ydp €idévar Tovt’ €oTw: AaBdvTa Tou
emoTiuny éxew kal pn damolwlekévar (Phaedo 75d).
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The verb ywwdokewv occurs 57 times in John’s Gospel, thirteen times
with Jesus as subject. Eleven of the thirteen refer to contingent historical
matters in Jesus’ earthly life. For example, Nathanael’s m60ev |Le
ywdokels; (1.49) is clearly an inquiry for the source of Jesus” human
knowledge, How do you come to know me? The same type of natural
human knowledge is envisaged in 2.24-25; 4.1; 5.6, 42; 6.15; 10.14-15,
27;16.19; 21.27. The remaining two occurrences (10.15; 17.25) refer to
Jesus’ knowing the Father, but here there are special reasons for the
choice of yuvdokelv, and it makes good sense to interpret these texts also
as speaking of Jesus’ human knowledge of the Father.

eldévat, to know, occurs 84 times in John’s Gospel, of which perhaps
24 have Jesus as subject. Two of these occurrences (with the plural
oldapev) may safely be discounted (— 3.11; 4.22). Of the remainder,
three, though of no doctrinal significance, confirm the sense ascribed
above to eldéval (6.6, 61; and especially 7.15, mds oUTos ypdppara
oldev un pepabnkds;). Two other texts illustrate the certainty implied
by otda (5.32; 8.32), two more the total confidence of Jesus in God
(11.42; 12.50). Of the remaining fifteen, five declare that Jesus knows
whence he came and who sent him (7.29; 8.14, 55 thrice), seven proclaim
his knowledge and foreknowledge concerning his sufferings (6.64; 13.1,
3, 11, 18; 18.4; 19.28), and in the last three, Peter affirms that Jesus
knows he loves him (21.15, 16, 17). Thus the 19 truly significant texts all
employ €i8évar to represent the uniqueness and the certainty of Jesus’
knowledge and of his relationship with God.

Where ei8évat has as its grammatical subject people other than Jesus,
the negative oUk eldéval or its equivalent regularly recurs. Thus the
Baptist says to his disciples ovk oi8aTe (1.26), and twice of himself ovk
f8ewv atTév. Jesus says the same to Nicodemus (3.8), to the Samaritans
and to his own disciples (4.22, 32), that is, to all the Israelite groups men-
tioned in chs. 3—4. The same charge recurs in Jesus’ words to the Jews
during the debates in the Temple (7.28; 8.14, 19), and in ch. 9, where
these Jerusalem debates reach their climax, ei&éval = to know (ety-
mologically indistinguishable from e€i8éval = ro see) is found eleven
times, but six times with a negative. One may also note the occurrences
of el8évat used ironically (7.28 twice) or in an unfulfilled condition
(4.10; 8.19). The Passion Narrative too repeatedly affirms that while
‘Jesus knew’ (see above), the disciples ‘did not know’ (13.7; 14.5 [cf. 7];
15.15, 21; 16.18); and the account of the finding of the empty tomb
contains four instances of ‘do not, did not know’ (20.2, 9, 13, 14), with
eidévar. All the more striking therefore is the use of e16éval without a
negative, in 10.4; 11.22,24; 19.35; 21.12, 24, denoting interior certitude;
but these texts come, so to speak, only at the very end of the story.

yidokely, by contrast, is regularly used to depict the progressive
development in the disciples’ knowledge of Jesus from ch. 6 onwards.
This meaning appears first at 6.69, and thereafter at 7.17; 8.28, 32; 10.38
(nb); 12.16; it is prominent in the account of the Supper, 13.7, 12, 28;
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14.7,9, 20; 17.3, 7, 8, 25. ywdokelv in this sense is closely related to
moTebelr, and does not merely denote deeper knowledge; it connotes
also, because of the biblical sense of know, a closer union with, and
greater love of, Jesus and of God (Schnackenburg I, Excursus VII 514-15
= ETr I 565-66). All the more significant is its total absence from the
story of the man born blind; ywdokewv does not occur in ch. 9, only
eidévar (11 times, in vv. 12, 20, 21 [x2], 24, 25 [x2], 29 [x2], 30, 31).

In addition, ywookeLv, to recognize, come to know, is used of the
world in 1.10; 14.31 [contrast 14.17]; 17.23, 25 (an inclusio, here at the
end, with 1.10?). It is used also of Jews in Jerusalem in 7.26; 8.52, 55 and
10.38, which makes the careful distinction, (va yv@Te kal yLvdoknTe
(compare JV 1627).

It remains only to state that, where ywdokewv and ei8évatr occur
together, or in close proximity, it is always worth comparing them very
carefully. See 3.8 and 10; 7.15 and 17; 7.27-29; 8.55; 10.4-5 and 14-15;
13.7, 11-12; 14.5-7; 16.18-19; 21.17. A survey of the above texts fully
justifies de la Potterie’s claim that, in the Fourth Gospel, the classical
distinction between the two verbs was by no means dead, and is still
relevant for interpretation.'!

2b. [olSapev 6TL] Ao Beov éANAVOas is not a normal OT expression
for a divine emissary (‘send’ is the more usual verb: 1 Sam 15.1; 16.1; Isa
6.8; Jer 1.7 etc.), but é\dewv occurs frequently in the NT for the
appearance of Jesus (Bultmann'?). In John, dmé regularly denotes some-
one’s place of origin (1.44,45;7.42; 11.1; 12.21; 19.38; 21.2); hence 4o
Beot is used both by the gospel-writer (13.3) and by the disciples (16.30)
when referring to Jesus’ heavenly origin, as seen from their point of
view.!? The perfect éAi\vbas, you are come, implies an abiding pres-
ence, and is regularly found on the lips of Jesus himself (5.43; 7.28; 8.42;
12.46; 16.28; 18.37). In this first occurrence, in 3.2b, éAjAvbas (‘come
as a teacher’) makes a fine inclusio with its last occurrence, éEAjAvBa in
18.37 (‘I am come to bear witness to the truth’); in both, the context is
‘the kingdom’.

8L8dokalos is, by position, emphatic; its precise connotations are
debated. By NT times, many in Israel, believing that the age of prophecy
was over (cf. Deut 34.10), had accepted that the will of God could be
known only by scrutinizing the holy writings. Thus the professional
exponents of the Law, the ‘scribes’, emerged as the spiritual guides of the
people, and in matters of religion, their only teachers. See Rengstorf
TWNT1I 155-60; Schiirer I1 322-36. So if in Jn 3.2 818dokalos is taken

' The noun yv@ots is nowhere found in the Johannine writings of the NT. ‘Perhaps
intentionally’ (Bultmann, TWNT 1 711°).

12 He ascribes the usage to Gnostic roots. See his commentary on Jn 1.6, p. 30 fn. 3 =
ETr p. 50 fn. 3.

13 Jesus himself uses mapa 6eod (16.27; 17.8), emphasizing the enduring relationship
rather than the (humanly envisaged) temporary ‘distancing’.



224 JOHN 14

in this, its primary sense, Nicodemus is hailing Jesus as a new and
heaven-sent interpreter of the Law and the prophets. However, the Torah
had never asserted that the age of prophecy had terminated. On the
contrary, Deut 18.15-19 had clearly stated that God would one day send a
prophet like Moses, to teach with authority in the name of Yahweh: ‘I
will put my words in his mouth’ (v. 18). It is unlikely that Nicodemus is
here presented as consciously acknowledging Jesus to be this prophet on
a par with Moses; but one cannot exclude the possibility that a reference
to this motif (reserved for future disclosure) was already in the mind of
the evangelist. Compare J. L. Martyn, History and Theology, 106 and fn.
166. Nor should one forget that the Davidic Messiah, too, possessed, in
addition to his role as governor, a teaching function: ‘the Spirit of the
Lord speaks by me, his word is upon my tongue’ (2 Sam 23.2), an idea
prominent in Isa 11.2. ( See W. Bittner, Jesu Zeichen 1003-108; O. Betz,
Jesus Der Messias Israels, 413; W. A. Meeks, The Prophet-King; W.
Nicol, The Semeia, 83-90.) Thus the evangelist, when he wrote a6 8eod
eéMfAvbas Stddokalos, might well have had in mind all three references
(doctor of the Law, prophet and king) — 3.10. Compare also the text in
Papyrus Egerton 2.45-47: 8t8aokale In(oov) otdapev oTL [dmo 6T]
eAnAvBas a yap motels pa[pTupet] vmep To[vls mpodas mavTds.
The Papyrus may be an allusion to John 3.2, or to a common source.

TabTa Ta onpela refers to ‘the signs just mentioned’ (in 2.23: see
JV 2553c¢), and therefore identifies Nicodemus as one of those who had
‘come to believe in Jesus’ name’ (2.23). 00 is moderately emphatic, and
€av pPn 1 0 6e0s PLeT’ avTob is a standard biblical formula (e.g. Gen
21.20,22;39.2, 3, 21, 23). After this respectful and sympathetic opening
on the part of Nicodemus, Jesus’ teaching begins.

3. The connection with v. 2 is not immediately transparent, but
amekpidn implies a logical link. So does ApfY apnv Aéyw ool (5
times in John: 3.3, 5, 11; 13.38; 21.18), or aunv aunv Aéyo vuiv (20
times in John), for this phrase, while stressing the importance of the
words which follow, also carries in every instance a reference to what has
gone before. When used after the verb dmokplveofat, auny apny AMéyo
is a reply to an observation (1.51 [cp.50]; 3.3, 5; 5.19; 6.26; 8.34, 51
[cp.49]; 12.24 [cp.23]; 13.38)."* When used without a closely preceding
amokpiveoBat, it is an explanation or expansion of something that has
already been said (5.24, 25; 6.32, 47, 53; 8.58; 10.1, 7; 13.16, 20, 21;
14.12; 16.20, 23; 21.18). It may of course be both a reply to, and an
explanation of, something said before, but it is never unrelated to what
precedes. s Note also the further remarks about dpunv dpnv My at3.11.

14 The references in square brackets indicate the verse in which the preceding
amokpivesal occurs.

15 These three sentences are to a large extent quotation from Bernard 68, 348, but
amplified, and emended for greater precision.
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amekpiOn therefore invites the reader to interpret Jesus’ words in 3.3
as areply to Nicodemus’ gracious greeting. The opening sentence of this
section (2.23) contained the phrase TioTetely els T0 dvopa avTob, its
first occurrence since 1.12, which stated that ‘those who believed in his
name’ would be enabled ‘to become children of God’.'¢ Nicodemus
believed in Jesus’ name (— 3.2; 2.23); Jesus’ reply is about to disclose
that Nicodemus (whatever his age) will be enabled to begin a new life as
one of the children of God, and apmnv dunv My ool stresses the impor-
tance of the words that follow.

In Mt 18.3, underlying the Greek o TpadtiTe there may be an Aramaic
verb (tlib, hezar, or hadar) which would give the interpretation ‘Unless
you turn back again and become like children...”'” It is suggested that this
dominical saying has been transposed in Jn 3.3. éav pn TLs yevvnof.
Like the Hebrew 7% (yld), yevvdoBat can mean either fo be begotten
(from a father) or o be born (of a mother). Here it will be translated born,
since this English word too can refer to either parent. dvw@ev can bear
three meanings: (1) from above (= desuper), preferred by most Greek
Fathers, Aquinas, Loisy, Bernard, Schnackenburg and de la Potterie (p.
200), which assigns to dvwfev here the sense it has in 3.31, and in Jas
1.17; 3.15, 17;% (2) from the very beginning (Lk 1.2), from very early on
(Acts 26.5), which is not relevant here; and (3) again, anew (= denuo) as
in Gal 4.9, favoured by most Latin writers, Syriac and Copts, and pre-
ferred, among modern exegetes, by Westcott,' Bultmann and Boismard
118 (2a). Older English versions favour (3),2 but there has recently been
a shift towards (1).2! dvwdev could of course carry a double meaning,
encompassing both (1) and (3), the interpretation preferred by Loisy, 1st
ed., 307, Lagrange (cautiously), Barrett, Brown and many others, and
possibly intended by those who translate anew.?? On this interpretation,
dvwBev here means, on the lips of Jesus, from above (1), but is misunder-
stood by Nicodemus as meaning merely again (3). Boismard’s view is
very similar: dvwBev means again, a second time (3), but this is taken by

16 They would in fact be ‘begotten of God’, if in 1.13 the plural éyevvidnoav is
read. In this commentary the singular was preferred in 1.13, not least because those who
have already been begotten of God cannot acquire the ability to become children of God
(— 1.13, on pp. 46-48).

17 See J. Jeremias, NT Theology I 155-56, citing linguistic parallels in support of his
contention that ‘these verbs are often used alongside another verb to express our ‘again’,
and giving references to other writers up to 1969. So also Origen, Fragment 35 (Brooke
11 249). Dodd, Interpretation, 304, dissents, as does Schnackenburg.

'8 This sense of dvwdev also suits best the (explanatory?) éx TvevpaTds in 3.5.
Compare also ‘begotten of God’ in 1.13; 1 Jn 2.29; 3.9; 5.1, 4, 18.

19°¢_..not mere repetition (again, AV), but an analogous process (anew, RV)’, in I
136-37.

20 again in AV = KJV REB NIV [JB™], over again in NEB, anew in Tyndale RV
RSV NRSV™e,

2 from above, in RV™ RSV™ NIV™ NAB JB NRSV.

22 For further detail see especially Schnackenburg.
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Nicodemus to mean a second physical birth, whereas Jesus’ intention was
to point to the need for a second, but this time spiritual, birth. The double
meaning can be expressed in English by reborn from above, but only by
sacrificing the ambiguity.

Anyone who is not born afiresh cannot see the kingdom of God. 0¥
8vvaTat. The verb 8Uvac®at occurs 36 times in John, and is always, in
sense, negatived, either by oU or u1j, by oU8eLs or Tis (in 6.60), by Tds
(in 3.4; 5.44; 6.52; 9.16), or by T{ in a question (1.46). In the present
passage, this ‘negative’ usage occurs six times (3.2, 3, 4 [x2], 5, 9),
stressing that no human being can start a new life here on earth except by
the gift of God (— 3.27; 6.44, 65; 14.17: note Bultmann on 3.3-5). These
first occurrences of 8UvacBal since 1.46 highlight the depth of the irony
in that earlier verse.

i8elv Ty Baoihelav Tob Beod. The words kingdom of God occur
only twice in John, at 3.3, 5. In the OT, the NT and in Judaism, this term
never refers to a territory or to a nation settled in a territory, but always to
the sovereign rule of God, based on the radical and unlimited love of God
calling each person to a life in love, here and now (Luz 202a). It is there-
fore chiefly an eschatological concept denoting a new order in society
within which God reigns, and which may consequently be regarded as
imminent or arriving, as already present or still to come, perhaps soon,
perhaps in a distant future. Though this kingdom is of its nature invisible
to human eyes, it was widely believed that its presence or approach might
be detected, by those who had God-given insight, from certain signs.

The Pharisees’ belief in a future life led to a keen interest in the signs
of'its approaching. Thus Mk 8.11-13 presents them as seeking from Jesus
a sign from heaven (compare Mt 16.1-4), and Lk 17.20-21 portrays Jesus
as telling them that the coming of the kingdom of God was not to be
discerned peta mapatnpioews, by the close observation of external
signs,? because that kingdom was already among them or within them, in
their hearts (évTOs VPOV, see BDAG s.v. BaoiAela). Matthew 12.28 ||
Lk 11.20 stress that the kingdom had in some sense already arrived
during the lifetime of Jesus (€dOacev), as was evident from his power
over evil spirits. Matthew 12.24 makes it clear that this saying is a reply
to the Pharisees; and Lk 11.37-54 implies the presence of Pharisees
among the critics in the crowd (11.15-16). But a still clearer manifesta-
tion of the kingdom was promised for the future: Mk 9.1 affirms that
some of the bystanders would not die before they ‘saw’ the kingdom of
God arrived in power, €éws dv (8wow TNy Bacikelav Tob Beod
éxntuvdutav év Suvdper. Mark 9.1 || Lk 9.27 and Jn 3.3 are the only NT
texts which speak of ‘seeing the kingdom of God’, and in each case the
writers use the aorist ((8wowv, 18€lv), which can be idiomatically

2 The signs may be atmospheric, meteorological or historical, regarded as signals
from heaven about future events.
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rendered as see for oneself. The parallel in Mt 16.28, which also uses
{8woLv, confirms this.

So Nicodemus comes as the representative voice of the Pharisees: we
know (plural)...because of the signs. He speaks for those who have
already progressed from mental consideration of the signs (Bewpetv,
2.23) to ‘knowing for certain’ that Jesus is a teacher from God (3.2); and
Jesus invites him (that is, all sympathetic Pharisees) to take the one
further step needed to complete the journey and to see the kingdom of
God (3.3).

ol8apev and i8¢ty are from the same stem (15-), possibly even (given
the prevalence of itacism) similar in pronunciation. Nicodemus’
statement and Jesus’ answer then throw light on each other, by chiasmus.

Nicodemus otdapev 8TL amd Beod ENjAvBas Stddokalos,
ov8els yap dlvatal TadTa Td onpela ToLELY
&av pn q 6 Beds peT’ avTod.
Jesus éav p1 Tis yewwn0i dvobdev,
ov dlvaTal
18etv T Baoikelar Tob Beod.

Many commentators (including Bernard, Bultmann, Barrett and
Schnackenburg) take this i8€lv in 3.3 to be in practice synonymous with
eloebelv in 3.5, with both verbs meaning fo experience, but it is prefer-
able to distinguish between the two. Westcott does so, citing Hermas,
Sim. 1X 15, which clearly distinguishes between {8¢iv T.8.7.0. and eis
abTnv eloeNdetv. On this interpretation, Jesus, in 3.3, is, at one level,
inviting the Pharisees o open their eyes (15€lv is a punctiliar aorist) to
the fact that the kingdom of God has arrived, in his lifetime; and the
evangelist, in a deeper sense, is inviting his own contemporaries around
A.D. 80-90 to make their entry (eloe\delv) into the kingdom, the New
Jerusalem, already present in their day (— 3.5).

4. Tds 8vvaTtar dvlpwemos... indicates the perplexity of Nicodemus,
11 8vvaTa, his unbelief (though not positive disbelief: it is a question).
Both questions reveal the crassness of his misunderstanding in taking the
words to refer to a second physical birth. The verse is a reminder that one
may rightly speak of starting a new life, even in old age.

5. Jesus’ words are both an answer and an explanation (— 3.3). In order
to enter the kingdom of God, a person must be reborn, that is, start a new
life (— 3.4). This entails more than merely perceiving that the kingdom
has arrived (— 3.3). Rebirth, and the commencement of this new life, are
said to come about €€ U8aTos kal mvedpaTos, of water and spirit. This
phrase (without the article), refers to a rebirth which the early Church
regarded as taking place through baptism (1 Pet 1.3, 23; Tit 3.5). In the
NT, yevvdoOal ék occurs only in John and 1 John: — ék at Jn 3.6.
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Some writers (Wellhausen, Merx, Bultmann) have judged the words
08aTos kal to be an interpolation, during the redaction of the Gospel, in
order to ensure a reference, church-inspired, to baptism. Others (Wendt,
Bernard, and many since) agree, but consider them an entirely justified
gloss, added to bring the saying of Jesus into harmony with the belief
and practice of a later generation (Bernard). Their reasons are that éx
TrelaTos on its own, without USaTos kal, accords better with dvwdev
understood as from above; that there is no mention of water in the
explanatory verses which follow, 6-8; and that since the need for
Christian baptism was never preached before the death of Jesus, it is
incongruous even to hint at the idea in discussion with Nicodemus. If the
evangelist were purporting to set down solely the record of a conversation
held during Jesus’ earthly life, these reasons would be suasive; but if John
was interpreting Jesus for a different generation, then the case is altered.
kal mvelpaTtos is then well 1nterpreted as epexegetlcal as Calvin
percelved 24 The four words €k U8aTos kal Trvevpa'rog were probably
always in the text, from the beginning. Their sense is that baptism in
water alone would not of itself effect rebirth: there must be a new
beginning by the creative advent of the Spirit. For further detail, see the
comment at 4.1-2, where Johannine baptism is compared with baptism
conferred in the name of Jesus.

Jeremiah, Ezekiel and Daniel had all seen in the destruction of
Jerusalem and of'its Temple a manifestation of the sovereignty and power
of the God of Israel, and had spoken with confidence of the restoration of
the city and its Temple. Ezekiel 36.1-7 was supremely applicable to the
desolation in Judaea after A.D. 70, but so was 36.24-28. These latter
verses speak of bringing the people home from the nations into their own
land; of cleansing them with clean water from all uncleanness; of giving
them a new heart and a new spirit; and of Yahweh’s putting his own spirit
within them. There follows the description of the resurrection of a new
people (ch. 37) and of the building of a new Temple (chs. 40—48). These
texts, along with Ezek 11.16-20 and Jer 31.31-34, are fully adequate to
account for the phrase reborn of water and spirit, especially since
Ezekiel’s influence will be seen again in Jn 4 (compare Ezek 16.44-55).
John, like Ezekiel, dwells not on past punishment, but on the positive
gifts of the Spirit and of the New Temple (— 2.23). (That is why the
Baptist speaks of Jesus’ baptising with a holy spirit, but not with fire;
— 1.33). The book of Jubilees also associates the ideas of purification,
the gift of the spirit and divine filiation (I 23-25: OTP 11 54), as does
1QS 4.19-21 (DSSE, 4th ed., 74-75).

In the light of these prophetical and contemporary texts, and of the
practice of the early Church, it is difficult to deny that the evangelist here
has in mind Christian baptism as the gateway into the kingdom. This is

24 In loannem 3.5: ‘non est insolens copulam exegetice sumi, quum scilicet posterius
membrum explicatio est prioris’, where exegetice carries the meaning ‘epexegetically’.
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the last mention of the kingdom of God in the Fourth Gospel, probably
because John does not wish to engage in needlessly distracting discourses
confirming that Jesus was not a political or military Messiah, and that
neither are his followers militant nationalists (see 18.36-37). Instead, he
proceeds to explain the nature of the new life into which people need to
be reborn.

Verses 6-8 comment on 3.5. Verse 6 explains why rebirth is necessary.
Whatever is born of the flesh is flesh, and whatever is born of the spirit is
spirit. TO YE'YEVWNLEVOV (neuter) notat ipsa stamina vitae novae, as in
Lk 1.35 (Bengel: — 3.8). ék. ‘In Johannine thinking, the nature is
determined by its origin, as appears from the frequent elvat €k, which
affirms both origin and type of being.’? This is the first occurrence of
odp€ since 1.13-14. In John, odpé is never found with the Pauline sense,
to denote human nature as sinful and averse from God (as in Rom 8.4-6;
Gal 5.16-17, 19); in John, odp€& denotes human nature as transitory, and
when left to itself, capable of dealing only with matters concerning this
world, its only destiny to die.?s Consequently, 6a does not mean that
whatever is born by human intercourse is of its nature sinful, only that,
left to itself, it is incapable of entering into another, ‘eternal’, world, and
into a super-human relationship with God.?’ The statement thus reminds
the reader of 1.13-14, of being born not of flesh but of God. 3.3-8 contain
the first instances of yevvdoBal (seven in all) since 1.14; they are the
only references in John’s Gospel to being born of the Spirit or of God.
3.5-8 contain also four instances of mvevpa, hitherto found only at 1.32-
33, which affirmed that the Spirit was permanently abiding upon Jesus,
pévov €m avTév, from the beginning of his ministry (1.33). Three
strands of thought thus converge here: of the inadequacy of the flesh, of
the possibility of rebirth, and of the abiding presence of the Spirit in
Jesus.

The meaning of cdp€ is often defined by antithesis, as in ‘flesh and
blood’, ‘flesh and bones’, or (in Greek) ‘flesh and soul’, odp€ kal
Puxn.2 In John, however, the defining antithesis is not ‘blood’, but
mvevpa, the Creator Spiritus of God. Thus the words in 3.6 are a firm
assertion that there are two distinct forms of life, one wholly enclosed in
‘this world’, one open to an other-worldly dimension. yeyevvnuévov (in
the perfect, not the aorist tense) implies that a permanent effect results
from being born of the flesh or of the spirit: compare 1 Jn 3.9; 4.7.

25 Schnackenburg, who adds in the footnote, ‘3.31; 8.23, 44, 47; 15.19; 17.14, 16;
18.36f.; 1 Jn 2.16, 21; 3.8, 10, 12, 19; 4.1-3, 4-6; 5.19°, and a cross-reference to his
Johannine Epistles, Excursus viii; Xii.

26 gap€ occurs only 12 times in John (1.13, 14; 3.6; 6.51-56 [6 times], 63; 8.15;
17.2). For its meaning, see E. Schweizer in TWNT VIII 139'¢17,

7 Tt represents what classical Western theology terms ‘natural man’.

28 See TWNT VIII 99-104, especially no. 6 on 102-103. For the distinction odp€ -
Puxn, see Od. XI 219-22; Euripides, Medea 1200, 1217, 1219.
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7. un 8avpdons (aorist): Do not be astonished. favjpdons and oot are
singular, addressed to Nicodemus, whereas vpds in the third clause is
plural. vpas refers first to those whom Nicodemus represents (—
otdayev, 3.2), secondly to all humankind (— éav p1 Tis, 3.3.5). On &€l
YevvnOival dvwbev, — 3.3. The reason that Nicodemus must not be
astonished is given in the next verse.

8. T0 mvedpa. In Greek, as in Hebrew, the word translated spirit can
denote the wind, the air we breathe, and the breath by which animals have
life, thus encompassing a range of meanings impossible to reproduce by
one word in English. The first part of this verse is directed to Nicodemus
alone (dkoveLs and oidas are singular). (1) Some commentators take
the verse to be a parable about the wind, the sound of which is audible to
all, though its origin and ultimate destination remain incomprehensible.
In that case, oUTws affirms that this parable is applicable to everyone
reborn of the Spirit. Thus Chrysostom, Cyril of Alexandria, Lagrange,
Bultmann and Schnackenburg. (2) Most ancient writers take T0 TmveUpa
to refer directly to the Spirit. Thus Ignatius, Philad. 7.1; Origen, Frag. 37
(Brooke II 252); Augustine, Aquinas (detailed survey) and Bernard. See
also Doignon. (3) Recent interpreters tend to favour the double meaning,
embracing both (1) and (2). Thus Loisy, Barrett (‘it means both’), Brown,
de la Potterie, and especially Cullmann.? The last sentence (0UTw0S
€0 Tl KT\.) is the important one, explaining why Nicodemus should not
be astonished or even surprised. As always, Bengel writes perceptively:
the masculine participle 0 YEYEVVIILEVOS maturam nativitatem signifi-
cat, contrasts with the neuter form in 3.6 (—). Later, the Gospel will state
that this Spirit is essentially the gift of the exalted Lord, bestowed only
after his exaltation (7.39c; 19.34; 20.22-23). 3.8 is a qualification of that
general principle, affirming that the Spirit is already at work, invisibly,
during the public ministry of Jesus (see 3.34).

9-12. Nicodemus’ answer reiterates his continuing perplexity (— 3.4). As
in 3.4, m@s SUvaTat kT\. indicate his total incomprehension: how can
what Jesus suggests be possible? 10. 6 8t8dokalos, with the article, the
(outstanding) teacher. Compare the Martyrdom of Polycarp 122: 6 Tfis
’Aclas 8u8dokalos. Jesus returns the compliment given by Nicodemus
in 3.2. Tob ’IopanfX (genitive, not év ’lopanf)): Nicodemus is the
(outstanding) teacher of Israel, not just one among several in Israel. On
the connotations of Israel (as distinct from TGV "Tovdaiwv), — 1.50. ov
YWOOKeELS (not ok oidas: — 3.2) is a ‘progressive present’, best
understood as a question: are you failing to recognize these things? The
question may imply that Nicodemus thinks of entry into God’s kingdom

2 “Der johanneische Gebrauch doppeldeutiger Ausdriicke als Schliissel zum
Verstdndnis des vierten Evangeliums,” 7hZ 4 (1948), 360-72 (on 364) = Vortrige und
Aufscitze 1925-1962 (1966), 176-86.
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as a gift that comes only by physical descent from Abraham. If so, the
words of Jesus in 3.6-8 are a reminder to him (and to Jewish readers of
the Gospel) that the concept of ‘new creation’ is not novel, but widely
attested both in the OT (— 3.5) and in rabbinical teaching (SB 11421-23).
The relevance of descent from Abraham is discussed later, in Jn 8.30-40,
as if on cue after Nicodemus’ next appearance (7.50). There (7.51) Nico-
demus pleads that Jesus should be given a fair hearing, intimating
perhaps that he has meantime been reflecting on Jesus’ words in 3.3-12,
and has begun to ask himself whether Jesus is not something more than
an outstanding exponent of the Law (— 3.2).

11-12. apnv dpnv kTA. — 3.3. Dodd observes that this phrase ‘is often
used by this writer to make the transition from dialogue to monologue,
and 3.11 is best taken as a kind of headlng to the reflections which
follow’ (Interpretation, 328 fn. 3). oot inv. 11, €Lmov and €imw inv. 12,
all singular, show that Jesus is still addressing hlS remarks to Nicodemus.
NGV indicates that Jesus is speaking not merely on his own behalf, and
UMy, that the remarks are also directed to a wider group, which Nico-
demus represents, namely, Pharisaic Judaism: — 3.1.

The significance of the seven plural verbs which follow invv. 11-12 is
debated. ol8apev (like St8dokalos in v. 10) answers to the ol Sapev of
Nicodemus in 3.2, but why all the other plurals? Nowhere else does Jesus
use the ‘majestic plural’, but A. von Harnack accepted this as akin to one,
as did Lagrange; and J. Jeremias recalls that a similar idiom was common
in Galilean Aramaic.?® Some ancient writers interpreted the plurals as
indicating that Jesus was here speaking on behalf of himself and the
Father (as in 8.28, 38; 12.49-50), and even of the Spirit: thus Chrysostom,
Cyril and Aquinas. Tillmann and F.-M. Braun suggested that the evan-
gelist is here associating himself with the witness of Jesus. Bultmann
thought the intention was to retain an air of mystery by not disclosing so
early in the Gospel that Jesus alone is the revealer come from heaven,
noting that in 3.13-21 and 31-36 Jesus speaks of himself, but only in the
third person. The most satisfactory proposal is that the evangelist intends
Jesus’ statement to be understood as an affirmation on behalf of all his
followers, not only at the time of his earthly ministry, but also at the time
of the writing of the Gospel (Barrett, Schnackenburg?').

This last interpretation may be strongly confirmed by a proposal of
Klaus Berger, who argues that the expression Apfjy Apny Aéyw VRLv/
ool is of Christian, Jewish-Hellenistic, origin, and that, like analogous
phrases in apocalyptic literature, it was used to affirm that the words
following it contain revelation (18-28). The expression, he suggests, was

30 NT Theology 1 304-305, fn. 9, referring also to Dalman, Grammatik, 2nd ed., 265-
66.

31 For the origin of this approach see Holtzmann (1893) and Loisy (1903). Compare
also Dodd, Interpretation 328 fn. For further detail see especially Schnackenburg.
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originally an assertion (similar to an oath) by which the visionary
solemnly attested that he was communicating faithfully what he had seen;
later, it was an affirmation by the community that it too was in turn
passing on exactly the message once proclaimed (32). Berger proposes,
finally, that the double dpmv dunv kT\. in John represents a double
authentication of what follows. The expression is a guarantee, first, that
the words which follow faithfully represent what Jesus, the source of the
tradition, taught as something he had seen or heard from the Father; and
secondly, that the community has with equal fidelity preserved that
teaching for subsequent generations (116). This understanding of dprv
aunyv My vpiv/ool certainly fits the present context to perfection, as
the following paragraphs will confirm.

0 oiSapev Aalovpev. Onoldaper, — 3.2. halelv occurs 59 times
in John, of which 50 refer to Jesus. Only three times is the verb used of
normal human speech: in 1.37 (the only occurrence before 3.11) two
disciples heard the Baptist speaking; in 7.13, where it is is negative
(008els mappnoia éNdAel mepl avTob); and in 9.21, of the man born
blind. In six other texts, AaXelv is used of those who speak the word of
God: see 3.11 (the only plural); 9.29, of God to Moses; 12.29, of an angel
to Jesus; 12.41, of Isaiah; and 16.13 (twice) of the Spirit of truth.
— Aala in 4.42; 8.43. The use of \a)etlv in John is thus virtually
restricted to Jesus’ speaking the word of God (50 times). kai 0
€wpdKapev papTupovpev. The verbs énpakévar and papTupeily
occur together four times in John, at 1.34 (of the Baptist), 3.11, 32 and
19.35, all fundamental texts about witness (and compare 1 Jn 1.2). 3.12ab
might be rendered and glossed as [ solemnly assure you that we are
speaking (on behalf of God) about something that we know for certain,
and are bearing witness to what we have seen. Kal THY pLapTvpiay
NIGV oV A\apBdveTe: and yet you are not accepting our testimony. The
words Ta émiyeta and Ta émovpdvia, hapax legomena here in the
Johannine writings, are commonly antithetical (compare 1 Cor 15.40;
Phil 2.10; BDAG gives further examples), and underline the antithesis in
the thought. If they cannot accept Ta émiyera, that is, even the need
(surely self-evident on this earth) to start life afresh, how will they ever
come to believe (TTLOTEVTETE)? Td émoupdvia, if Jesus should men-
tion to them matters, which are, like heaven itself, outside our k6o pos

32 The variant -eveTe on the second occasion (P7° etc. — NA?7) should, if accepted,
be interpreted as a future (compare BDF 323). If -eveTe was the original reading,
moTevoeTe would be a (correct) interpretative gloss.

33 Bultmann, adducing several supporting texts, claims that this distinction between
earthly and heavenly indicates a Gnostic source, and then interprets the Gospel verse
accordingly. Schnackenburg, while admitting that there are no perfect verbal parallels,
finds sufficient explanation for the antithesis in the thought-world of Judaism and of
John. Thiising, Erhohung, 257, interprets Ta émovpdvia as things revealed through the
Paraclete after Jesus’ final departure; but unconvincingly.

34 ‘Mention’, in order to represent eimelv, not \a\fjoat.



2.23-4.54 233

into which the Logos came?s Compare Wis 9.16-17, and — Jn 3.33, 36.
Up to this point in the Gospel, no one has been said positively ‘not to
believe’;’ indeed, several have come to believe (2.11, 22, 23), but 0?0
mLoTeVeTE takes up the o0 AapPdveTe of v. 11, and puts it more
strongly. The charge now is that Nicodemus’ and his group, though not
positively rejecting the testimony of Jesus and his followers (disbelief),
are as yet not positively accepting it (unbelief). On T@s, — 3.4, 9.

We are speaking of what we know, and bearing witness to what we
have seen; and you are not accepting our testimony. This translation
implies that all the present indicatives in 3.11-12 are to be taken as
‘continuing’ presents. This in turn implies that the words are not only
those of Jesus speaking to the synagogue of A.D. 28-30 (\éyw, ool in
v. 11; elmov and elmw in v. 12), but also of the early Church (o{8apev,
Aalovpev kT\.), which is here addressing Judaism around A.D. 80-90,
and indirectly, ‘the world’ (see 1.10-11; 12.37-43; 15.17-20). Here (if we
except the gloss on the Psalm at 12.13) the word Zsrael occurs for the last
time in this Gospel at 3.10 (1.31, 50; 3.10; 12.13). The term Israel,
denoting as it does the People of God as a religious, not a national, entity
(— 1.50), harmonizes admirably with the close of Jesus’ address to Nico-
demus, by suggesting the question, around A.D. 80-90, ‘Who is truly the
teacher of Israel?’

No clear criterion enables one to decide for certain where Jesus’ words
to Nicodemus are (in the mind of the author) supposed to end. It could be
after 3.12 (the last occurrences of eirov and e{mw), or after 13, or after
15.57 The most attractive point seems to be after 3.12. If 3.13-15 are then
understood as comment on the preceding verses, by the evangelist or an
editor, the last clause of 3.15 brings the passage to an appropriate and
graceful conclusion.

35 See H. Traub in TWNT V 526-27, 542.

362,24 (of Jesus) clearly does not count.

37 Schnackenburg writes: ‘The discourses of Christ are always clearly recognizable as
such, mostly because they are in the first person, ...[and] the evangelist never inter-
weaves them with reflections of his own. The only two passages in John about which
there may be any doubt are 3.31-36 and 3.13-21° (ETr I 360).

38 Schnackenburg suggests that 3.13-21 (and 3.31-36) may have been originally
reflections of the evangelist circulating without a definite context, inserted later in a
‘revised edition” of the Gospel, to answer the question left hanging in the air at 3.12. He
suggests (tentatively) that 3.31-36 formed the first part of a ‘kerygmatic discourse’ in
which the evangelist presented his reflections on Jesus as someone come down from
heaven, and that 3.13-21 represents the second part of the same discourse, which speaks
of Jesus as one who has now ascended. The disciples who first edited the Gospel,
thinking (rightly) that the texts had been occasioned by the Nicodemus passage, placed
3.13-21 after 3.12 because of the echo of émovpdvia (12) in dvaBépnkev els Tov
ovpavév (13); and 3.31-36 after 30 because 6 &v ék Ts yfs in 3.31 was interpreted as
referring to the Baptist (30) (ETr I 360-63). Compare J. Painter in The Four Gospels
1992, eds. F. Van Segbroeck et al., FS Neirynck, Leuven, 1992, 111 1877.
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13. kai = What is more, introducing a new argument in addition to that
mentioned in v. 12. €l uf may be equivalent to dA\d, since both trans-
late the Aramaic N8 (°112°) (BDF 448 [8]; cf. MHT II 468) alternatively,
el un may be rendered 51mply as except for (the sense is unaffected).
oU8els avaPéPnkev eis TOV ovpavov, though not a direct quotation,
is a clear echo of Deut 30.12.% There the Deuteronomist, contemplating
the devastation of the Land (29.23-28), calls upon Israel to return to the
Lord (30.2), affirming that there is no need for a second Moses to bring
down the word of God, because that word is very near to them (30.12-
14), if they will only listen to it, and so have life in the Promised Land
(30.15-20). For Jews living in the immediate aftermath of A.D. 66-70,
the relevance of this text from Deuteronomy would be self-evident, and
the renderings in the Palestinian Targums show how earnestly they took
its message to heart. Neofiti | reads: ‘The law is not in the heavens, that
one should say: Would that we had one like Moses the prophet who
would go up to heaven and fetch it for us...’,* and another, ‘If only we
had someone like the prophet Moses, who would go up to the heaven and
bring it to us’.*' John 3.13 is a Christian answer to this yearning, and to
the question posed in Deut 30.12; cf. also Rom 10.6-8. The evangelist, as
convinced as the Deuteronomist of the perennial nearness of God’s word,
reassures the Jewish reader that there is no need for a second Moses to
go up into heaven to meet God, because there already is Someone who
came down from heaven, 6 €k ToU oUpavod kaTapds, 0 vios Tob
avBpamov.+ The verse, chiastic in structure, is similar to 1.18 (— €is
TOV kOATOV); 3.31; 6.62; 20.17, and to Eph 4.9-10.# This is the first
occurrence of 6 vids Tod dv@pdmou since Jn 1.52 — 3.14.4

14-15 flow smoothly as a second statement addressed specifically to
Judaism. kabws Moiofis VPwcev TOv 6wy recalls Num 21.8-9,
interpreted as in Wis 16.5-7: when Moses set up his image of the death-
bringing serpent, only those who gazed upon it with faith in God were

3% And of Prov 30.4; of Bar 3.29; and of 2 [4] Esd 4.8, which speak of bringing
wisdom from heaven; compare also Wis 9.16-17.

40 McNamara 141. In the Soncino edition of the Midrash R. on Deuteronomy VIII 6,
J. Rabinowitz observes that the text of the midrash on verse 12 is probably intended to
have an anti-Christological bearing.

41 M. Klein, The Fragment Targums of the Pentateuch according to their Extant
Sources, 11, Translation, Rome, 1980, 84, cf. 181.

42P. Borgen argues, on the basis of Jewish texts, that the sense is rather that the Son
of Man in heaven first ascended to the throne of God (Dan 7.13), there to be installed in
office before descending to earth, and later re-ascending to heaven.

43 The variant which adds at the end of the verse 0 wv €V To ovpave appears to deem
it necessary to stress that the Son of Man is now in heaven.

4 All modern editors except Tischendorf and Vogels exclude from their text at the
end of 3.13 0 wv €V Tw ovpavw (so NA?"). J. Delobel argues that the case for excluding
these words is not irrevocably concluded, and probably never will be settled to every-
one’s contentment: see J. Coppens, Le Fils de ['homme néotestamentaire, 49-50 fn. 11.
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healed. Some Targums give a similar interpretation: ‘anyone who was
bitten by the serpent would raise his face in prayer towards his Father in
Heaven, and would look at the serpent, and live’ (Klein, Fragment-
Targums II 157, cf. 71). Compare Pseudo-Jonathan: °...and [if] his heart
was paying attention to the Name of the Memra of the Lord, then he
lived’ (E.G. Clarke in AramB 4, 247). The evangelist points Judaism to
this episode as a key to understanding the Crucifixion. édis, hapax
legomenon in this Gospel, recalls both Gen 3.1-15, and Rev 12.9-15;
20.2, all texts concerning a fight to the death against Satan. Chrysostom
has a fine exposition of the parallel in his Hom. 27.2: 8dvaTos dTdleoe,
kal 8draTos éowoev. Compare the ensigns mentioned in Isa 11.10, 12;
49.22; 62.10, and — Jn 19.38-42.

0UTws VPpwdfvat. In Classical Greek, Usodv means both to lift high,
to raise up (physically), and to elevate, to exalt (metaphorically), but it is
late and infrequent. In the LXX, by contrast, vsobv occurs around 260
times, mostly in religious contexts, meaning o exalt, to glorify, to save
and even fo redeem. See TWNT VIII 604-605 for examples, noting the
parallel in Isa 52.13, 6 Tals pov kal vhwdfioeTal kal doaodioeTat
od6dpa. In the LXX, humiliation (Tameivoots) is not seldom the
precondition of exaltation. The LXX usage passed over into the NT (Lk
1.52; 14.11; 18.14; Mt 23.12), and Uwdfjval can mean fo be raised to
the highest honour (Mt 11.23 || Lk 10.15), in which sense it is applied
even to the death and exaltation of Jesus (Acts 2.33; 5.31; Phil 2.8-9,
étameivooev, vepiPwoer). In John’s Gospel, the usage is special (3.14
[x2]; 8.28; 12.32, 34). There vw0fjvar refers first to physical elevation
on high, and as such is employed as a cypher for crucifixion; secondly, in
stark contrast with Phil 2.8-9, this crucifixion (mors turpissima crucis) is
itself presented as the final exalfation and glorification of Jesus here on
earth (Jn 13.31; 17.1: see Isa 53.13 above); and thirdly, this ‘exaltation on
the cross’ represents, at one and the same time, the first stage in Christ’s
exaltation into heavenly glory (compare avaBépnkev kTA. in3.13; 6.62;
20.17 with Upwdfjvar in 12.34).4 The Syriac equivalent of vwdfivat
means fo be crucified; and in Palestinian Aramaic, the same root 5)ps
(zqp), meaning to be raised on high (physically), can also mean 7o be
crucified. Tt occurs in this sense in Ezra 6.11 and in the Targums of
1 Chron 10.10; Esth 1 9.13, II 7.10 [or 9];* but the Syriac and Aramaic
terms could not bear the second meaning of being exalted, raised to a
higher estate or position.”” Greek, however, could bear the double

4 1t is astonishing that Zahn (199-201, and even when commenting on 8.28, at 409)
should have maintained that UswBfjvat, when used of Jesus, always referred to his
Ascension into heaven.

4 Black, Aramaic Approach, 3rd ed., 141, citing G. Kittel, ‘Zur angeblichen
antiochenischen Herkunft des vierten Evangelisten’, ZNW 35 (1936), 282-85. See also G.
Bertram in TWNT VIII 608.

47 See F. C. Burkitt, ‘On “Lifting Up” and “Exalting”’, JTS (First Series), 20 (1918—
19), 336-38.
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meaning, to be crucified and to be exalted into glory, as later writings
show (PGL). One classic work on the subject is by Thiising (see espe-
cially 3-35); note also Létourneau, 176-78.

Sel. bwdfval 8l Tov viov Tob avbpdmou recurs, with the varia-
tion 8et Wpwdfjvat, in 12.34, the only two instances in John where et is
used with Son of Man.* Many trace the origin of this clause to the first
prediction of the Passion in the Synoptic tradltlon (Mt 16.21 || Mk 8.31 |
Lk 9.22), where Mark and Luke both read 8¢ Tov viov Tob avBpdmov
mola madetv...kal amokTavdfjvar as does Matthew, except that he
writes [8¢€1] avTdév, which has as antecedent (in 16.13) Son of Man.* The
Synoptic logion is generally interpreted to mean it is necessary (in the
sense that ‘it is divinely ordained’) that the Son of Man must suffer many
things...and be killed. John has rephrased the thought to express his own
theology of the Cross. Eight times in John we read that the Jews sought to
kill Jesus (5.18; 7.1, 19, 20, 25; 8.37, 40; 11.53), but never once that he
‘was killed’. With reference to Jesus, John uses OdvaTtos twice (12.33 =
18.32) and dmoBvrjokeLv five times (11.50, 51; 12.33 = 18.14, 32), but
always in the context of the words of Caiaphas, referring to Jesus’ death
as seen by his contemporaries. (Cf. 10.18.) In 3.14, the words &€l
Uwdfval may be glossed as it is in God’s design, historically necessary:
hence, the Son of Man must be raised up on high.

TOV vloV ToV avBpamov. The term vios Tod avBpdmov occurs 13
times in John, 1.51; 3.13-14; 5.27 (without article); 6.27, 53, 62; 8.28;
9.35; 12.23, 34 [x2]; 13.31. Zahn observes that in John, it occurs on the
lips of Jesus only where there is a contrast between heaven and earth, or
between humiliation and exaltation, except in 9.35, if the phrase is there
the true reading (195 fn. 55). As for the meaning of the term, one can
hardly imagine that the evangelist, writing for Christians around A.D 80-
90, did not have in mind the Danielic Son of Man, but for a broad outline
of the discussion, see Excursus VIII, ‘The Interpretation of John 3 in the
Twentieth Century’, pp. 257-58.

15. The TR, the Sixto-Clementine Vulgate, and the AV =KJV all follow
the reading o MLOTEVOV €LS AUTOV UM AdTOANTAL AN €XT), the text
found in most Greek and Latin codices known at that time. The words pn
amoAnTat aAX are, however, interpolated from 3.16; they occur only in
MSS which also read here in 3.15 eis avtov (PVidx A @ W 086 f13
), and should be deleted. The variants e avTov and €T avTw may also
be set aside. Among modern editors, only von Soden retains eLs avTov;
all others read ev avtw. See NA?.

48 Elsewhere, el is used of Jesus at 3.30; 4.4; 9.4; 10.16; 20.9.

491n the Synoptics, ‘the Son of Man’ recurs in the second and third predictions of the
Passion, but 8¢l is replaced by a future tense or equivalent: Mt 17.22-23 || Mk 9.31 || Lk
9.43; Mt 20.18-19 || Mk 10.33-34 || Lk 18.31-33.
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This is the only occasion in the Gospel where mLoTeveLv, a favourite
word of John (96 times; in 1 John, six times), is followed by év with the
dative. In John, mLoTeleLv can be sometimes be used absolutely (1.7, 51
etc.), or (when it means to trust someone’s word as true) with a simple
dative (4.21, 50; 5.24, 38, 46, 47 etc.); but when it denotes an act of
religious faith, it normally takes eis with the accusative (34 times), and
that is presumably why so many scribes wrote eLs avTov here.® If there-
fore the true reading in Jn 3.15 is not eis avTSv but év adT®, customary
Johannine usage counsels that €v avT® should be construed not with 6
mioTebov but with the following word, €x1. €V aT@ is then emphatic.s!
In that case, the renderings in the RV NIV JB (‘that everyone who
believes may have eternal life in him’: similarly REB) are to be preferred
to that given in the RSV NRSV NAB (‘that everyone who believes in him
may have eternal life’).

tva here implies, as well as intention, the sense before it will be
possible. Tds 0 MLATEVWY, the first instance of this phrase with Tds in
the Gospel, implies both belief in a fact and a trust resultant from that
belief (— 1.12c¢). Here it is an alternative way of phrasing the message to
Nicodemus, about restarting life anew by rebirth of the Spirit: it recurs in
3.16, in 6.40, and at the close of the public ministry in 12.46. The use of
mds indicates that the principle does not apply to Nicodemus alone, but
to all who believe, without distinction of time or place. In John, éX€Lv,
wherever it has as object (ony aldviov (eight times: 3.15, 16, 36; 5.24,
39;6.40,47, 54), stands always in the present tense, meaning therefore fo
hold on to that which one already has (confirmed at 12.25, by the future
duld€el): this is certainly the force of €x1) as a present subjunctive.

Cony aiwviov. The Gospel has affirmed the need for rebirth to see or
to enter the kingdom of God (3.3, 5), but from that point onwards, it
never mentions the kingdom of God. Instead, the teaching of Jesus
centres on ‘life eternal’, which is presented as God’s great gift to those
who believe in that teaching. This first example of the word (w1 since the
Prologue (1.4) is also the first of 17 occurrences of (o1 aldvios in this
Gospel (3.15, 16, 36; 4.14, 36; 5.24, 39; 6.27, 40, 47, 54, 68; 10.28;
12.25, 50; 17.2, 3). In John, the adjective aivios occurs only with (w1,
always after the noun, and always without the article, until its very last
occurrence in 17.3 (1] aldvios Con), where its identity is, as it were,
finally disclosed. ai@dvios does not mean simply unending (= ai8L0s),
though that notion is clearly included, but ‘belonging to that Other World,

0 moTevewy + v with the dative occurs in the LXX (Jer 12.6; Ps 105 = 106.12; Sir
32.21), with the meaning fo put one’s trust in, but in the NT this construction occurs once
only, at Mk 1.15, the sense of which is consequently debated (see BDAG 1 a€,and 2 ae;
and note MHT I 67-68).

5t John places an adverbial phrase with év before the verb when the phrase is
emphatic or metaphorical (1.1; 5.39: 13.35; 16.30: JG 2636¢ [3]). Here év alT{ is also
quasi-instrumental (compare JG 2332; BDF 219).
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where God will grant us to share fully in his own life, in another Age’: in
this commentary the translation /ife eternal will normally be used as an
appropriate abbreviation for life which is eternal. For this sense of
alédvios see BDAG 3; Turner, Christian Words, 455-57; J. T. Forestell,
The Word of the Cross, 113-14; F. Mussner, ZQH, 186. év a0T@ means,
in this context, that every believer who contemplates here on earth the
Son of Man crucified, risen and exalted (0wBe(s) will, by perceiving
him as victorious over the death-bringing serpent, be enabled to hold fast
to that eternal life into which the disciples of Jesus are here on earth
reborn (3.3-8). év alT@ is translated because of him in an attempt to
embrace, simply and briefly, the multifarious possible meanings of év
with the dative: see Robertson 584-91 and Abel, Grammaire §47a-j,211-
14. Hence (14b-15): The Son of Man must be raised up on high, in order
that everyone who believes may, because of him, never lose that life
which is eternal, and which is, for the believer, already begun. See 7.38.

Nicodemus, representative of ‘mainstream’ Judaism, had come seek-
ing light amid the darkness of night (— 3.2), but remained, at the end,
puzzled (3.7, 9-10). The plan of the Gospel requires that the response of
Judaism should be at this stage non-committal, for the great debate with
Judaism does not begin in earnest until ch. 5.

3.16-21: A CHRISTIAN HYMN?%?

The section addressed to Judaism (3.1-21) concludes with a passage
similar to a Greek chorus, commenting on the scene with Nicodemus.
Part of it is perhaps a Christian hymn about God’s love for the world, and
about the need for each individual to choose between darkness and light
(3.16-18). The rest is a message of warning to those who deliberately
disobey the dictates of their conscience, but of encouragement to all who,
eschewing improper behaviour, live in accordance with their innermost
conscience. The latter may be sure that they are advancing towards the
light (3.19-21).

In these verses, 3.16-21, the great themes of the Gospel recur to an
extent not seen since the Prologue. 0 kéopos, used four times in the
Prologue, and then once by the Baptist at 1.29, reappears, five times in
four verses, in 3.16-19 (and it will occur 45 times in chs. 13—18). ¢ds,
used six times in the Prologue, first reappears here, five times, in 3.19-21,
again contrasted with darkness (here ok6T0s, hapax legomenon in John).
3.16 and 18 refer to 6 viOs O povoyevis, the only instances of this term
in the Gospel outside the Prologue. Most significantly, 3.16 introduces for

52 For the reasons justifying a major break here, see the last paragraph of the
commentary on 3.12, and the two footnotes there from Schnackenburg. At this point,
several commentators postulate a different order of the text. Bernard and Bultmann
rearrange the verses as 3.16-21, 31-36, 22-30, and Schnackenburg as 3.31-36, 13-21, 22-
30. Further detail in Excursus VIII.
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the first time the verb dyamav (see also 3.19, 35), a word which occurs
only seven times in the first twelve chapters, but 30 times in chs. 13-21.
The leading themes of the Gospel are here vigorously reaffirmed.

3.16. oUTWS Yap NydTnoey 0 8e0S TOV KOGLOV. 0UTKS stresses the
quality and the depth of God’s love (see BDF 2, 3), and the word-order of
the clause underlines it, for this first occurrence of the verb dyamav
precedes its grammatical subject, emphasizing that love. 6 8€6s. Only
here in John’s Gospel is the word ‘God’ the subject of the verb to love.
True, elsewhere ‘the Father’ is often said to love Jesus, and, in three
verses, the disciples (14.21b, 23; 17.23); but at 3.16, Jesus has scarcely
begun to teach about his Father. Indeed, he has only once mentioned his
name (— 2.16). Hence 0 0eés is used here, and the very first statement
about God since the Prologue is that he loved the world, that is, the world
seen ‘existentially’, as it really is, full of sinfulness and estranged from its
Maker (see Prologue, pp. 39-40). Tov kdopov is also, by its position,
emphasized. Compare Rom 5.8; 8.3 and 1 Jn 4.9, 14. Aquinas has a fine
paragraph on this love (fn. 477).

®OTE TOV ULOV TOV LOVOYEVT| €BWKEV. 0UTwS...0TE is aregular
combination in Greek (BDAG 2). On Tov viov TOv povoyevi, — 1.14d
and Excursus III.5 The clause probably alludes to Gen 22.12, 16, as does
Rom 8.32, but there are subtle differences between John and Paul. While
Paul stays closer to the LXX, with ovk édeloaTo, John stays closer to
the Hebrew, but in place of the Hebrew, did not withhold (7or hsk), he
writes, more positively, gave. Again, Paul in Rom 8.32 uses mapédwkev
of God handing his Son over to his redeeming passion; in John,
mapadidovat is (with one exception, 19. 30) used only (pejoratively) of
men handing over Jesus to his fate (Judas, 6.64 etc., nine times; the High
Priests, 18.30, 35). John’s choice of éSwkev in preference to mapédwkev
is therefore significant, intimating that God was not handing over his Son
to suffering, but rather giving him as a gift to the world,** and that the
reason for this giving was (iva Tas 0 mLOTEV@Y KTA.) so that everyone
who believes in him may not perish nor ever lose that life which is
eternal. — 3.15. Note also, in this context of rebirth to a new life (3.3-8),
the parallel with éSwkev in 1.12b.

3 After Tov viov, the TR, and consequently many writers, read avtov. So do von
Soden, Vogels, Merk and Bover, on the authority largely of those witnesses which in
3.15read ets avtov and pn amoknTat alka. NA? rightly prefers to follow %7 8* B
Wserpand to omit avTov, an omission which heightens the importance of the qualifying
adjective, Tov povoyevn.

3 With due respect to the long list of those who equate éSwkev with Tapédwkev
(tradidit): Chrysostom, Theophylactus, Maldonatus, Westcott, Loisy, Lagrange, Bult-
mann, Brown et al. The view adopted in the text above is that of Vanhoye,
Schnackenburg, and de la Potterie.



240 JOHN 14

17. 00 yap dméoTellev 6 Beds TOV VIOV €ls TOV kéopov {va kpivy
TOV kbopov, AN’ tva cwdf) O kéopos 8L adTod. For God did not send
the Son into the world in order to pass sentence on the world, but so that
through him the world might be saved. This is the first occurrence of o
vids absolutely (i.e. without any qualification at all); it occurs seven
times, usually in connection with oJ pathvr (3.17, 36; 5.19; 6.40; 8.36;
14.13; 17.1). Once again, the word-order is illuminating: o0 yap dméo-
Tellev and owdi) are by position emphatic. dméoTelAev is the second
example (after the Baptist, 1.6) of a divine mission; on the connotations
of the verb, — 1.6; 20.21. kpivn is translated by the AV = KJV RSV
NRSV JB NIV NAB as condemn, but by the RV NEB REB NJB as
Jjudge.’s Note that God, and not the Son, must be the grammatical subject
of kpivm, because God is the subject in the main clause, and because the
next clause substitutes the passive cwB1), when referring to what is done
through the Son. cwbfjvaL means to be healed, to be put right. The verb
occurs only six times in John (3.17; 5.34; 10.9; 11.12; 12.27, 47), and
12.47 makes a strong inclusio with 3.17, with the double reference to
saving, not judging, the world; note also, in 4.42 and 1 Jn 4.14, 6 coTMp
ToU k6apov. The verb o (ewv never occurs in the Johannine Epistles,
and neither the verb nor the noun cwT1jp in the book of Revelation.s One
possible reason for the relative rarity of these words is that the terms
‘salvation’ and ‘saviour’ might have been seen as religiously ambiguous
(mystery religions, gnosticism) and/or politically compromising (ruler
cult). See the references in BDAG. {va cwdfj 6 kdopos, not a relatively
small company of the elect, as believed by the Gnostics (see
Schnackenburg, referring to CH 1 22-27).

18. 6 mLoTeVWY €ls alTOV 0 KpiveTal kTA. Whoever believes-and-
trusts in him does not have sentence pronounced; but whoever does not
believe-and-trust is already sentenced, by the very fact of not having
believed-and-trusted in the name of the unique Son of God. Note the
parallel between this verse and 1.12d. Only the dual rendering believe-
and-trust can faithfully reproduce the sense of the Greek mioTevewv els
followed by the accusative. The phrase has hitherto occurred only in
1.12d and 2.23, but will henceforward be frequent, where it will be
rendered (as is customary) simply as believed. puf) TemioTevkey. The
tense (perfect) makes clear that the unbelief is not just one act but a
persevering state of mind, which rejects the idea of the fatherhood of God
as preached—uniquely—by Jesus (els 10 Svopa Tod povoyevods viod
ToU Beov).

19 explains in other words the ground for the differentiation made in v.
18. aTn &€ éoTw 1 kpiots. A literal rendering might be, ‘The

35 The verb kaTakpiveiv is not found in John except in 8.10, 11.
% gwtnpla, however, is found in the hymns at Rev 7.10; 12.10; 19.1.
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differentiation proceeds from this’. Barclay translates, The fact which
really judges men... 6TL TO @S EANAVOEV €iS TOV KOTROV. TO HOS
was last mentioned in the Prologue, as the true light, which enlightens
every individual, and as €pxdpevov €ls TOV kdopov (—1.9). EAivber
affirms that this light is now arrived, and come into the world. That is, the
Son who stands in an utterly unique relationship to the Father is now, on
earth, ‘light’ to the world. ka(, introducing a contrast, is probably a
Semitism, = but. RydTnoay ol dvépwmoL LAAAOY TO OKOTOS 1j TO
b@s. Note the contrast with what God loves (3.16); ol avepcuTrOL isa
well-chosen variant for ‘the world’ in the precedlng clause On 10 d)mg
and‘ro O'KO‘I'OS‘ — 1.4-5; 0n6 kéopos — 1.10. Av yap avTdV TOVNPA
Ta épya. If ydp is taken in a causal sense, the words mean that morally
evil actions lead people to prefer darkness to light; alternatively, ydp can
be evidential, and then the sense is ‘as may be seen from their evil
actions’. The former view is more Pauline, the latter more in keeping
with John, and to be preferred, because otherwise the first clause of 3.20
is a superfluous repetition. One may render, leaving open the alternative
interpretations of 3.19d: And the discriminating factor is this: that light
(TO dBS) is come into the world, and people loved the dark rather than
the light, because their actions were evil.

20 and 21 rephrase the thought of vv. 18 and 19, first negatively, then
positively. 3.20 points to the practical misbehaviour which prevents a
person from advancing into the light, and 3.21 describes the converse.
Note the close syntactical parallels between verses 20 and 21 (0
Tpdoowr—0O Toldy, the double {va), the structuring of both sentences
around €pxeTal Trpég T0 dBs, and the contrast between mas 0 [padla
Tpdoowv] and (21) 08¢ [1TOL0)V ™V a\rj0etav]. Compare this last with
4.13.14 (wds 6 mwivwr...0s & dv win), both contrastmg the many who
g0 wrong w1th the 1nd1v1dual who does what is right (JG 2574a).
davia wpdoowv. padlos occurs in Jn 3.20; 5.29; Rom 9.11; 2 Cor
5.10 (with wpdooew), in Tit 2.8 (with )\éyew) and in Jas 3.16 with
mpdypa. It denotes, as in Classical Greek, that which is below the gener-
ally accepted standard, and hence unacceptable, improper behaviour. In
the present context, Tpdooely means to do habitually; it is frequently
(though not always, cf. 2 Cor 5.10) used of doing evil, by contrast with
mToLely, the verb used for creativity, see Jn 5.29 (JG 2584). davAa are by
no means as bad as movnpd (Jn 3.19), but habitual improper behaviour
(dadla mpdooewv), of which one is (correctly) ashamed, does not lead
anyone in the right direction. On the contrary, such a person JLLOEL TO
d@s kai ovk épxeTat mpos TO G@S. |LLoEL, a gnomic present stating
a general rule, may also be inchoative (compare SMTNTG 12; Robertson
880; MHT III 63), and may legitimately be glossed, if not translated, as
begins to hate, comes to hate the light (which has come into the world of
darkness, — 1.5, 9), and does not advance towards it, even though it is
shining in his direction. iva u1Y éXeyx01, for fear that his actions may
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be exposed (BDAG 1 gives for é\eyx01, exposed). Hence, Every one
whose behaviour falls below acceptable standards comes to hate the light
and does not advance in the direction of the light, lest his actions be
exposed.

21. 6 &€ woLdv THY dANBeray is a Semitism (Fnk Ty = <$h >mt)
meaning to act with integrity, to behave in a trustworthy fashion (Gen
24.49;47.29; Josh 2.14: DCH 1329a), and therefore ‘to act in accordance
with one’s interior beliefs and one’s pledged word’. Barrett’s inter-
pretation of the words as meaning, in John, to practise the true (Christian)
faith and life seems to infer too much at this stage in the narrative. It
seems preferable to take the phrase as referring to those (particularly of
the Jewish faith) who are still seeking after the truth about God. épxeTat
mpOSs TO dAS, is advancing towards the light. iva ¢avepwdij stands in
contrast with {va pr éxeyx0f in v. 20. {va is here used in two senses,
the first instance in v. 20 clearly denoting purpose, whereas (va
bavepwdf here in 21 points merely to the result which follows (an
‘ecbatic’ clause, cf. MHT III 102-103). Contrast with Td €pya avTob in
v. 20, avTob Ta €pya, where avTod is emphatic by position. éTu év
0e® éoTw elpyaopéva. The prepositional usage is sometimes termed
an év of accompaniment: it ‘is classical enough and belongs to the Koine,
but its use in the LXX to render 2 seems to have suggested an increase of
use in the NT” (MHT III 252). It may be interpreted as with the help of
God, or better (with Euthymius, who equates the phrase with kaTa 0edv)
in accordance with God’s will, a rendering which naturally embraces the
first interpretation as well. é0Twv €ipyacpéva. The periphrastic con-
struction, common in the NT, gives a rather elegant emphasis, with no
change in the meaning.” But whoever practises the truth is advancing
towards the light, so that it becomes manifest that his actions are
performed in accordance with God’s will 5

If these verses in Jn 3.16-21 are read with the destruction of the City
and of the Temple in mind, and understood in that context, the reader will
observe how they echo the thought of the Psalmist (Ps 43.3):

Send forth your light and your truth, and let them lead me;
let them guide me to your holy mountain, and to your dwelling-place.

In the mind of the evangelist, the dwelling-place of God is to be found
not in the earthly, but in the New Jerusalem. The theme will recur in Jn
4.20-21. Compare also the comment at the end of 3.36, and note the close
parallels between Jn 2.23-3.2; 3.11-21 on the one hand, and Jn 12.37-50
(especially vv. 37, 42, 43, 46-48) on the other.

57See BDF 4 and 352. The aorist passive el pyac8fjvar does not appear anywhere in
the NT, OT Pseudepigrapha, Apostolic or Apologetic Fathers.
38 See also Excursus VIII, ‘The Interpretation of John 3 in the Twentieth Century’.



2. John the Baptist:
The Presentation of the New Order to His Followers
(3.22-36)

Between 150 B.C. and A.D. 100 there existed in Syria (including therein
Palestine and Transjordan) a number of religious groups in which
baptism, regular bathing and sprinkling with water played a preponderant
role. The Essenes, with whom one may include the Qumran communities,
are the best-known, thanks to Josephus.! Hegesippus mentions along with
them another Jewish sect, hostile to Christianity, called the Hemero-
baptists.? This group, according to Epiphanius, was distinguished by the
practice of bathing daily, both summer and winter, in order to cleanse
themselves of every fault of body and soul; they left Jerusalem before
A.D. 70, and thereafter disappear from history.> Book 3 of the Sibylline
Oracles, a Jewish work written around A.D. 80, probably in Syria or the
Jordan Valley, or perhaps Asia Minor, contains lines appealing for a
baptism of repentance by total immersion (1l. 162-70); the thoughts are
not unlike the preaching ascribed to John the Baptist.* Finally, Acts
asserts that some twenty years after the Crucifixion, Apollos from Alex-
andria (18.24-26), and some disciples in Ephesus (19.1-7), were familiar
only with John’s baptism, never having heard about baptism in the name
of Jesus. Common to all these ‘baptist movements’ was the conviction
that a religious rite of symbolically cleansing the body in water would be
more effective for removing spiritual defilement than the offering of an
animal in sacrifice. In this culture, the followers of John the Baptist
would have found a natural home.*

322 After this Jesus and his disciples went into the Judaean territory, where he
spent some time with them, baptizing. 2* John also was baptizing, at Aenon
near Salim, because there were many springs there, and people were
presenting themselves and being baptized, >* for John had not as yet been put
in prison. 2* Now a discussion arose on the part of John’s disciples and a Jew
on the subject of purification. 2 And they came to John, and said to him,

! War 11 viii 2-13 = 119-61 [129 for bathing]. For rites of purification at Qumran, see
the Damascus Rule (CD 10.10-13), the War Rule (1QM 14.2-3) and the Community Rule
(1QS 3.4-5; 5.13). On the Essenes in general see Schiirer 11 §30: 555-90.

2 In Eusebius, H.E. IV xxii 7.

3 See Panarion 17 (in Williams’ translation, [ 41-42). The Hemerobaptists are briefly
mentioned in the Pseudo-Clementine Homilies ii 23 and in the Apostolic Constitutions V1
vi 5. They may be identical with those whom Justin, writing around A.D. 135, calls
simply ‘Baptists’ (Dial. 80).

4OTP1388.

> This commentary accepts that the NT accounts of the role and teaching of the
Baptist as the Forerunner of Jesus are based on trustworthy tradition. For a brief outline
of some other views on this question, see Excursus IX.
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‘Rabbi, he who was with you on the other side of the Jordan, the one to whom
you have been bearing witness, here he is, himself baptizing, and everyone is
going to him.” 27 John answered by saying, ‘No one can take any thing as his
own possession unless it be given him from heaven. 2 You yourselves are my
witnesses that I said, “I am not the Christ, but am an envoy sent on ahead of
him”. 2? It is he who holds the bride in his arms that is the bridegroom, and the
bridegroom’s friend, the one who stands and listens for him, is overjoyed to
hear the bridegroom’s voice. That is why the joy that I am now experiencing
fulfils all my desires. ° He is destined to grow ever greater, I to grow less and
less.’

31 The One who comes from above is superior to all. Whoever issues from
the earth belongs to the earth, and whatever that person says is of earthly
origin. The One who comes from heaven is superior to all. 32 He bears witness
to what he has seen and heard, yet no one is accepting his testimony; 33 though
one who did accept his testimony put the seal of his own authority on this—
that God is true to his word. 3* For the One whom God sent speaks the words
of God, since he does not bestow the Spirit by measuring it out. 3 The Father
loves the Son, and has put everything in his hands. 3 He who believes in the
Son has eternal life; he who does not obey the Son shall not see life, but the
wrath of God rests upon him.

3.22. peTa TavTa. This is the first of the eight occurrences of the
phrase in John (3.22; 5.1, 14; 6.1; 7.1; 13.7; 19.38; 21.1). On each
occasion it means simply next, after this, and in contrast to peTd To0TO
(four times in John: 2.12; 11.7, 11; 19.28), signifies nothing more than
temporal sequence (— 2.12). nA\@ev 0 ’Inoovs kai ol padnrai
avTov eis Ty ’lovSaiav yfy marks a change of scene. Bultmann
renders yfv as Landschaft = countryside, citing Aeschylus, Eumenides,
993, kal yfjv kal mOALY, but a more likely word to denote the open
country would have been xdpa, as in Jn 11.54-55 (— also BDAG);
compare the distinction drawn between mdoa 1 "TovSaia xdpa kai ot
"lepooolupiTal mdvTes, at Mk 1.5. Though Jesus may well have spent
time in the countryside, it is preferable to take eis Tn "lovdalav yfjv as
indicating here that administrative region whose northern boundary ran
within ten miles of Gerizim, that is, the Judaean territory, with all the
socio-religious conditions implied (compare Schiirer IT 184-98, ‘The
Jewish Region’).c kai ékel SLETPLBeV PeT” aldTdV. StatpiPely, to
spend time, a thoroughly classical word, is rare in the LXX (six times); in
the NT, it occurs only twice in John (3.22; 11.54), and eight times in
Acts. Some therefore ascribe its presence to an editorial insertion, but the
choice of diaTpiBelr can be equally well explained by a desire to
sidestep the theologically loaded pévew. Not all English versions
succeed in expressing clearly the distinction between these two Greek
verbs. Remained there (RSV REB) is an invitation to assume that the

¢ The boundary is given by Josephus in the War I1I iii 4 and 5 = 48 and 51. The
capital of the northernmost toparchy, Acrabatta (= ‘Aqraba) lies 9 m sout-east of
Neapolis, and Annath Borcaeus is identified with the modern Berkit, 9 m due south of it
(Schiirer I 6-7, and especially 192 fn. 32).
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Greek must be pévewv, and stayed there (NEB JB NJB) tempts one to
think it is probably so. The translation spent some time there (NIV
NRSYV) evades that danger, and also expresses well the (surely signi-
ficant) transition from the aorist H\@ev to the imperfect kal éBAmTL eV,
here implying duration. Compare NAB: ...where he spent some time with
them baptising. This is the only text in the NT or elsewhere which affirms
that Jesus, during his public ministry, baptized: for further discussion of
this question, see the comment on 4.1-2.

23. v 8¢ kal introduces the second section of this part (— 3.1). 6
"lodvvns. The Baptist was last mentioned in 1.19-41. It is preferable
therefore to read, here and in v. 24, with NA?7, the definite article, and to
construe it as ‘anaphoric’, indicating the one previously mentioned (JG
1968-69; BDF 260; MHT I1I 167). BamwTilwv év Aivav éyyls Tod
Taleip, 6TL U8aTa moANA AV €Kel.

THE LOCATION OF AENON NEAR SALIM

From the fourth century onwards, Aenon near Salim has been identified
with the area around Tell ar-Radgha, 8 miles = 12 km south of Scytho-
polis (= Beisan), at the grid reference 1998—-2008. Half a dozen springs
lie within a mile or so (clearly shown in Abel, Géographie, 1 143; see
also 447). The earliest mention of this site is in Eusebius’ Onomasticon
(GCS 11.1:141): Aenon iuxta Salim... ostenditur nunc usque locus in
octavo lapide Scythopoleos iuxta Salim et lordanem, a localization con-
firmed by Jerome (ibid., 153) and by the pilgrim Aetheria-Egeria (fn. 15)
in A.D. 385. The texts are printed in EBS, 2nd ed., 265-68; compare also
the Madaba map. The Byzantine texts are collected in Kopp, Die heiligen
Stditten, 166-72. The attraction of this identification is that it keeps the
Baptist’s activity close to the River Jordan, and near to a group of
springs. The location is still favoured (though sometimes with a question-
mark) in some late twentieth-century Bible maps. The weakness of the
identification is that nowhere in the vicinity is there any place-name
evocative either of Aenon or of Salim (according to Abel, Géographie, 1
447, 11 442).

Edward Robinson first (1852), then Conder (1882) and later Albright
(1924) argued that the two place-names are found in proximity only in
the region around Nablus. They suggested that the Johannine Salim was
to be identified with the Arab village of Salim, 2.5 miles =4.5 km east of
Tell Balata (= the biblical Shechem), and Aenon with ‘Ain Farah, 7.5
miles = 12 km north-east of this village. Abel, who in his Géographie
(1938) had upheld the identification with Tell ar-Radgha (above), later
opted decisively for ‘Ain Farah on the ground that ‘les sources médiocres
qui se font jour dans le jungle au sud de Beisan...ne supportent pas
décidément I’identification des sources de Jean 3.22s.” (Histoire [1952], 1
441). ‘Ain Farah (grid 1825—-1884) certainly has abundant springs, but in
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spite of this, there is no trace of any settlement nearby, except for Tell el-
Farah (the ancient Tirzah?), abandoned around 600 B.C., presumably
because of malaria, which was endemic there until after 1950. Thus ‘Ain
Farah cannot be the Johannine Aenon, not only because of its distance
from Salim (7.5 miles = 12 km), but even more because the Baptist would
hardly have chosen an uninhabited and mosquito-ridden marshland as a
centre for his ministry. There is, however, a different site, Khirbet ‘Einun,
some 5 miles = 8 km further up the valley (grid 1875—1898), near the top
of'a hill, at 439 m. De Vaux has suggested that when the population left
‘Ain Farah for a healthier location, they kept the old name (Aenon) for
their new village, even though it had no springs at all. This site is rightly
rejected by Bernard, both because of its lack of water and of its distance
from Salim. Bernard gives the distance as 7 miles, but that is only by
direct flight; otherwise Khirbet ‘Einun is 12.5 miles = 20 km distant from
Salim, on a most difficult road which has to climb over two mountain
ranges.”

Boismard, followed by Murphy-O’Connor, starts by identifying the
Johannine Salim with the Arab village of Salim, citing both ancient and
medieval texts to illustrate the continuity of the name (‘Aenon’, 219-21).
Today’s Salim stands at the grid reference 1815-1795, though Albrecht
Alt placed the ancient Salim half a kilometre further west, at Khirbet es-
Sheikh Nasrallah (Salem, Paldstinajahrbuch 25 [1929], 52ff.). From either
spot, five springs are clearly visible on the eastern slopes of Mount
Gerizim, and there are several others in the vicinity (Dalman, SSW, 212-
14). In 128 B.C. John Hyrcanus attacked Shechem and destroyed the
temple on Gerizim (Ant. XIII ix 1 =255; War1ii 6 =63);in 107 B.C. he
sacked Samaria, and presumably Shechem as well (Ant. XIII x 2-3 =275-
83; War [ ii 7= 64); and at Tell Balata = Shechem, there are no archaeo-
logical signs of subsequent occupation (Schiirer I 207, 520-21; 11 18-19;
G. E. Wright, Shechem. The Biography of a Biblical City [New York—
Toronto, 1965], Appendix 4 by R. J. Bull, 214-28). Thus when the Fourth
Gospel identifies the Springs in the area (‘Aenon’) as being near Salim, it
is because Salim was in A.D. 28-30 the village closest to those springs.
In those years, and later, when the Gospel was being written, Shechem
did not exist. And once Flavia Neapolis (the future Nablus) had been
founded, in A.D. 72-73, its rapid expansion and importance would easily
account for the fact that a little area only a mile or so outside the city,
formerly known as ‘The Springs’, simply disappeared from the topo-
graphical nomenclature of the district. Compare, in Excursus V, ‘Bethany

7 Bernard adds a third reason, namely, ‘it is not likely that John the Baptist was
labouring among the Samaritans (cf. 4.9)’. The references supporting the statements in
the paragraph above are in Murphy-O’Connor, N7S 36 (1990), 364 (note that his grid
references give northings before eastings, whereas this commentary follows the British
usage, citing first eastings and then northings, as above).
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Beyond the Jordan’, the suggestion about the disappearance of the names
Bethania and Ainon.

The location of the site is important, because the writer wished to
assert that while Jesus was baptizing in Judaean territory (3.22), John also
(cai) was baptizing not that far away, though in Samaritan territory,
because there were many springs there (mark the plural, 6Tu U8ata
ToANG T €ékel); and John’s ministry was meeting with success. kail
TapeyivovTo kail éBamTilovTo. People were presenting themselves
(to John) and being baptized.

3.24. oV 'yap nv BeBknuevos €ls T viakiy 6 'ledvvns. The
periphrastic v BepAnpévos may be due to Aramaic influence, but the
perfect participle may perhaps have been chosen to stress the duration of
John’s incarceration (/BNTG 17-18). The verse certainly implies that the
reader knows the fact of the Baptist’s imprisonment (even though it is
never again referred to in the Fourth Gospel), but why is it mentioned
here?

One suggestion is that the writer wishes to make a subtle emendation
to the Synoptic tradition about the Baptist. According to Mt 11.2-15 || Lk
7.18-28, the Baptist in prison sent some of his disciples to ask Jesus
whether he was ‘the one who was to come’. The question may be
intended to imply either that the Baptist was on his part still unsure about
Jesus’ role, or that he wished his disciples to hear the answer directly
from Jesus; it is impossible to determine which of the two suggestions is
correct. The important fact is that in the Synoptic tradition, the question
provides the occasion for Jesus to proclaim that in the days before the
coming of the kingdom of God the Baptist is the greatest person ever
born. The Fourth Gospel is about to reciprocate the eulogy, by making
the Baptist, in his last words on earth, a wholehearted witness to the
superior status of Jesus (3.25-30).

A second reason for mentioning John’s imprisonment is to prepare the
ground for 4.35-38, where Jesus states that the fields of Samaria are ripe
for harvesting. 3.23-24 are then a clear hint that the seed had already been
planted there, by the Baptist, and inform the readers of something
unrecorded in the Synoptic tradition, namely, that John, before his impris-
onment, had ministered in Samaritan territory, with real success.?

25. éyéveTo obv. John, after a parenthesis, is fond of a resumptive ovv;
compare 2.18; 4.42 (JG 2633; Robertson, 433 fn. 3). {ATNOLS, a hapax
legomenon in the Johannine writings, is translated argument (NIV),
dispute (NEB NAB), debate (REB), discussion (RSV NRSV JB NJB).
Nothing in the word itself enables one to decide between the various
renderings. €k TGV padnTdv 'lodvvov. Some take this as equivalent to
the partitive genitive, with something like év Tiolv or év Tols

8J. A. T. Robinson and Boismard.
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understood (so MHT III 208), to give the meaning a discussion [among
some] of John’s disciples. That is possible, but it is more attractive to take
€k TOV pabnTov as indicating the source of the dispute, on the part of
John’s disciples, as in Herodotus V 21 ({jTnois €k Tdv epoéwv) or
Dionysius Halic. VIII 89 4 ({(¥yTnots éx TavTov). peTa "Tovdalov.
Both "Tovdatov and 'Toudaiwv are ancient readings, with support rather
evenly divided (see NA?7). "TouSa{ov is preferred, on the ground that the
text is less likely to have been altered from the plural to the singular (thus
TCGNT). On petd with the genitive of the person, Abbott writes that
‘except in Revelation, it is not used in the NT with verbs of contention
e.g. “fight with (i.e. against)”, a use apparently confined to Hebraic
Greek. In John, when it is used of people “talking” or “murmuring” or
“questioning with one another (e aAAj\ov)”, the speakers are all on
one side, either the Jews against Jesus, or the disciples wishing to
question Jesus...’: thus Jn 6.43; 11.56; 16.19 (JG 2349; see also 2350).
Hence: Now a discussion arose on the part of John's disciples and a Jew
on the subject of purification.

Tepl kabapLopov. In John, kabapiopds is found only here and at
2.6 (where it refers to ritual purification by water). Most English versions
translate purification (or a cognate form), but NAB has ceremonial
washing, and NIV, ceremonial washings. 1t is impossible to be precise
about the questions discussed; one can only exclude anachronistic ideas.
There would have been no question of purification from sin ex opere
operato, in the sense (for example) in which the early Church understood
the effect of infant baptism; or of suggesting that those who were
repentant had, in the name of God, been cleansed from sin by the act of
physical washing. Reception of John’s baptism would have been the
outward expression of repentance, a plea for divine mercy both here and
now, and at the future judgment; but more than that we cannot say.
Indeed, when judged against the Jewish background, the whole question
of ‘purification’ is so bound up with the concept of what is termed
‘defilement’ (e.g. by contact with a dead body, or with blood) that it is
almost impossible for Christians of today to discusss the issues profitably.
See H. Thyen in EDNT 11 218-19 (with bibliography).

26. kai N\@ov Tpos Tov 'Ledvvny kTX. John’s disciples are clearly
the subject of N\Bov, and probably so is the Jew as well. The use of the
honorific papBl (8 times in John + in 20.16, pappouvt), is significant, for
this is the only text in the NT where this title is addressed to someone
other than Jesus. The writer thus represents the Baptist not as a solitary
preacher living rough in the desert (as always in the Synoptlcs) but as the
respected teacher of a well-defined religious group. 6 v PLETA GoD
mépav Tob "IopSdvov is a reference back to 1.26-36,° where the Baptist

o mépav Tob "Topddvov occurs in Jn 1.28; 3.26; 10.40*. Elsewhere, only in Mt 4.15,
25| Mk 3.8, Mt 19.1 || Mk 10.1.
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spoke so reverently of Jesus (note 1.34, édpaka kal pepapTOpnka). @.
In John, Tep{ is the more common construction after LapTupely (see
5.31), but the dative is found in 3.26.28, and (with T dAnfela) in 5.33;
18.37 (cf. 3 Jn 3). The distinction (if there is one) lies perhaps in this, that
the dative is used when mentioning just the fact of witnessing, mepl when
the content needs to be stressed or clarified. Here in 3.26 the dative, far
from being the sign of an editor (pace Brown), is a cross-reference to
1.26-36. oV pepapTipnkas. It is sad that all the major English-lan-
guage versions except the RV (thou hast borne witness) overlook the
tense. In John especially, the perfect tense frequently calls attention to the
abiding significance of an act (compare 19.22): thus ¢ oV pepaptipn-
Kas, to whom you have been bearing witness, implies that this witness
continues, and has not been withdrawn. See JG 2473 and MHT 111 83-84.
i8€ ovTos BamTileL kai TavTes épxovTaL TpoOs avTov. ‘Here he
is’ ((8€), himself baptizing, and everyone is going to him. Many writers
take this sentence to imply that John’s disciples were disturbed by Jesus’
actions, and even jealous of his success, but the text itself is utterly
neutral, and does not warrant that interpretation.'* The words ‘to whom
you have been bearing witness’, with the perfect tense indicating an
abiding witness, and with their reference back to 1.26-36, represent both
the Baptist and his disciples as being fully aware of Jesus’ high destiny.
3.26 is certainly a literary construct by the evangelist to introduce the
verses which follow, but it is a simple statement of fact: nothing in its
wording supports the claim that it imputes jealousy to the followers of the
Baptist. For some further detail on this matter, see Excursus IX, ‘John the
Baptist and His Followers’.

27. amekpidn 'lodvyns kai elmev. The Baptist responds by declaring
that Jesus is superior to him, and that he himself is happy to acknowledge
this visible reversal of their respective roles. These are the last words of
the Baptist to his disciples. _

o0 Svvatar dvBpwmos Aappdvely ovd€ €év éav un 1
8edopévov aiTd €k Tov olpavov. In John, the present infinitive is
used after SUrvacBar in order to enunciate a general law, to express what
one can habitually do, whereas the aorist refers to a particular act (JG
2496). No one can take a single thing as his own possession, unless it be
given him from heaven. That is to say, the Baptist has no ground to feel
aggrieved if others—even his own disciples—should choose to go to
Jesus (3.26); they are not the Baptist’s personal property. And if
dvBpuTos is understood as referring to Jesus, the conclusion is the same:
Jesus has a right to them. The statement is true whether the clause is
taken as referring to the following of Jesus during his earthly ministry

10 Compare Chrysostom, Hom. 29.2 initio (on Jn 3.25): ‘Look carefully, please, at the
gentle phrasing of the evangelist. He does not launch into a tirade, but tries to soften, as
far as he can, the charge’ (of jealousy on the part of John’s disciples).
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(compare 6.44, 65), or as the evangelist’s reflection, sixty years later,
about those who have been ‘given’ to Christ by his Father (6.37, 39, 40
etc.).

28. avTolL UP€Els poL PLapTupelTe. pot is omitted in many manu-
scripts, perhaps by scribes who were conscious that mep{ was the normal
usage after papTupelv in John; so it is, but the Baptist’s disciples are not
here testifying to others about their teacher’s character (that would be
unthinkable on his lips). Some modern writers see this dative as a sure
sign of a later editorial hand (% 3.26), but it 1s best taken asa dative of
advantage, my witnesses. oTL et‘rrov [6TL] oUk €lpi éyo 6 XpLoTOS.

The clumsiness of 6Tt eilmov éTu explains the confuswn among the
manuscripts attested in NA?7. The second (bracketed) 6T is a prime
example of the 6Tt recitativum, ‘the equivalent of inverted commas’
(Turner), whereby direct speech is preferred in narrative, and sometimes
even mingled with indirect speech (MHT III 325-26). On the content,
— 1.20. @A\’ 6TL ameoTaApévos eipi épmpocdev ékeivov. The
words refer back to 1.27, 30 (and 1.15), where dm{ow (local, not tem-
poral) gives the sense a follower of mine (pace BDAG 2b). é€pmpoofev
here corresponds to Om{ocw there, and is (as normally) local. You
yourselves are my witnesses that I said, I am not the Christ, but am an
envoy sent on ahead of him (compare NIV NRSV). ékeivov indicates
‘the one just mentioned’ (BDF 293 [1]), i.e. that follower of mine (who is
indeed the Christ).

29. Dodd considered that this verse probably reflected an authentic
saying of the Baptist.!" Lindars suggested, on the basis of Mk 2.18-20,
that it may have been originally a saying of Jesus subsequently trans-
ferred to the Baptist, but his idea has not found acceptance.’? On the
meaning of the text as it stands in the Gospel, a general consensus
obtains.

According to the OT, and in Judaism, the bridegroom awaited at the
end of time is always understood to be Yahweh, never the Messiah, but
by A.D. 80-90, the followers of Jesus had accepted that his coming in the
flesh was the fulfilment of time, the inauguration of the eschatological
age. Jesus was for them the King’s Son, come to claim his bride, the new
Israel of the New Covenant. For further detail, see ‘The Interpretation of
the Wine Miracle at Cana’, pp. 188-97. This is the context in which v. 29
must be interpreted.

0 éxav ™YY vipudny vupdios €éoTiv. To translate verbatim, He
who has the bride is the bridegroom, is implicitly to arraign the
evangelist on a charge of serious tautology. A more accurate version,

" Historical Tradition, 279-87, especially 282-85.
12 NTS 16 (1969-70), 324-29 = Essays on John, 15-20; and in his commentary.
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with epexegesis, would be, ¢ is he who holds the bride in his arms that is
the bridegroom,"” a rendering intended to suggest how the words would
have been understood, by Christians and followers of the Baptist alike,
around A.D. 80-90. The Baptist is then asserting that the very fact that
large crowds are converging on Jesus is itself evidence that Jesus has won
the heart of the bride (Israel), and must be the bridegroom. The evan-
gelist, moreover, by placing these words on the lips of the Baptist, is also
reasserting, in a manner only thinly veiled, the message proclaimed ‘on
the other side of the Jordan’, ‘Behold your God!” (— 1.19-51, especially
1.29). 6 8¢ dilos ToV vupdiov represents the Hebrew ‘Shoshebin’,
denoting a friend who acted as the bridegroom’s agent in the arranging
of a marriage, and who also had a prominent place in the wedding festi-
vities (BDAG). His role was more extensive than that of best man or
groomsman (gar¢on d’honneur, Brautfiihrer), for it was the duty of the
Shoshebin to arrange the ceremonies, to ensure that the bride was bathed,
appropriately dressed and adorned, and was then publicly escorted from
her father’s house to her new home.!* 0 €é6TNK®S kai dkovwy avTov
Xapa xaipeL dta THY dwviy Tod vupdl. According to some Jewish
texts, the Shoshebin was to stand guard outside the bridal chamber until
the bridegroom called out to assure him that the union had been
consummated with a virgin bride.'”s The Baptist by his ministry had
striven to ensure that the bride was cleansed, duly clothed in righteous-
ness, and brought to her intended spouse (compare Eph 5.27); it only
remained for him to hear that the bridegroom had taken her as his own.
Hence xapd xalpel, a cognate dative, common in Biblical Greek, and
parallel to the Hebrew infinitive absolute: see MHT II 444; 111 241-42.
John’s last words to his disciples are aiTn ouv N Xapa 1N €un
memAfpeTat, the first occurrence of mAnpodoBal in this Gospel. Jesus
later mentions xapa TemAnpwiLevT (three times) at the end of his own
ministry, to presage the joy of his disciples (cf. 15.11, 1) éur) év vuiv;
16.24, vpev; 17.13, Ty €Uny €v €auTols). Xapd TETANpoerT is ‘the
joy that leaves nothing to be desired’. That is why the joy that I am now
experiencing fulfils all my desires. 30. ékelvov 8€l avEdvewv, épe ¢
€\aTTo0ar. He is destined to grow ever greater, I to grow less and less.
8el, in the sense of divinely destined; avEdvewv is contrasted with
élaTtTobobaL possibly in the sense of wax and wane. Thus many

13 To explain this translation, one may point out (a) that under éxo», BAG gives as the
very first sense (I 1 a; cf. BDAG 3a), ‘lit. hold in the hands... Of holding in the hand
without év 7§ xetpt (Josh 6.8) €. kiBdpav Rev 5.8’, plus 8.3.6 etc.; (b) that LSJ, under
€xo (A) A1, reads, ‘4. have to wife or as husband (usually without yuvaika, dvspa)’,
citing Od IV.569; VII 313; 11. 11 53 etc. But to translate He who takes to wife the bride is
the bridegroom would be an even worse tautology than the verbatim version rejected at
the beginning of the paragraph in the text above.

14 See I. Abrahams, Studies in Pharisaism 11 213; J. Jeremias in TWNT IV 1094%!1,

15 SB I 45-46. The main text is bKetuboth I 5, 12a (pp. 63-64 in the ETr).
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Greek and Latin Fathers (see BAG s.v. avédvewv 3.): Origen points to
the Daystar, which when it first appears, seems brighter than the sun
(Frag. 45).

In An Aramaic Approach, 3rd ed., 146-49, Matthew Black suggested that
underlying the words of the Baptist in 3.27-36 is an Aramaic poem or
prophecy rich in parallelisms and clever wordplay detectable by
translation into Aramaic, the wordplay being particularly evident in vv.
29-30 and 31-32. Black’s arguments are fully and fairly presented by
Barrett (2nd ed., 222-27), whose verdict is ‘not proven’. Subsequent
commentators have been equally reluctant to accept Black’s case, but it
deserves a kinder fate than premature oblivion, for it is ingenious and
interesting, and not impossible. If true, it would, of course, increase the
likelihood that the Gospel text represents accurately words spoken by the
Baptist.

3.31-36: WORDS OF THE BAPTIST OR THE EVANGELIST?

Whether 3.31-36 are intended to be read as a continuation of the words of
the Baptist is debated, and the introduction of quotation marks into
editions of the Bible has made studied neutrality no longer practicable.
The AV and RV, like the TR, had no such problem, but the NIV JB NJB
print 31-36 as words of the Baptist, a view acknowledged in RSVme and
NRSVme; Black, Barrett and Boismard also interpret the words as
ascribed to the Baptist. Most modern versions, however, close the
inverted commas after 3.30, thereby excluding vv. 31-36 from the
Baptist’s speech: thus RSV NRSV NEB REB [NIV™¢] NovaVulgata. This
is the opinion of Bengel, Westcott and Lagrange, who take the words as a
comment by the evangelist. Whichever view one takes will inevitably
influence one’s assessment of the content of the text; and vice versa,
one’s interpretation of the content will inevitably affect one’s judgment
about the intended speaker.

Many, perceiving no strong connection between 3.31-36 and the
preceding verses ascribed to the Baptist, have judged vv. 31-36 to be a
comment by the evangelist, but misplaced. F. W. Lewis's in 1910 and
Moffatt'” simply removed the problem by suggesting that 3.22-30 should
be transferred, to follow after 2.12, a proposal that found no welcome
because it contributed nothing to the better understanding either of the
relocated verses or of the sequence of events in ch. 2 (see Bernard, xxiii-
xxiv). The suggestion may, however, have alerted others to the apposite-
ness of reading 3.31-36 immediately after 3.21. This was suggested

16 Disarrangements in the Fourth Gospel, Cambridge, 1910, 25-31.
'7 Introduction, 553 fn.
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(first?) by Cadoux in 1919,'8 broadcast by Bernard (xxiv), and accepted
by Bultmann: their preferred reordering was 3.16-21, 31-36, 22-30, with
v. 30 leading smoothly into 4.1. Schnackenburg has a slight variation on
it: he places 3.31-36 after 3.12, to give 3.1-12, 31-36, 13-30. Bernard,
Bultmann and Schnackenburg all agree that in vv. 31-36 the evangelist is
speaking for Jesus. Brown' (with Boismard) regards vv. 31-36 as a
variation on 3.11-21 and also on 12.44-50; and with Dodd (/nterpre-
tation, 309), he prefers to think of 3.31-36 as the evangelist’s recapitu-
lation of the whole chapter.

The last-mentioned opinion has much to commend it, and it will have
a strong appeal for those who are firmly convinced that the task of the
exegete is to explain the text as it stands unless insuperable difficulties
prevent one from making good sense of it. 3.31-36 will therefore be
interpreted in terms of their present context, and the view taken in this
commentary is that 3.31-36 are, like 3.16-21, a comment by the evangel-
ist, serving the same role as a Greek chorus (— 3.16).

31a. 0 €pxOpevos isused of JesusinJn 1.15,27; 11.27; 12.13, and here
in 3.31, twice. Since ‘the present participle...is timeless and durative’
(Robertson, 891), it can signify the One who is/was to come in the future;
the One who is always coming in the ever-present ‘Today’ (compare Ps
95.7d, and — Jn 1.9); the One who came at a precise moment in time
now past (Gal 4.4; Heb 1.1); and all three. It will be translated as The One
who comes, intended as a title, without limiting its reference either to the
past, or the present or the future. AvwOev, in the present context, can only
mean from above (contrast Jn 3.3). The word recalls 3.2 (dmo0 6eo0d
EéMj\ubas), and 11-13 (especially 0 €k Tob ovpavol katafds, v. 13).
€mave TavTev €0TLY, is superior to all (compare BDAG émdve 3,
which cites Cebes 26.3, émdve mdvTwv €0Ti). The One who comes from
above is superior to all.

31b. 6 &v €k TAS YfS. The words are a direct pointer to Gen 2.7,
where humanity was fashioned out of dust amo Tfis yfis, and the same
thought is found in 1 Cor 15.47. 6 &v ék Ths yfis denotes the human
being as creature (but not as sinner). €k THS YNS €0TLY Kai €K THS
YNS AaX€l. Whoever issues from the earth belongs to the earth, and
whatever that person says is of earthly origin. One consequence of this
‘earthly’ origin is that the creature’s knowledge of God is limited to what
can be known by natural means (the ‘natural theology’ envisaged in Rom
1.18-21). The wording is strikingly different from that in 1 Jn 4.5: adTol
€k Tod Kbopov eloly, Std TodTo ék ToD kKGopou Aalodoly kal O

18 “The Johannine Account of the Early Ministry of Jesus’, JTS 20 (1919), 311-20,
on 317.
19 See his pp. 160, 147
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kéopos avTdv dkovel. The koopds of Imperial Rome is not to be
equated with the y1j of the Garden of Eden before the primordial sin (see
the essay at 1.10, ‘The Meaning of KOXMOZX in the Fourth Gospel’).

31c. 6 ék TOVU oUpavov épxdOpevos is clearly parallel to 6 dvwlev
€pxdpevos in 3la, its meaning even more explicit. NA27 puts square
brackets around émdve mdvTwv éoTiv. Their inclusion or exclusion
makes no material difference to the content of the passage (and this
probably accounts for the confusion). For an assessment of the textual
evidence, see TCGNT.

32. The verse recapitulates what Jesus said (in the plural, €éwpdkapev,
pLapTupoUiLeV), both on his own account, and on behalf of his followers,
in 3.11-12 (—). Here, however, since the verbs are in the singular, and
their subject is ‘the One who comes from heaven’, they merit a second
scrutiny. The perfect in & €@pakev indicates the abiding memory of the
vision (the ‘durative’ sense = and still sees): compare BDF 318 (4);
Robertson, 895-96; contrast MHT III 85. kal fikouoev: John always uses
the (non-durative, punctiliar) aorist when describing Jesus as having
heard something from the Father (3.32; 8.26, 40; 15.15: — JG 2451).
ToUTO RLapTupel: though the testimony of the One who comes from
heaven (= THv papTupiav adTod) is being submitted in evidence at the
present moment, it is not being accepted by anyone (0U8€is Aappdvet).
These words cannot be intended as a saying of the Baptist, for they would
be in open contradiction to the report of the alleged success of Jesus’
preaching in 3.26. No such difficulty arises if the verse is attributed to the
evangelist, affirming that The One who comes from heaven bears witness
to what he has seen and heard, yet no one is accepting his testimony.

33. 6 Aapov avTob THY papTupiav. 6 aPdv (aorist) must, because
of its tense, designate the Baptist, and must mean that he, during his
lifetime, had accepted the testimony of Jesus (avTod). 2 éodpdyLoey
(3.33; 6.27) here means fo authenticate, to certify something as genuine,
as a seal does when affixed to a document (BDAG 4). @An6%s here =
true to his word. Therefore: One who did accept his witness put the seal
of his own authority to this—that God is true to his word. The meaning of
this statement is explained in 34 (ydp).

34. 6v yap améoTeLev 0 Beds Ta pypaTa Tob 6eod Aalel. The
last five words indicate clearly that ‘the one whom God sent’ refers
primarily to Jesus (— 3.11 on Aa\etv), but without excluding the Baptist;
he too was ‘sent from God’ (1.6; 3.28), and therefore he too ‘speaks the
word of God’ (again, — 3.11 on AaXelv). He whom God sent speaks the
words of God. 00 yap €k LETPov 8L8waLy TO Tvelpa. ¢k péTpov is

20 The insertion of oUTos (after papTuplav) in P emphasizes this.
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found nowhere else in the Greek language’ but must be the opposite of
&v pétpw, and must therefore mean without using a measure (BDAG).
The subject of the clause is unexpressed. For some, it is God who does
not bestow the Spirit by measuring it out, for others, the One whom God
has sent, but the resultant possession of the Spirit will be immeasurable,
whoever bestows it. Thus 3.33-34 affirm (1) that the Baptist during his
lifetime accepted the testimony of Jesus; and (2) acknowledged that
Jesus’ preaching was (like his own) the word of God. The evangelist is
entreating the disciples of the Baptist to recognize that they will not lose
anything by accepting the teaching of Jesus, because God’s Spirit is not
quantitatively divisible.

35-36. Apart from the two references in the Prologue (1.14, 18), and the
one cryptic allusion in the Temple (— 2.16), the word ‘Father’ has not
appeared in the Gospel until now. This makes it most improbable that
3.35-36 were intended to be read as uttered by the Baptist, for nowhere in
the NT is he ever presented as speaking of the Fatherhood of God. Nor
are the verses intended to be read as words of Jesus, for the last (and
only) speaker mentioned in this passage (3.27) was the Baptist, and in the
Fourth Gospel the reader is always told whenever Jesus begins to speak.
3.35-36 are therefore the comment of the evangelist (or of an editor) as he
ends this section. Here he addresses to the disciples of the Baptist the
same gentle but clear admonition with which he concluded the previous
section, addressed to Nicodemus and the Jews: compare 3.35-36 with
3.15-18.

35. 0 maThHp ayama TOV viov. On dyamdv, — 3.16, noting the
context there and in 3.17. Here the simple fact is stated, as the ground for
the second clause, kai TdvTa 8é8wkev év TH XeLpl avToV. There is
no significant difference in meaning between the wording here and that
in 13.3 (JG 2334c), unless 13.3 refers to the act of conferring power
(€dwkev?...els Tas xelpas), and 3.35 to its resultant possession
(8¢8wkev €v). On the Father’s love for the Son, see 10.17; 15.9; 17.24,
26.

36. 0 MLOTEVWY €LS TOV VIOV éXEL (oY alwviov. — 3.15-16.0
8€ amelBdV TO vi@. dmelddv, a hapax legomenon in the Gospels, is
here best interpreted as ‘refusing to accept the testimony of the Son’ (who
speaks the words of God, 3.34). Thus BDAG; EDNT1 118 (‘a technical
term for non-acceptance of the Christian faith’, P. Bldser); and Bultmann,
TWNT1118-19, citing Rom 11.30, 32; Gal 3.22; Heb 4.6, 11; Eph 2.2;
5.6. Anyone who does not accept that testimony oUk 6PeTar {onv,
shall never see life. The phrase recalls Jn 3.3, that only those who are
‘reborn from above’ can ‘see’ the kingdom of God. To enable this to hap-
pen, there is One who stands in no need of rebirth, 6 dvwdev épxSpevos
(3.31), the vios povoyevys, the utterly unique One who came into this

21 If this is the true reading: — 13.3.
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world (1.10; 3.16) mapa matpds (1.14), in order to show all humankind
what the Fatherhood of God entails. év adt® on nv (1.4), and Ekelvos
eEnyfoaTo: — 1.18;3.11, 32. If anyone refuses to accept his testimony,
1 0py™ Tob Beod péver ém avTov. To refuse to accept the teaching
of Jesus, Son of God, revealing the Father’s all-merciful love, as
epitomized for example in the passage ‘God loved the world so dearly’
(— 3.16-18), is to place oneself in a relationship with God in which strict
justice, as between creature and Creator, and that alone, must hold sway.
Then one thinks instinctively of Ps 130.3, and is relieved to recall the
verses which follow after it. 1) dpy1] (here) is a hapax legomenon in John.

According to the Synoptic tradition, the Baptist began his ministry by
calling upon sinners to save themselves from ‘the wrath that is about to
come’ (Mt 3.7 || Lk 3.7), and he was possibly perplexed (his disciples
certainly were) to learn later that Jesus was preaching not of the wrath but
of the mercy of God.22 But among the great prophets of Israel, the wrath
of God is never the final word, and neither could ‘the wrath about to
come’ be God’s final word to his people. The Fourth Evangelist, in these
last verses addressed to the followers of the Baptist, is appealing to them
to reconsider their position, to remember that their master had always
insisted that ‘God is true to his word’ (3.33), and to reflect that, even after
the destruction of Jerusalem by the Romans, manifold mercies as yet
undisclosed must still be awaiting God’s people, to give them a future
and a hope (Jer 29.11).

22 See Mt 3.7-12 || Lk 3.7-9, 15-17, and Mt 11.2-11, 16-19 || Lk 7.18-35. T. W.
Manson, The Sayings of Jesus, London, 1949, 40-41 and 66-71, is outstanding on these
verses.



EXCURSUS VIII

THE INTERPRETATION OF JOHN 3
IN THE TWENTIETH CENTURY

The shifts in twentieth-century exegesis of this chapter are instructive. In
the early years, much of the discussion about the Fourth Gospel turned on
how far any of the discourses record the actual words, or represent at
least the substance, of Jesus’ teaching, during his life on earth. Some, like
Westcott, Zahn and B. Weiss, continued to uphold very conservative
positions, while others such as Loisy (cautiously, 1903), H. J. Holtzmann
and Wellhausen, Schmiedel and Jiilicher, contended that the discourses in
John represent not the teaching of Jesus during his earthly life, but the
evangelist’s exposition of the faith of his own generation, presented as
having been uttered on earth by the Logos.' The Nicodemus pericope is
an ideal test case.

Some British writers sought to circumvent many of the problems sim-
ply by rearranging the text of the Gospel. Thus Moffatt, in his translation
of the NT (1913), placed 3.31 after 3.21, and 3.22-30 between 2.12 and
2.13. Bernard (1928) suggested (pp. xvi-xxx) that 3.22-30 should be
transposed to follow (instead of preceding) 3.31-36, a simple adjustment
(adopted also by Bultmann) whereby the verses about the Baptist (22-30)
lead smoothly into 4.1;2 in exchange, vv. 31-36 become a comment
confirming the statements in 3.19-21, about bringing light into the world.

More radical relocations were also proposed. G. H. C. MacGregor, in
the Moffatt NT Commentary (1928), proposed to read: (1) 3.1-13,31-33,
22-30; 4.1-2, and (2) 12.30-32; 3.14-15; 12.34; 3.16-21; 12.35-36 (with
12.33 as a gloss, or possibly a doublet of 3.14-15).3 Shortly afterwards,
Greville P. Lewis sought (like others) to resolve two problems at the
same time, the awkwardness of some texts in ch. 3, and the dating of the
Cleansing of the Temple. In his view, the original order in the Gospel
was: 12.1-19; 2.13-3.11; 12.20-32; 3.14-15; 12.34; 3.12-13, 16-21;

! For references, see Sanday, Criticism, 1-41; W. F. Howard, Fourth Gospel, 33-83.

2C.J. Cadoux had suggested this in ‘The Johannine Account of the Early Ministry of
Jesus’, JTS 20 (1919), 311-20, on 317.

3 MacGregor had previously set out his ideas in ‘A Suggested Rearrangement of the
Johannine text (Jn 3.14-36 and 12.30-36)’, ExpTimes 35 (1923-24), 476-77. In his
commentary, see both 77-85 and 268-69.
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12.35-41, but many of these verses were relocated by the evangelist, who
added 12.33 as a comment.*

But mere rearrangement of verses was not enough to answer the
fundamental question raised by Liberal Christianity. If the Gospels do not
represent (at least substantially) the teaching of Jesus, then whose
teaching do they represent? Bultmann judged much of ch. 3 to have been
composed by the evangelist on the basis of a ‘Revelatory Discourse’ of
(pre-Christian) Gnostic origin, the closest parallels to which are found in
Mandaean texts (see his footnotes on 3.9-21). His commentary on ch. 3
rests on the hypothesis that John applied to Jesus a Gnostic view of the
Redeemer. Schnackenburg, while open to the possible influence of
Hellenistic religions, finds parallels rather in Jewish texts: see his com-
mentary, and his Excurses V and V1. Like Bernard and Bultmann (and for
the same reason), he too places 3.22-30 immediately before 4.1; but he
prefers to close the Nicodemus narrative after 3.12, and to insert at that
point first 3.31-36, and then 3.13-21. He takes both passages to be the
evangelist’s reflections on the dialogue with Nicodemus set out in 3.1-12,
to answer the question left hanging in the air at 3.12.

Since 1970, none of the major commentaries on the Greek text
(Barrett, 2nd ed., 1978, B-L 1978, and the posthumous commentary from
Haenchen ([11975] 1980; ETr 1984), has significantly altered (or sought
to alter) the classical methods of searching for the doctrinal content of the
Nicodemus passage. Nor have the various articles of narrative or rhetori-
cal criticism. And the repositioning of allegedly dislocated texts is no
longer so fashionable. The most profound change in the understanding
of John 3 has been the gradual, slow but sure, acceptance in the major
Christian Churches that the truth of the Gospel’s teaching does not
depend upon, and therefore does not stand or fall with, subjective cer-
tainty that the believer is there reading (at least substantially) the very
words of the historical Jesus. By contrast with the position prevailing in
1900, it is now widely agreed that the doctrinal message of the New
Testament (for those who accept it as revelation) is to be found in the
canonical text of the written Gospel, whether the words are those of the
historical Jesus or of the evangelist or of an editor.

4 “Dislocations in the Fourth Gospel. The Temple Cleansing and the Visit of
Nicodemus’, ExpTimes 44 (1932-33), 228-30. Similar ideas were advocated by F.
Warburton Lewis, ‘The Arrangement of the Texts in the Third Chapter of St John’,
ExpTimes 37 (1925-26), 179-81; J. H. Michael, ‘The Arrangement of the Texts in the
Third Chapter of St John’, ExpTimes 37 (1925-26), 428-29; and J. G. Gourbillon, ‘La
parabole du serpent d’airain et la “lacune” du chapitre III de I’Evangile selon s. Jean’,
Vivre et penser 2=RB 51 (1942),213-26, who advocated 12.20-31; 3.14-21; 12.32-36a;
12.44-50; 12.36b-44.



EXCURSUS IX

JOHN THE BAPTIST AND HIS FOLLOWERS

There is nowadays general agreement that the Baptist summoned his
generation to seek pardon for their sins before God’s judgment descended
on the land in the not far distant future. The NT gives no details about the
manner in which the baptizands confessed their sins, but it may well have
been in words similar to those used on the Day of Atonement (Yoma 3.8;
4.2;6.1)," or in the ceremony at Qumran for the renewal of the Covenant
(1QS 1.22-2.1). The rite of baptism in water would then have set a public
seal on the declaration of willingness to repent, and to turn to a life of
obedience to God as revealed in the Law. In all likelihood an individual
confessed and was baptized only once, given that the day of judgment
was held to be imminent. There is still debate about the nature of the
‘baptism by fire’ and év TredpaTt (storm-wind? or a later Christian
interpretation?), and about who was to initiate this baptism of judgment.
Would it be God himself, or the Son of Man, or some other figure, or
possibly God working with and through the Son of Man (compare / En
48-50: OTP 135-36)?

Unlike the Synoptics, the Fourth Gospel nowhere presents the Baptist
as preaching of an imminent judgment, and does not explicitly mention
his ‘baptism of repentance for the forgiveness of sins’ (Mk 1.4). This
silence about the possibility of securing pardon for sins by receiving
John’s baptism, and the various negative statements about him (‘he was
not the light, not the Messiah, not the prophet’ etc.) led Wilhelm Balden-
sperger to assert (in 1898) that the writer of the Fourth Gospel was
distinctly hostile to those disciples of the Baptist who did not eventually
follow the way of Jesus.2 His thesis was so widely accepted that Kiimmel
could write in his Introduction to the NT that ‘Baldensperger first proved
that there was in John a recognizable polemic against the disciples of
John the Baptist’.> At the close of the twentieth century, judgments are

! Cited in H. Danby, The Mishnah, 165, 166, 169.

2 Der Prolog des vierten Evangeliums, sein polemisch-apologetischer Zweck,
Freiburg-im-Br., 1898.

3 ETr revised ed. 1975, 199. Goguel, too, Jean-Baptiste, 1928, 76 represents the
thesis as virtually proven, citing among other supporters M. Dibelius, Die urchristliche
Ueberlieferung von Johannes dem Tiiufer, FRLANT, Géttingen, 1911, 119, and W.
Bauer, Das Johannesevangelium, Tiibingen, 2nd ed., 1925, 15-16 (contrast the st ed.,
1913, 12).
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more qualified, and though many exegetes would agree that there was at
least tension, and perhaps even a measure of antagonism, between the
Johannine community and the ‘Baptists’, many of them add that it should
not be exaggerated. For a survey of the arguments on this issue, see
Schnackenburg, I 148-50 =ETr I 167-69, and (for detail), his article ‘Das
vierte Evangelium und die Johannesjiinger’, Historisches Jahrbuch 77
(1958), 21-38; R. E. Brown John I LXVII-LXX and 69-71; Birth of the
Messiah, 282-85; Community, 68-71.

John has three references to ‘the disciples of the Baptist’.* John 1.35
and 37 contain not a trace of hostility, but begin the story of the calling of
Jesus’ first disciples. Neither is there is any proof that 3.25-26 betray
antagonism on the part of the writer towards the Baptist’s disciples,
unless the words attributed to them are construed as an expression of
envy, an interpretation which is not self-evident (see the commentary).

Given the paucity of NT evidence, it is not surprising that some have
interpreted the figure of John the Baptist by appealing more to the wider
historical background. One example is Robert Eisler, according to whom
the Baptist was, like the Zealots, a champion of Jewish national inde-
pendence, a man who spent over forty years (5 B.C.—A.D. 35) calling
upon the people to revolt against any ruler (such as the Herods, or the
Romans) not of pure Israelite stock as prescribed in Deut 17.14-15.
Inevitably, he came in the end to believe that the Baptist was himself the
Messiah.® The fragility of the foundations was exposed by Maurice
Goguel even before the final version of Eisler’s work was published, a
judgement which subsequent scholarship has, with few exceptions,
confirmed.® Goguel himself accepted that Jesus and John did for a time
exercise parallel ministries, but thinks they separated before John’s
imprisonment because of differences over the role of John’s baptism
(— 3.24-25).7

It is, however, an assured fact that a number of religious groups
claiming to trace their origin to John the Baptist survived after NT times,
though their profile is obscure because the documentation, mainly from
the Pseudo-Clementine literature, is scanty, and of uncertain interpre-

4 The term figures also in the Synoptics: Mt 9.14 || Mk 2.18 || Lk 5.33; Mt 11.2 || Lk
7.18; Mt 14.12 || Mk 6.29; Lk 11.1.

S [HXOYY BAXIAEYY OY BAZXIAEYXAZX, Heidelberg, 1 1929; 11 1930: ETr
(abridged) The Messiah Jesus and John the Baptist, 1931,221-311. Eisler’s prodigiously
erudite work (and his theory) is now virtually forgotten, because (as he himself admitted)
it rests upon the postulate that the interpolations in the Old Slavonic translation of
Josephus (made in Lithuania around A.D. 1250-1260) are based upon historically
trustworthy fragments written in Aramaic. These additions in the Old Slavonic version
are most easily accessible (in English translation) in H. St. J. Thackeray’s edition in the
Loeb Library, Josephus 111 635-61 (prepared with the assistance of Dr Eisler).

6 Jean-Baptiste (1928), 20-33 and 297-302 (the latter written on the basis of proof-
sheets obligingly supplied by Dr Eisler, but not published until 1930). For the judgment
of subsequent scholarship on Eisler’s work, see Hengel, The Zealots, Excursus I, 16-18.

7 Jean-Baptiste, 86-95, 257-71; Jésus, 2nd ed., 210-13.
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tation. One group, separated from, and even hostile to, the Christian
Church, existed in Syria and in Asia Minor around A.D. 230, and may
have survived until around A.D. 300. The most one can say for certain is
that some of these groups believed that John the Baptist was the Messiah,
and others that he was at least superior to Jesus.?

For a summary of the historical questions concerning the Baptist, see
J. Gnilka, Jesus of Nazareth, 71-79; and for an exhaustive treatment, J. P.
Meier, A Marginal Jew 11 (with extensive notes), ‘John without Jesus’,
19-99; “Jesus with and without John’, 100-233.

8 The most complete study is still that by Joseph Thomas, Le mouvement baptiste en
Palestine et Syrie 150 av. J.C.—300 ap. J.-C., Gembloux, 1935: on this topic see pages
114-39, ‘Les Johannites aux premiers siecles chrétiens’. For the evidence that these
disciples, around A.D. 230, regarded the Baptist as the Messiah, see Clem. Recogn.153-
54 and 60 (PG 1.1237-38 and 1240); for their view of him as superior to Jesus (around
A.D.300?), see Hom. 11 17 = Recogn. 61 (PG 1.1308) and Hom 11 23-24 = Recogn. 11 8.
See also, G. N. Stanton, ‘Jewish Christian Elements in the Pseudo Clementine Writings’,
in eds. O. Skarsaune and R. Hvalvik, Jewish Believers in Jesus, Peabody, 2007, 305-24.



3. The Samaritan Woman:
The New Order Presented to the People of Samaria (4.1-45)

+1As soon as the Lord became aware that the Pharisees had heard that he,
Jesus, was making, and baptizing, more disciples than was John 2 (and yet
Jesus himself was not baptizing personally—only his disciples), * he left
Judea and went back again to Galilee.

It is generally agreed that 4.1-3 are an editorial insertion to explain how
Jesus came to be in Samaria. For that, however, vv. 1 and 3 would have
been sufficient, and the awkward parenthesis of v. 2 is therefore com-
monly attributed to a second editorial hand. This hypothesis would
account for the clumsiness of the final shape of the sentence, and for the
textual variants in it, which are discussed separately.'

4.1. os ovv éyve 6 KipLos 6TL fikovoav ol ¢apioaiol 6TL
'Inoovs mhelovas padntas molel kail pamTidel | "lodvyns...
According to Josephus (4nt. XVIII v 2 =116-19), Herod had arrested the
Baptist because he feared that John’s preaching might lead to political
unrest (Schiirer I 345-48); perhaps Jn 4.1 is intimating that the Pharisees
in Judea had similar fears about civil disorder being aroused by Jesus’
preaching (cf. 11.47-48). Or they might have been apprehensive about the
religious implications of his activity in Jerusalem (2.14-25, noting 24):
established authority is by nature suspicious of novel teaching by a
popular but unauthorized preacher. If 4.1-3 are indeed redactional, then
whoever inserted these verses may have had both political and religious
factors in mind. This understanding of the verses accords well with the
translation of €yvw as became aware (— 3.2a).

2. ...kaiToLye 'Incovs aldTos ovk éBAmTLLev dAXN’ oL padnTai
avTov... kalTovye, hapax legomenon in the NT, is an emphatic
adversative,? and the imperfect tense (oUk éBdmTLlev) is striking, an
affirmation that ‘throughout this period’ Jesus did not personally take part
in the baptisms. The verse is intended to clarify the statement in 3.22 that
‘Jesus was baptizing in Judea’. Some say that 4.2 was inserted in order to
correct 3.22 on a matter of historical fact, others that it is 4.2 which needs
deleting, but both suggestions reflect modern preoccupations (‘What
really happened?’), rather than those of first-century Ephesus. The pur-
pose of 4.2 is to ensure that 3.22 is not understood as implying that Jesus
had during his earthly life admitted people to what was later called

!'See Excursus X, ‘KYPIOX OR THEOYZ IN 4.1a?” The omission of 1 Iwavvns in
4.1 by some major uncials (A B¥* L WsT" ) may be similarly explained, as a move to
lighten an overloaded sentence.

2 Compare J. D. Denniston, The Greek Particles, Oxford, 1954, 555-64.
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Christian baptism (7.39), for the first-century disciples knew instinctively
that there was a genuine difference between baptisms before, and
Christian baptism after, Jesus’ death: compare Acts 1.5; 2.38,41; 11.16;
19.3-5. It would have been important to underline this distinction if Jesus
and his followers had in fact practised some form of baptism (Jn 3.24)
akin to the rites used by the Baptist and other religious groups in the
region,’ including a general confession of sins, similar to those made in
the Temple on the Day of Atonement or at Qumran during the ceremony
for the renewal of the Covenant.*

3. ...ddfikev v ’Iovdaiav kai 4AmiA@ev WAALY €is THY
Ta\\atav. ...he left Judea and went back again to Galilee, where the
Pharisees were less numerous, and probably not overly sympathetic to the
rigorism of some leaders of the party in Jerusalem (Schiirer I1 402 fn.73;
Freyne, Galilee, 319-23). For adfikev (Chrysostom, dvexdpnoev amo)
with an impersonal object, compare Josephus, Ant. II xvi 1 = 335,
oTpaT® TO adévTi v AlyvrmTor. On Tnv ’lovdalav, meaning the
administrative territory of Judea, — 3.22. md\wv, with verbs of going,
usually means back (BDAG 1 a): some major uncials (A B* W) and
Chrysostom (see Tischendorf) omit it, perhaps to polish the text by
eliminating a superfluous adverb. See also TCGNT.

4.4-12: THE ENCOUNTER AT JACOB’S WELL

4 Now he had to go through Samaria. > Consequently he came to a village in
Samaria called Sychar, near the parcel of land which Jacob had given to his
son Joseph. ¢ Jacob’s well was there, and so Jesus, exhausted as he was by the
journey, without more ado sat down beside the well. It was about the sixth
hour.

3 For further detail see p. 243, or consult Joseph Thomas, Le mouvement baptiste en
Palestine et Syrie (1935).

Tertullian (De baptismo 11,4: CChr 1.286) and Chrysostom (/n loannem 29,1,
commenting on Jn 3.22: PG 59.167) both affirm that baptism with the Holy Spirit was
not given until after the Resurrection (Jn 7.39; 16.7). So also Leo (Epist. 16,3: PL
54.699), Theophylactus, Euthymius and Rupert of Deutz.

Augustine was perhaps the first to propose that the baptism mentioned in Jn 3.22; 4.2
imparted both forgiveness and the gift of the Holy Spirit, though without the latter being
openly perceived. ‘Baptizabat, quia ipse mundabat; non baptizabat, quia non ipse
tingebat’ (In loannem 15,3); ‘sic etiam Spiritus sanctus latenter dabatur ante Domini
clarificationem’ (De Div. Quaest. LXXXIII, fn. 62). See also Epist. 44,10 and 265,5, which
assert that Jesus had most probably already baptized his own disciples. Thomas Aquinas
(onJn 4.2, Lect. 1, ii, fn. 554) preferred Augustine’s view over that of Chrysostom, and
Maldonatus (on Jn 3.22) unwisely refused to countenance any other (see Lagrange, Jean
91, on 3.22). For some twentieth-century discussions see the Bibliography on p. xxxvi.

4 For an example of the former, see H. Danby, Mishnah, Yoma 3.8 = 4.2 = 6.2
(pp. 165, 166, 169); of the latter, 1 QS 1.22-2.1.
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7 There came a woman of Samaria to draw water. Jesus said to her, ‘Give
me a drink!” ® (for his disciples had gone away into the city to buy food).
° The Samaritan woman said to him, ‘How is it that you, being a Jew, ask for a
drink from me, being as I am a Samaritan woman?’, for Jews do not associate
with Samaritans. '° In answer, Jesus said to her, ‘If you had been aware of the
bountiful gifts of God, and who it is that is saying to you, “Give me a drink”,
it would have been you that would have made the request, and he would have
given you living water’. ' The woman said to him, ‘Sir, you have nothing to
draw with, and the well is deep; where do you get that living water? '? Surely
you are not greater than our father Jacob, who gave us the well, and drank
from it himself, and his sons, and his livestock?” 13 Jesus said to her, ‘Every
one who drinks of this water will thirst again, '* but whoever takes one sip of
the water that I shall give him will never thirst; on the contrary, the water that
I shall give him will become in him a spring of water welling up into eternal
life’. 'S The woman said to him, ‘Sir, give me this water, that I may never
again know thirst, nor always be coming through here to go on continually
drawing water’.

4. €8eL 8€ avTOV SLépxeabal SLa Ths Tapapeias. Now he had to
go through Samaria. This was the normal route from Jerusalem to
Galilee, shorter than that along the coastal road or by way of the Jordan
Valley (Josephus, Life 52 =266-70; Ant. XX vi 1 =118; War Il xii 3 =
232-33, all succinctly summarized in Barrett), and Jesus was at the time
perhaps only 7 miles = 11 km from the boundary with Samaria (— 3.22).
€8eL. Josephus writes that ‘for rapid travel, it was essential (TdvTos
€6el) to take this road” (Life 269); in John the further implication of a
divinely ordained plan cannot be excluded.> — ovv at 4.5.

John 4.4-42 has no parallel in the Synoptic Gospels, though according
to Lk 9.52 and 17.11, Jesus did on at least one occasion travel through
Samaritan territory, and both Acts 8.1-25 and Jn 4.35 imply that, by the
time the Fourth Gospel was written, many Samaritans were already
followers of ‘the Way’ (Acts 9.2). One motive for the narrative in Jn 4.4-
42 is no doubt to make clear that the Samaritans are not second-class
citizens in the household of God (compare Eph 2.11-22), but to
understand fully the importance of their inclusion among the new people
of the New Jerusalem, one must bear in mind the centrality of Samaria in
the ancient history of Israel.

When Abram was called to leave his home, ‘he went out, not knowing
where he was to go’ (Heb 11.8); only when the family came to the
(Canaanite) sanctuary at Shechem, the oak of Moreh, was he assured that
this was the land God had chosen for him and his descendants. Here he
built an altar, so that in OT tradition Shechem is the place where true
worship in the promised land began (Gen 12.1-7). The location is
significant, for Shechem stands at the geographical centre of the ‘Holy

3> Thus Cullmann, Heil als Geschichte, 255 = Salvation in History, 278.
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Land’.¢ Abraham never returned there, but went on southward to Bethel,
Mamre and Beersheba (12.8; 13.18; 21.22-31), peacefully grazing his
livestock as he went, and so staking out a claim to be accepted as a
friendly alien by those already resident there. Two generations later,
Jacob returned to Shechem, and there bought a parcel of land, the first
demesne acquired by and for the heirs of Abraham (33.18-20). Here
Joseph’s bones were, at his own request, buried (Gen 50.24-25; Exod
13.19; Josh 24.32; Acts 7.16). Here Joshua summoned the tribes for the
foundational ceremony of the inter-tribal federation (Josh 24). And
though in the course of history the Northern Kingdom became a tradi-
tional adversary of Judah, the restoration of Samaria remained a constant
element in the hope of God’s people, certainly until the Exile (Ezek
16.51, 53; with ch. 23 compare 37.21-28; note also Hos 1-3; 11, and Jer
31.1-9). — Jn 4.20-24. After the Return from Babylon, Samaria was
increasingly regarded by the majority of Jews as a region corrupted by
the transportation into it of ‘people from Babylon, Cuthah, Avva, Hamath
and Sepharvaim’ (2 Kgs 17:24), five cities with five patronal gods (— Jn
4.18). All these facts are relevant for understanding the present story.

5.€pxeTaL obv. ‘Setting aside instances where oUv introduces words of
the Lord, we find that it either introduces an act of special solemnity, or
else— as is most frequently the case— it is applied to His various
journeys’ (JG 2198). It is as a result of the decision to travel through
Samaria, itself a result of the decision to leave Judea for Galilee, that
Jesus comes to Sychar: the triple ovv (4.1, 5, 6) calls attention to those
contingent circumstances without which the drama would not have taken
place.

€ls MOAW TS Zapapeias. For eis with the sense of mpds = to,
but not into, see BDAG 1 b; BDF 207 (1). m6ALs here means (like the
Italian paese) simply an inhabited locality, not necessarily a large one,
and in this context, a village. \e‘yopévnv XTvxdp, called Sychar. Sychar,
a hapax legomenon in the Bible and up to this point quite unknown to
history, was presumably, during Jesus’ lifetime, an identifiable locality
not far from the Well, and is commonly identified with the ancient
Shechem. Shechem had been destroyed in 128 B.C., and Flavia Neapolis
was not founded until A.D. 72, so Sychar, a hapax legomenon in the
Bible and up to this point quite unknown to history, was presumably,
during Jesus’ lifetime, an identifiable locality very near to the Well.
Around A.D. 30, it would have been a small but significant place (—

6 Halfway between the foothills of Mount Hermon (= Dan) and Beersheba, at the
mouth of the only east—west pass through the mountains, surrounded by springs, nature
made Shechem ‘the uncrowned queen of Palestine’ (J. Murphy-O’Connor, The Holy
Land, Oxford, 3rd ed., 1992, 377-79). See also G. A. Smith, Historical Geography, 115-
21: “The View from Mount Ebal’.
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3.22, Excursus XI, ‘Shechem and Samaria in New Testament Times’, and
Excursus XII, ‘The Identification of the Site of Sychar’).

mAnoiov Tob xwplov 0 édwkev ’lakwp [T@] 'lwond T vid
avTod. The gift is not recorded in the OT, and the statement is probably
a deduction from the reference in Josh 24.32 to the purchase reported in
Gen 33.18-20; perhaps the writer also mentally identified that piece of
land with the mountain slope (Hebrew, shechem) which, according to
Gen 48.22, was Jacob’s legacy to Joseph (though this was not acquired
by purchase but by force, Gen 34). In any case, the statement is of little
help in fixing the location of Sychar. Two villages are nowadays pro-
posed as alternative candidates, ‘Askar, and Balata, and the debate is still
open (see Excursus XII, pp. 304-305). One awkward fact is that both are
blest with a fine supply of water. ‘Askar, about 1100 yards north-
northeast. of Bir Yakub (Jacob’s Well), ‘posseéde une source abondante...
dont I’eau entretient de beaux vergers’ (Abel, Géographie, 11 473).
Balata, about 500 yards west of the Well, has ‘a strongly flowing spring’
(Dalman, Sacred Sites and Ways, 214), ‘Ain Balata. Why should anyone
want to walk from either place to Jacob’s Well in order to carry back a
bucketful of water?

A traveller from the south comes upon Jacob’s Well before reaching
either Balata or ‘Askar, and might be ready to stop at the first source of
water. This would explain Jesus’ presence there (— Jn 4.6). But why did
the woman from the village go there? One suggestion is that she was a
woman of ill repute (see 4.17-18), perhaps anxious to avoid the general
company gathered at ‘Ain Balata; another is that she preferred the softer
rain-water in the Well to the hard, limestone-filtered water elsewhere in
the neighbourhood.” All such speculations are pointless. The evangelist
depicts Jesus talking alone with the woman, as he had already done with
Nicodemus (3.1-9), and would later do with Pilate (18.29-40), because
she was in God’s plan the divinely designated representative of her
ancient and elect people. Compare the comments on €8¢t in 4.4 and on
€pXeTat ovv in 4.5,

6. v 8¢ €xel myn Tod "TakdP. Ty is technically a spring, not a
well, but since this one was at the bottom of a deep shaft, there is little
advantage in deserting the customary translation: — 4.11 and ‘Spring of
Living Water’, on pp. 273-79. The absence of the article before mny1 is
normal in Biblical Greek, influenced by the Hebrew construct (MHT 111
179-80): the phrase denotes a definite well (Jacob’s), not just a well of
Jacob. The gospel narrative presupposes that this well, though nowhere
mentioned in the OT, was revered by the Samaritans as having been used
by Jacob (4.12).80 ovv "Ingovs. Once again, obv (— 4.5): itis because

7 On the latter suggestion see G. A. Smith, Historical Geography, 375-76.
8 The authenticity of the traditional site is not disputed. Dalman, Orte und Wege, 249-
56 = Sacred Sites and Ways, 209-15, and Kopp, Die heiligen Stdtten, 196-211 = The
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he was exhausted by the journey that Jesus without more ado sat down at
the well. KEKOTLAKWS €K TNHS 08oLmopias ékaBéleTo. Even the
weariness and the sitting down—contingent circumstances—are essential
to the story, and what was apparently casual was divinely foreordained
(see JG 2272). ékabBéleTo, an imperfect with an aorist meaning, (had ?)
sat down (BDAG; BDF 101, s.v.). For oUTWS = just, simply, at once,
without more ado, see LSJ IV or BDAG 4: am\ds kal o5 €TuxeV
(Chrysostom). €L T1) ™NYf} may mean either on the stone surround or
on the ground beside the well: Chrysostom’s ém’ é8ddovs can denote
either, more probably the ground, but sitting down on either might have
put Jesus at risk of being ritually unclean.®

®pa NV @s €kTN. It was about the sixth hour (cf. 19.14). Only one OT
text links Jacob with a well, Gen 29.1-12, when he is going to seek a wife
in Haran. Jacob reached this well while it was still broad daylight (29.7),
and was waiting there when Rachel arrived. Rachel was to be the mother
of Joseph, father of Ephraim and Manasseh, the tribes who were to
occupy the territory known throughout history as Samaria. So John
presents Jesus waiting, like Jacob for his bride, at a well, about midday,
and in Samaria.

7-8. €pxeTaL yuv) €k Tis Zapapeias avTifjoar V8wp. Compare
the comment at 4.5 on €pxeTat ovv: the woman’s arrival is divinely
ordained for this moment, when the Saviour is waiting for her at this
particular spot, in Samaria, when she comes, like Rachel, to draw water.

In this region Hosea had been the first of all the prophets to declare
that God loved his people tenderly, even when they had deserted him
(Hos 1-3), and to formulate the unsurpassable and immutable quality of
that divine love in the simple metaphor ‘I will betroth you to me for ever’
(2.19). John, in describing Jesus as arriving exhausted at Jacob’s Well, is
presenting the bridegroom coming in person to Samaria, to take home his
long-lost bride (compare Hos 2.14-23; 14.4-7). The scene depicts the
fulfilment of the final words uttered by the Baptist, that the bridegroom of
Israel is come (Jn 3.28-30).1 kekoTLakos ék THis 68otmoplas (4.6): the
Son of God is prepared to travel any distance to bring the errant home.
Recordare lesu pie quod sum causa tuae viae: quaerens me sedisti
lassus."" — 3.16.

Holy Places, 155-66, relate its post-biblical history, the main primary sources for which,
from Eusebius to A.D. 1626, are printed in ELS, 2nd ed., 218-28, nos. 269-96.

° Though this cannot be positively demonstrated from contemporaneous Jewish laws,
the possibility should be borne in mind. — 4.9.

19 For much of what follows see F.-M. Braun, Jean /11, 90-95, and G. Bienaimé, 154-
99 passim and 278-81.

"' From the Dies Irae, a thirteenth-century Sequence for the Faithful Departed, to be
found in editions of the Missale Romanum from 1570 until 1970, and from 1971-72
onwards, in the Liturgia Horarum vol. IV.
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Jesus and the woman were alone at the time, because (8) the disciples
had gone to seek (earthly) food (by purchase) in the nearby locality
(— 6.5). There is no hint of the number of disciples envisaged, and the
fact that they all went shopping is doubtless intended to clear the stage so
that Jesus and the woman may be alone. The statement about ‘buying
food’ may be intended (like 6.5) to remind the reader of Isa 55.1-2.

7. The woman came avTAficar U8wp, literally, to draw water with a
bucket. Méyel adTi) 6 "Incovs, 86s pot welv. Jesus, like Eliezer in Gen
24.14, 17, asks for a drink of water. The aorist melv implies ‘just a little
drink’, perhaps ‘just a sip’,'? but the Samaritan woman, in contrast to the
generous Rebecca, at first demurs."

9. She does not directly refuse, but reminds Jesus that Jews would not
drink, even from Jacob’s Well, if the water had been in some way in
contact with a Samaritan.™ 00 yap gvyxp@vTat 'lovdaioL Zapapi-
Talrs. The object of cuyxpdvTal is TapapiTats, and two meanings are
possible: (1) fo associate closely, on friendly terms, with someone, and
even fo trade with (BDAG), or (2) to use the same vessels for eating and
drinking. The second sense is proposed by D. Daube (JBL 69 [1950],
137-47), followed by Barrett. On either interpretation, the sentence is
intended to explain why the woman was astonished. The words are
omitted in 8* D a b e j and by Tischendorf (‘loyal to his codex
Sinaiticus’, Schnackenburg), probably because they sound odd on the lips
of the Samaritan.'s They certainly read more like an explanatory gloss to
help the reader than as an utterance of the woman of Samaria. The
absence of the article before both "Toudatotr and ZapapiTats, even when
both are definite, is unique in John and points with fair certainty to an
editorial insertion (B-L).

12 Compare the Midrash Rabbah on Gen 24.17, ‘“Give me to drink, I pray thee, a
little water of thy pitcher”—but one mouthful’ (LX 6, Soncino, 529-30).

13B-L sets out several parallels with the marriage of Rebecca, noting also that in Gen
24.7 Abraham says to his servant, ‘Yahweh will send his angel before you...”: compare
Mal 3.1 and the role of the Baptist. See p. 136, §81 Il A 1 a) in fine.

14 On the Samaritans, see Schiirer II 16-20. ‘Inasmuch as their observance of the
Torah in regard to tithes and the laws of purity falls short of Pharisaic requirements, they
are judged by the rabbis to be in many respects on a par with Gentiles’ (19-20). Note the
references to Niddah 4.1-2; 7.5, and to ‘Purity Laws’ in Il 475-79. On factors which
render an earthenware vessel unclean, see Kelim 2,3,4 (Danby 606-10) passim, and
especially Roland Deines, Jiidische Steingefcisse und pharisdische Frommigkeit (1993).
See also R. T. Anderson, ‘Samaritans’ in ABD V 940-47, and R. J. Coggins, Samaritans
and Jews, London, 1975.

15 Modern editions can signify the ending of direct speech by quotation marks or (as
here in UBS) by the insertion of brackets; ancient scribes not blest with such conventions
would sometimes be perplexed about the point at which direct speech ended.
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10. There are four points to note here. (1) €L 18€Ls THY Swpeav Tob
0eov. The identical phrase TTv Swpear Tob Beod occurs elsewhere in
the NT only in the story of Simon Magus (Acts 8.20), also set in Samaria,
where it refers explicitly to the giving of a holy spirit by the laying on of
hands (8.17). The word Swped (11 times in the NT), always denotes a
‘graciously offered’ gift of God, four times with reference to the Spirit
(Acts 2.38; 10.45; 11.15; Heb 6:4). It differs from its cognates 6&@pov and
ddpnpa, in that it is more regularly found in legal contexts which stress
both the greatness of the gift and the freedom of the giver: munificentia
renders it well. Thus it is used for a legacy and especially for bounty
distributed to soldiers or faithful retainers, of which Aristotle remarks:
avamédoTos déoLs M Swped (Topica 125a, 18, cited in LSJ), ‘Swped is
an unreturnable, irrevocable gift’. BDAG lists examples from Plato to
Philo and Josephus referring to the bountiful gifts of God, and it is strange
that the word is relatively rare in the LXX.!6 In the papyri it is used also
for a wedding present, and served as evidence of a contract fulfilled."”
The Gospel does not at this point make clear in what this bountiful gift of
God consists, but leaves the reader, like the Samaritan woman, wondering
what it is.'8 The explanation is soon forthcoming: — 4.15, under ‘Spring
of Living Water’. (2) kai Tis €0TLY 0 AéywV goL, 80S oL Telv.
Myew on the lips of Jesus underlines the importance of the words
uttered, and alerts one to a possible hidden meaning: had she known the
identity of the man who was asking for ‘just a sip’ of water (this must be
the meaning of the aorist metv), she would have realized that he was in
fact seeking not to receive, but to confer, a favour. 0 Méywv ool thus
initiates a dialogue terminating with a perfectly matching inclusio in v.
26, éyd elpt, 6 AaAdv ool (=). (3) oV av fiTnoas avTov. In the
protasis, the personal pronoun was not expressed (el 18ets); ov in the
apodosis is therefore emphatic (JG 2400). Moreover, in oU av jTnoas,

16 Disregarding the accusative Swpedv used as an adverb, Swped used to denote a gift
is found only in 1 Esd 3.5; Wis 7.14; 16.25; Dan'** 2.48; 11.45; Dan™ 2.6; 5.17; 2 Macc
4.30; 3 Macc 1.7.

17 Fr. Biichsel in TWNT II 169; and G. Schneider in EDNT' I 363-64.

18 Odeberg, The Fourth Gospel, 150, is, I think, alone in suggesting that Swped ToD
BeoD is here the equivalent of the 0 17 (mtn twrh), a technical term among the rabbis
for ‘the gift of the Torah’, as the supreme gift of God (which Odeberg thinks is to be
superseded by Jesus). But the Samaritans already possessed ‘the gift of the Torah’, and it
is hard to construe the meaning as ‘if only you understood it’. Moreover, in the OT
prophets, the supreme gift of God comes in the outpouring of the Spirit making possible
the perfect observance of the Law at the End-time (Jer 31.31-33; Ezek 36.26-27; Joel
3.1-4). See Eichrodt, Theologie 11 32-34 = ETr 11 57-60. See also Jn 7.37-39.

Augustine, and almost all later Latin writers, opt for the Holy Spirit; Chrysostom,
and most of the Greeks, for the grace of the Holy Spirit. Others suggest Christ himself, or
the gospel teaching (Ammonius, Euthymius, Theodoretus), or encountering Jesus, and so
on. Maldonatus lists the various suggestions (with references). Some of these are
permissible applications for a preacher, some unjustifiable refinements of the writer’s
thought, which is to be discerned from the significance of water as God’s gift.
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‘the unusual position of dv calls strong attention to the hypothesis’ (JG
2553a), stressing that ‘you would most certainly have asked’, by contrast
with the more normal order in the following clause (kal €8wkev dv oot).
(4) V8wp L@V provides the first climax, naming the object of God’s
munificence. — ‘Spring of Living Water’ on pp. 273-79.

11. The woman'" temporizes, but not disrespectfully. After all, she could
reasonably have asked why Jesus, if he had access to living water, had
asked her for a drink in the first place (Chrysostom), and the fact that she
does not put this question is a strong signal not to interpret this dialogue
as if it were meant to be taken as a stenographer’s account of a con-
versation.? This woman is the first person in John’s Gospel to address
Jesus as KUpLeE, Sir, and does so three times, with increasing respect
(4.11, 15, 19). The same courteous mode of address to Jesus by those
who were not yet his disciples recurs in 4.49; 5.7; 9.36, 38, and also (with
a double meaning, of course) in 20.15. It is not expressly stated that the
paralytic in 5.7 came to believe in Jesus, but all the others who begin by
addressing Jesus as Sir soon become his disciples (4.29, 39, 42, 53; 9.36,
38). oVTe... kai, in Classical Greek very rare (MHT III 340), indicates
that the two facts mentioned are correlative (BDF 445 [3]; pace JG
2258). kail TO ppéap €oTiv Badu. The water is usually about 100 feet
or 30 metres below the surface,? lighter and more pleasant to the taste
than the hard water from the neighbouring springs (Abel, Géographie, 1
448). Where do you get the living water from? is a logical conclusion
leading into v. 12.

12. 7 indicates a question expecting a negative answer, = numquid
(MHT III 282-83 and JG 2235). 0¥ is emphatic. Is it really possible that
you... €8wkev. No OT text attests that Jacob actually dug the well
(compare Gen 33.18-20), but the woman calls attention to its age and
importance, affirming that it was bequeathed by Jacob to supply water for
his family and livestock. (Hence the variant dedwkev (-7 C f13) would

19 UBS? and NA? place 1 yvvn in square brackets, judging its presence or absence
equiprobable: UBS gives the evidence, TCGNT its evaluation.

20 Contrast D. Fr. Strauss, Life of Jesus (ETr), 305-308.

21 The variations in depth cited in different books result from measurements taken at
different times of the year, or from the amount of rainfall that year, or (all too often in the
past) from the custom of dropping a stone to illustrate the depth to visitors. G. A. Smith,
in his Historical Geography (1st ed., 1894) wrote ‘It is impossible to say whether the
well is now dry, for many feet of it are choked with stones’ (p. 374), and a Scottish
minister, Andrew Thomson, describes how in the spring of 1869, ‘there was a hole
without fence around it of any kind, and less than a yard in diameter; - and this was the
mouth of Jacob’s Well. We looked down, and apparently about fifteen feet from the
mouth, it was clogged up with great stones’ (/n the Holy Land, London, 1882,213-14).J.
Murphy-O’Connor quotes both 35 m (in The Holy Land, 1st ed., 1980, 210) and (in 4th
ed., 1998, 287) 22.5 m.
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have seemed more natural on the lips of the Samaritan.) In the LXX the
normal term for cattle is kTvn, and Ta OpéppaTta (hapax legomenon
in the NT and absent from the LXX), a common word for a domesticated
animal, especially a sheep or goat (LSJ: BDAG; MM), is here the mot
Jjuste to refer to Jacob’s livestock, for he was not a breeder or keeper of
oxen and cows (LXX, ktrfvn), but a semi-nomad.?? The customary
rendering cattle (so AV to RSV, NEB and REB) is therefore misleading:
flocks is preferred by Kleist, NAB and NRSV (but that excludes goats and
donkeys), flocks and herds by NIV. Small livestock would be ideal, but
seems pedantic. We shall use simply /ivestock.

‘Surely you are not greater than our father Jacob?’ Only one person
in the five books of the Torah answers to this description, the one who
having ‘nothing to draw with’ gave Israel ‘living water’ at Rephidim
(Exod 17.1-7) and Kadesh (Num 20.2-18), where ‘water came forth abun-
dantly, and the congregation drank, and their cattle’ (20.11), passages
which we should nowadays regard as two versions of the same story
about water produced from a rock-face. The Samaritan woman is then
implicitly asking Jesus whether he is the prophet like Moses, the one
spoken of in Deut 18.15, 18-19. This ‘prophet like Moses’ was some-
times called the 7a eb, that is, ‘the One who will return’, or possibly as
‘the One who will restore [everything]’, who was expected to be, like
Moses, not just a political ruler, but also a teacher.> — Jn4.25. But (see
above, on |11)), she expects the answer ‘No’. Her mindset is locked in the
past (see also 4.20), so Jesus from this point onwards begins to speak
only about the future. Note the parallel in 8.53.

13. Jesus refuses to accept the woman’s challenge to reveal another
source of drinking-water because drinking-water like that supplied at
Rephidim and Kadesh does not satisfy for very long. Instead, he rewords
his earlier conditional (4.10) offer to the woman, implicitly admitting that
it was rather strange that he had asked her for water when it should have
been the other way round, and explaining why he had first made a request
for a drink. It was to open a dialogue, so that she, from recognizing the
greatness of his gift, might come to perceive the greatness of the giver (—
4.10 on Tis éoTwv 6 Mywv ool). Was O Tivev (present participle)

22 R. de Vaux, Ancient Israel, 3.

2 ta’eb, 287 is the participle of the Aramaic verb 23, meaning both o return and to
restore: see Jastrow 1649. The former is the more common understanding of the term in
the Samaritan context, but J. Jeremias, in TWNT VII 893! prefers wiederherstellen.
There is no primary material earlier than, or contemporaneous with, the NT to supply
further detail: see TWNT 1 387'7-88 (A. Oepke); IV 863-64 and VII 90?8 (J. Jeremias)
and Schnackenburg on Jn 4.25. The importance of this expectation for the Samaritans is
evident from the fact that Deut 18.18-22 is added to the Tenth Commandment in their
version of Exod 20 after v. 17, an addition now attested also in 4Q158 (= 4QRP?)and
4QTest (=4Q175). See E. Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, Minneapolis, 2nd
ed., 1992, 88.
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implies that everyone (not just the woman he is addressing) who habitu-
ally drinks or continues to drink of the water from Jacob’s Well will be
thirsty again.

14. 6s & av min k7. (aorist) but whoever takes one sip* of the water
that I shall give him will never again know thirst; on the contrary, the
water that I shall give him will become, in him, a spring of water welling
up into eternal life. Note the futures, €yo 8dow, oU ur Supfoel, Sdow,
yevioeTat. ob un SuPnoer. Compare Isa 49.10 (cited in Rev 7.16) on
the time of salvation, and Sir 24.21 on the wise person’s ever-increasing
thirst for more wisdom during this earthly life. So the living water
promised by Jesus will never fail because it comes direct from the
ultimate divine source, giving both life and light, as promised in Ps 36.9-
10 (Aquinas). On €is TOV ai@va, see below at v. 15. mnyn UdaTos
al\opévov was preferred perhaps because of its alliterative assonance
with the Hebrew mbp (<lh), used in Num 21.17; but compare also Prov
18.4 in the LXX:

U8wp Babd Aéyos év kapdla dvdpds,
ToTapds 8¢_dvamndietl kal mnyn {wfs.?

15. MéyeL mpos avTov 1 yvvn. Up to this point in the conversation,
Méyewv, whether used of Jesus or of the woman (Jn4.7,9, 10, 11, 13) has
always been followed by the dative. AMéyewv mpds (as distinct from
Aéyew Twwl) is in John more formal and more respectful: hitherto it has
appeared only at 2.3 and 3.4 (and will return at 4.49). Here, especially
when reinforced by kUpLe, it serves to underline the seriousness and the
sincerity of the woman’s request. She asks Jesus to give her once for all
(86s, not 8{Sov) this water (ToUTO TO V8wp), that she may not thirst
ever again (lva pun 8W@) nor keep coming through here (8LépxXwpar?’
€v0dde)—to Jacob’s Welll—to go on continually drawing water
(@vTA€ely, not, as in 4:7, dvTAfjoal). This {va pn followed by the
present subjunctive is hapax legomenon in John (Westcott), and therefore
among the most emphatic negatives in the Gospel, particularly when
followed by eis Tov aldva. The tenses of the four verbs used by the
woman constitute a fourfold affirmation of her complete acceptance of
Jesus’ offer.

[(va un Susd] €ls TOV ai@va provides the first instance in John of
the phrase els TOv atdva, which, apart from one exception in 9.32 (éx

24 The variant o 8¢ Twov (in ¥* and D) seems to be a correction, but it loses the
force of the distinction between the present and the aorist.

25 B-L 139-40 quotes three parallel texts from the Samaritan Memar Marqah 2,1 and
6,3.

26 In John, this word, when used as a pronominal adjective, seems to carry a certain
emphasis if it precedes the noun: cf. oUTos in Jn 9.24; 11.47; 12.34; 21.23.

27 Thus P and 8*, and justifiably preferred by NA?'.
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ToD aldvos), is the only form in which aldv occurs in this Gospel.
Elsewhere in the NT els TOv ai@va is not common (15 times),? but in
John’s Gospel, it occurs 12 times (4.14; 6.51, 58; 8.35 [x2], 51, 52;
10.28; 11.26; 12.34; 13.8; 14.16), mostly on the lips of Jesus. In this first
occurrence, it refers to a woman’s artless desire to have an unfailing
supply of the most fundamental necessity of life, water, els TOv alova.
Jesus, starting from this point, promises to lead her into a richer and more
profound understanding of what life itself is, by pointing towards an ai dv
which, far from terminating at bodily death, will then, and then only,
blossom into full perfection. The full connotation of the concept emerges
only in the subsequent occurrences of the term until, in its last occurrence
at 14.6, Jesus promises to his disciples the gift of another Paraclete, the
Spirit of truth, who will remain with them els Tov aldva, for all future
time. Already in 4.14 we have just re-encountered the term (o) atdvios,
here for the first time on Jesus’ lips, a term which occurs 17 times in the
Gospel (3.15, 16, 36; 4.14, 36; 5.24, 39; 6.27, 40, 47, 54, 68; 10.28;
12.25, 50; 17.2, 3—always anarthrous except at 17.3); and the adjective
atdvios occurs nowhere in this Gospel except in this phrase, efernal life.
See the conclusion of the following essay.

With the 860w of living water in 4.14, compare the Soet in 6.27 and
8(8wowv in 6.35 of life-giving bread; and the identical responses—4s
pot (4.15) and 80s Mpiv (6.34).

SPRING OF LIVING WATER

The word o (mayim) is found over 500 times in the Hebrew OT, more
than 200x in the Torah and about another 100 times in Joshua—Judges, 1—-
2 Samuel and 1-2 Kings. Almost everywhere, it denotes just the natural
element water, and in the books mentioned, its use even in the simple
simile ‘like water’, is extremely rare.? Similarly, in the Torah, the only
books accepted by the Samaritans as the Word of God, there are about 40
references to wells, none metaphorical. Further, the Hebrew phrase
translated /iving water (21 &1 [mayim hayyim]), which occurs eight (or
seven) times in the Torah, refers on every occasion to the physical
element alone, and is never a metaphor: thus Gen 26.19, a well of spring
water (NRSV); Lev 14.5, 6, 50, 51, 52; [15.13?],% and Num 19.17,

28 Elsewhere it sometimes denotes the inclusion or exclusion of something for all
future time in this world (thus Mt 21.19; Mk 3.29; 11.14; Lk 1.55; 1 Cor 8.13), and
sometimes occurs in connection with a citation from the LXX (2 Cor 9.9; Heb [all six
relating to Melchizedek] 5.6; 6.20; 7.17, 21, 24, 28; 1 Pet 1.25); the other instances are
both Johannine, 1 Jn 2.17; 2 Jn 2.

29 Gen 49.4 (Reuben’s instability); Deut 12.16, 24; 15.23 (blood poured out like
water); Josh 7.5 (hearts turned to water) and 2 Sam 14.14—only six instances out of
more than 300 occurrences.

30 Living is here omitted in some MSS of the LXX (B A).
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denoting fresh or running water (NRSV) for cleansing. The phrase a well
of living water occurs once only*' in these five books, with reference to
the well found by Isaac’s servants (Gen 26.19: LXX, ¢péap UdaTos
{GvTos).

With this background, it is not surprising that the Samaritan woman
should understand Jesus’ phrase about ‘living water’ in Jn 4.10 as a refer-
ence to drinking-water. She naturally thinks in terms of her local well, 70
dpéap (Jn 4.11, 12), and raises two objections to his offer of ‘living
water’ in v. 10: (1) Jesus has no bucket and the well is deep; (2) surely he
cannot be claiming to have found a new well in the vicinity?

Jesus counters her first point by discreetly substituting for 70 dppéap
the word T y" (v.14, without the article) thereby moving the dialogue on
to a new plane: he speaks not of the well, but of a spring. dbpéap denotes
a well purposely dug by human labour, 7ny1|, a natural spring created by
God (BDAG). A well once dug may run dry, as the Well of Jacob often
does after a low winter rainfall;*? a natural spring is fed by ‘the waters
that are under the earth’, and flows eternally at God’s behest (Gen 1.9). In
the LXX mnyn appears nearly 100 times. It is the translation always
given, on more than 50 occasions, for two Hebrew words denoting a
natural spring which are rarely metaphorical;® but on 14 occasions my1|
stands for 7ipn (méqor), which occurs several times as a metaphor (KBR
11 627). In eight texts (all in the Wisdom Books) we find mnyn (ofis. In
Proverbs, this fountain of life is said to flow from the mouth of the
righteous (10.11), the teaching of the wise (13.14), the fear of the Lord
(14.27), from wisdom (16.22) and from wise counsel of the heart (18.4);
similarly in Sir 21.13b, from the counsel of the wise.>* Psalms 36(35).9
attributes the origin of this source of life unequivocally to the Godhead:
‘With you is the fountain-head of life, and it is in your light that we see
light’.35 In short, once Wisdom has built her house and set her table (Prov
9.1, 2), it is not from any earthly well (bpéap) that she summons people
to drink at her banquet, but from the rivers of delight that flow from the
‘fountain-head of life’ in the house of the God of Israel (Ps 36[35].9).
This ‘fountain-head of life’ embraces all that external enlightenment of
the mind on matters of truth and goodness which flows ultimately from
God alone, the supreme embodiment of which is to be found, according

31 Twice, if the LXX reading is accepted at Gen 21.19.

2. G. A. Smith, Historical Geography, 372; Abel, Géographie, 1 144.

3y (cayin) = spring (around 30 times in the Pentateuch and historical books), and
11 (ma‘yan) (around 20 times). They stand in contrast to any well (82 [be>er]), cistern
(712 [bor]) or water-tank (23 [geb]) dug out by human labour.

34 The RSV here renders (inexplicably) ‘and his counsel like a flowing stream’.
Contrast NRSV: ‘and their counsel like a life-giving spring’

35 The eighth text, Cant 4.15, though metaphorical, contributes nothing to the
understanding of John.
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to Sir 24.21, 23, 30-33, in the Law of Moses.3 This is the ‘living water’
of which Jesus invites the Samaritan woman to drink.

Outside the Pentateuch, in strong contrast with the usage there, the
phrase living water appears only as a metaphor. The LXX twice renders
the Hebrew phrase as U8wp (v (Cant4.15; Zech 14.8), but in Jer 2.13 it
gives Tnyn USatos wfis (A 8¢ have (@vTos), and in 17.13, Tnyn
{wnis.? In these two texts Jeremiah writes that the people have ‘forsaken
[Yahweh] the fountain of living water’, and they are the only OT texts
apart from Ps 35(36).9 which identify this ‘fountain-head of life” with
God. In each context Jeremiah is reproaching God’s people for their
neglect of true religion (Jer 2.8; 17.15-18), while assuring them that there
are solid grounds for hope (cf. 3.12-14; 17.13a). For the days are coming
when they will return (30.3) and reconstruct their country (31.2-14),
when God will establish a new commonwealth, with Israel and Judah
reunited, on a foundation more solid than the Mosaic Covenant, a
covenant written in their hearts (31.31-34). In OT terms, this declaration
is truly breath-taking: the people that had abandoned the very fountain of
living water are promised a future superior to everything that Moses
gave. Ezekiel echoes the same message: God will cleanse the people with
clean water, give them a new heart and a new spirit, enabling them to
keep the Law (Ezek 36.25-27). His text about water flowing out of the
sanctuary in the New Jerusalem to bring life to the dried-up land even
beyond Judah’s borders (47.1-12) is similarly optimistic: ‘future salvation
is here promised for the territory outside the sanctuary’ (Zimmerli,
Ezekiel, ETr 11 509b). Ezekiel’s message is recalled in Zech 13.1; 14.8:
living waters shall flow out from Jerusalem. Joel too foretells an age
when God will pour out his Spirit on all flesh and a fountain shall come
forth from the house of the Lord (3.1-2; 4.18 = EV 2.28-29; 3.18). This
living water is, quite simply, the knowledge of the word and wisdom of
God as contained in the tradition of Israel.

These texts from the Wisdom Books and the Prophets, so clearly
remembered in Rev 21.6 and 22.1, must have been in the mind of the
evangelist too (cf. 7.38), for the metaphor was common enough in NT
times. Baruch 3.12 refers to ‘the fountain of wisdom’. Philo speaks of
God himselfas 1 Ty Ths codlas, imparting every form of knowledge
to the mortal race (De Sacrificiis XVII 64: Loeb II 142), and of the
supreme Divine Word, Tov dvoTdTov A\oyov Betov, as ‘that supreme
and most excellent Spring, which the All-Father declared by the mouth of

3 A Thanksgiving Hymn from Qumran uses the same metaphors, speaking about
God-given wisdom as a well, a fountain of life, a spring of living waters etc. (1 QH VIII,
listed as fn. 14 in Vermes, DSSE, 4th ed., 213-14).

37 Jer 2.13 and 17.13 are the only OT texts which mention together a spring and
living water. Gen 26.19 and Cant 4.15 speak of a well of flowing water, but not a spring
(of a3 (be’er) = dpéap, but not a 7ipn (magor) = mnyn).

38 Pancaro, The Law, 473-85, provides a good survey of twentieth-century exegesis
up to 1975, with ample references to the texts from Qumran.
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prophets’ (De Fuga XVIII 97 and XXXVI 197: Loeb V 62,116). The
same expressions are found in Qumran (see below), in the Odes of
Solomon (11.6-8; 30) and regularly among the Rabbis (SB 11 443-43, 483,
485, 492).3 The suggestion that Jesus was inviting the Samaritan woman
(and by implication her people) to examine more closely how the
prophets and the teachers of wisdom had interpreted the Books of Moses
is attractive; but can one argue that the evangelist intended to imply this
by a simple reference to ‘a spring of living water’? Everyone knows that
the Samaritans accepted as the Word of God only the Torah.

Here the second question put to Jesus, ‘Are you greater than our father
Jacob?’, becomes relevant, for it allows him to continue his discourse by
speaking about the Torah. As explained above (— Jn 4.12), the woman’s
question alludes to the prophet like Moses mentioned in Deut 18.15-18:
can Jesus, like Moses, provide water for the people on their earthly
journey? Jesus’ reply in Jn 4.13-14 is “Yes—and it will slake all thirst for
ever!” The woman’s reference to /ivestock in Jn 4.12 is proof that she has
in mind only the water shared by humans and beasts alike, but the phrase
she uses in John (‘his children and his livestock”) does not occur any-
where in the OT with reference to Jacob. Its equivalent, however, occurs
both in Exod 17.1-7 and in Num 20.2-13, in the two stories about Moses
miraculously producing water by striking a rock-face. Indeed, these are
the only texts anywhere in the OT where such a phrase, equivalent to
‘ourselves and our livestock’, does occur (Exod 17.3; Num 20.4, 8, 11).
Thus the wording of the question in John confirms that the challenge
from Samaria means: ‘Are you greater than Jacob, are you the prophet
like Moses?” — 4.12 and fn.17.

At Exod 17.1-7 and Num 20.2-13 none of the Palestinian Targums
gives any midrashic interpretation of the Hebrew text: the water from the
rock at Rephidim and at Meribah is understood to be simply drinking-
water. But after the strife at Meribah, when Moses leads the people along
the edge of the desert east of Edom and Moab, there is a third revolt,
again because of the poor food and lack of water (Num 21.5-6). On this
third occasion, the Lord answers not with abundant water from a rock-
face, but with a scourge of poisonous serpents, until the people repent
(21.4-9), and it is only after their repentance, when they resume their
journey (21.10-17), that they come upon a source of water, where they
dig a well (21.16-18). John, in 3.14-15, has just made use of the story
about the revolt recounted in Num 21.4-9, and about the bronze serpent
which brought healing in the desert; he turns now to the well mentioned
immediately after that episode, in Num 21.10-17. The drinking-water
supplied earlier at Massah and Meribah was a miraculous gift which God
did not repeat: the story in Num 21.10-17 is about the last well
encountered in the desert, which had to supply water throughout the

39 For the detail see TWNT VI 135-60 (L. Goppelt).
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whole journey until Israel reached the edge of the Promised Land, and the
Targums, alert to the difference, are anxious to explain its significance.

In the MT, the key words in Num 21.16-18 are that the water was
given to the people by God (v. 16), and sprang up for them (v. 17). The
Palestinian Targums, in sharp contrast to their sober renderings of the
episodes at Massah and at Meribah, paraphrase this present passage to an
extent which alters its meaning. ‘It is the well which the princes of the
world, Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, dug from the beginning; the intelligent
ones of the people perfected it, the seventy sages who were distinguished;
the scribes of Israel, Moses, and Aaron, measured it... It was given to
them (as) a gift’ (Neofiti).* Here the well dug in the desert is interpreted
as denoting the Divine Revelation to the Patriarchs, and its expression in
the Torah; the place-name Mattanah (MT, v. 18) is translated as a gift;
and this is the well whose waters, in Jewish tradition, followed the people
and enabled them to reach the Promised Land. These Targums then relate
that ‘swelling torrents’ of this water, ‘[going] up with them to the tops of
the high mountains’, then ‘down with them to the deep valleys’, accom-
panied the Israelites ‘as a gift of God’ until they reached the steppes of
Moab (Neofiti, Num 21.19-20).4' Such a gravity-defying stream needs
explaining, and so the Damascus Document (written around 100 B.C.?)
affirms not merely that the Well symbolizes the Torah (‘they dug a well
rich in water’, CD III 17) but boldly states in a comment on Num 21.18,
that “The Well is the Law’ (CD VI 5). Philo too interprets the Well of
Num 21 in a figurative sense: it symbolizes wisdom which lies deep
below the surface, to drink of which is needful and delicious above all
things (De Ebrietate XXIX 112-13: Loeb III 378); and also under-
standing (émLoTn ) which has long been hidden but is finally found (De
Somniis 11, XL1 271: Loeb V 564).22 The evidence of Qumran and Philo is
proof that the symbolic interpretation represented in the Palestinian
Targums was broadly known when the Fourth Gospel was written: and
this is the key to understanding Jn 4.14-15. Jesus is telling the Samaritan
woman that this is how the stories in the Torah concerning water should
be understood. Far better than to drink of Jacob’s Well is to drink deep of
the living water of the Word of God.

The narrative in John opened with Jesus asking the woman to let him
have a drink of water from Jacob’s Well (865 pot Tetv, 4.7) and this first
part ends with her begging him to give her that special, living water of
which he had just spoken (kUpte, 865 pot TobTO TO USwp, 4.15). The
reversal of roles began when Jesus said (4.10) ‘If only you were aware of

40 Trans. McNamara, pp. 119-20. The words in italic are those which diverge from
the Hebrew. McNamara observes (119 fn. 20) that this paraphrase is for the greater part
found also in Ongelos, in Pseudo-Philo (LAB 10.7; 11.15; 20.8) and the Tosefta.

41 Similarly the Fragment-Targums and Pseudo-Jonathan. Compare 1 Cor 10.4 on the
rock (Num 20.7-11) which supplied water thereafter.

42 The Vita Mosis 1255-56 (Loeb VI 408) gives no similar interpretation.



278 JOHN 14

the bountiful gift of God’. The verb 6186vaL occurs 75 times in John,*
and it refers mostly to a gift from God, or from Jesus, in the order of
grace. 8t86val figured twice in the Prologue (1.12, 17) and four times in
3.16, 27, 34, 35, with reference to God’s gracious gifts to ‘the world’.
Now, in 4.7-14, in order to stress its importance, SL8GvaL recurs seven
times,* water being the gift at each step forward in the dialogue. By the
end of this section (in v.15), petitioner and donor have exchanged roles,
the nature of the longed-for water has altered, and what began as an
urgent plea by Jesus for a sip of water proves to be the divinely ordained
occasion for God’s offering to the people of Samaria the waters of
salvation (compare Isa 12.3). ‘llle autem qui bibere quaerebat, fidem
ipsius mulieris sitiebat’ (Augustine, In loannem XV 11).

The question, ‘Are you greater than our father Jacob, who gave us the
well?’ (Jn 4.12), also opens the path to a further level of interpretation.
There is no allusion in the OT to Jacob’s finding or digging any well:
indeed, only one OT text links Jacob with a well, Gen 29.1-12, when he
is seeking a wife in Haran. The Palestinian Targums interpret this episode
as follows ‘When our father Jacob raised the stone from above the mouth
of the well, the well overflowed and came up to its mouth, and was over-
flowing for twenty years—all the days that he dwelt in Haran’ (Neofiti).*s
If this midrashic interpretation was commonly known when the Gospel
was being written, then the woman is possibly asking (perhaps ironically)
whether Jesus can (like Jacob) provide a supply of natural spring-water
that will surge up to the surface. The idea has its attraction partly by
reason of the word d\\opévov in Jesus’ reply (— 4.14), but there is
another, stronger, argument in its favour.

The evangelist is here portraying Jesus as the bridegroom of Israel
(—3.29) come to offer to the long estranged people of Samaria access to
a spring of living water (Jer 2.13; and — Jn 4.6). Jeremiah, in 2.13, is
reiterating the theme of Hosea, of God’s enduring love even for his
faithless bride (2.2; 31.32), summoning both the Northern and Southern
Kingdoms to return together to Yahweh (3.11-25); then Samaria and the
fertile hills of Ephraim (31.5-6) will joyfully worship together with Judah
in Zion (see also 31.7-34).46 Ezekiel too had spoken of Samaria’s
returning to life (16.51, 53; with ch. 23 compare 37.21-28), as well as
Jerusalem (40—48). See also Zech 10.6-7. The Prophets, like the Wisdom
writers, are convinced that the source of new life will be the knowledge
of the one true God as known and handed down in Israel.

43 Seldom with a purely secular meaning, and even then only in conventional phrases:
e.g.Jn 1.22; 19.9 with dmékpLowv, and in 18.22; 19.3 with pdmiopa.

4 Not counting 6 €8wkev Takdp in 4.5, because it is outside the dialogue.

4 Trans. McNamara, 139-40. Note that this text occurs at 28.10. Similarly in the
Fragment-Targums,and Pseudo-Jonathan (at 28.10), but not in Ongelos.

46 On the texts mentioned, see W. McKane, Jeremiah (ICC), and particularly his
comments (II clvii-clx) on chs. 30-31.
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The Fourth Gospel, in presenting the New Jerusalem, had to include
Samaria, and the evangelist, by glossing spring of living water as a spring
of water welling up into eternal life, has superimposed on Jeremiah’s
words a new dimension. (o1 aldvios, a concept practically unknown in
the LXX (only Dan 12.2; 2 Mac 7.9, 36), is central to John, where its full
meaning is only gradually disclosed as the Gospel proceeds (cf. 17.3). So
far, the term has occurred three times (3.15, 16, 36), always to affirm that
everyone who believes will have life eternal. The spring of water surg-
ing up into life eternal is thus a metaphor for the knowledge of God
continuous with but even more profound than, that revealed in the Torah
(see 1. 17) 0 &€ 0eds mhéov TL ) Lo, ™YY Tob (fv, ws avTéds
eimev, dévvaos. ‘God is somethmg more than Life, an ever-flowing
Spring of living, as He Himself says’ (Philo, De Fuga XXXVI 198: Loeb
V 116). This leads into the second part of the narrative.

In the prophets, the promise of living water is sometimes accompanied by
the promise of the gift of a new spirit (Ezek 36.25-27; Joel 3.1-2 =EV
2.28-29; also Isa44.3 and Zech 12.10 [pour out a spirit] with 13.1; 14.6),
for the Spirit of God was regarded as the power which would bring into
being and sustain the new Age of the End-time.”” So far, in John’s
Gospel, the Spirit has been only briefly mentioned, in 1.32-33 by the
Baptist; by Jesus in 3.5, 6, 8; and in 3.34, ‘God is not parsimonious in
bestowing the Spirit’. In 4.16-26, Jesus, as he describes the future age
which is coming into being, introduces into the dialogue the motif of the
Spirit. — 4.23.

POSTSCRIPT: ON A SUGGESTION BY BULTMANN

‘That the water of Jn 4.10-15 is not the water of the Messianic age of
salvation..., but is based on the Gnostic usage, specifically as in Od. Sol.,
is shown by the parallels and by the fact that the meaning of 06wp (v is
governed by the contrast with natural spring-water’ (Bultmann, ETr 185
fn. 3 = German 136 fn. 3). The footnotes on pp. 184-85 (= German 135-
36) supply copious references to the Odes and to other writings. Today,
few (if any) consider the Odes as inspired by non-Christian Gnosticism.*
F.-M. Braun, Jean le théologien, 1242-45, argued in 1959 that the author
of the Odes was fully familiar with the Gospel of John, and in 1977 J. A.
Emerton considered the debate closed: ‘The Odes are plainly Christian in
their present form’.# J. H. Charlesworth expressed the general consensus:
while there are ‘striking and significant parallels’ with the Gospel of
John, one should not readily assume that the Odes are dependent on John,

47 See W. Eichrodt, Theologie des AT 11 §13 I1. 32-34 = ETr Il 57-60.

48 It is a matter of regret that in his first volume, published in 1965, Schnackenburg
wrote of ‘the Gnostic Odes of Solomon’ (I 463,466 = ETr 427, 430).

49 “Notes on Some Passages in the Odes of Solomon’, JTS 28 (1977), 507-19.
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but should inquire whether they do not come from the same type of
Christian community, during the late first or early second century.’

Of the other texts cited by Bultmann, the majority come from
Mandean literature, of which the dates and places of origin are quite
uncertain. Kurt Rudolph writes that ‘the most ancient go back to the 4th
century’ and ‘are connected in many ways with the ancient gnostic
tradition as we encounter it especially in Syria (Gospel of John, Odes of
Solomon)’ (Grosis, p. 346), but this assessment is hardly sufficient to
sustain the weight of the thesis of Bultmann stated above.

4.16-30: SEEKING THE HAND OF THE BRIDE

16 He said to her, ‘Go, call your husband and come back here’. !7 In reply the
woman said to him, ‘I have no husband’. Jesus said to her, ‘You have done
well in saying, I have no husband, '® for you have had five men and the one
you have at present is not your husband. What you have just said is true.’
19 The woman said to him, ‘Sir, I perceive that you are a prophet. 2° Our
fathers have worshipped on this mountain, but you say the place where one
must worship is in Jerusalem.” 2! Jesus said to her, ‘Woman, believe me, an
hour is coming when you will worship the Father neither on this mountain nor
in Jerusalem. You are at present worshipping something of which you are
unaware, for salvation is from the Jews.

23 “But the hour is coming’ [and now is] ‘when those who are genuine
worshippers will worship the Father in spirit and truth, for indeed those are
the people the Father seeks to have as his worshippers. 2* God is spirit, and
those who worship him must worship in spirit and truth.” 2> The woman said
to him, ‘I am aware that a Messiah is going to come’ [the one we call Christ];
‘when he comes, he will disclose everything to us’. 26 Jesus said to her, ‘T who
am speaking to you am he’.

27 At this point his disciples arrived and were amazed that he was talking
with a woman. (No one, however, said, ‘What are you trying to find out?’ or
‘What are you talking about with her?”) 28 In consequence, the woman left her
water jar, and went off to the village, and said to the people, ?° ‘Come and see
a man who told me everything I have ever done! Is it really possible that this
is the Messiah?” 3 They came out of the village and began to make their way
towards him.

16. vaye, Go, is the popular word for ‘go, depart’, used only in the
present, and in the NT, most frequently in John (BDF 101 under dyewv).
It is regularly used with the meaning zo go home (see BDAG; JV 1652a,
1655, 1658; and note Jn 7.33; 8.14 etc.). davnoov Tov dvdpa cov.
Chrysostom suggests this was in order to share the gift; Augustine
interprets it symbolically, as meaning ‘bring your intelligence into play’
(and see that the promise concerns spiritual water). Bengel submits, more
prosaically, that the woman seems to have thought it was to help her to

39Tn his Introduction to the Odes of Solomon, OTP 11 725-34, noting particularly pp.
728, 730, 732.
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carry home more of the new water! These three interpretations are
evidence enough that the clause is meant solely to carry the narrative
forward. kai é\0¢ év0dde. English usage demands come back here.

17-18. kalds e€imas 6TL dvdpa olk éxm. ‘Sad irony’, writes
Westcott, citing Rupert: ‘clementiae manum porrigens pepercit pudori’.
English idiom suggests that éox€s be translated you have had, but it
would be just as acceptable to use you had, thus making a sharp contrast
with éxeLs. ToUTO akndés is a ‘predicate adjective’ (BDF 272; MHT
III 225 JG 1894), which, taken with eipnkas, gives the sense, ‘This
statement you have just made is true’.’!

The interpretation of vv. 17-18 turns on how one understands the
words TévTe yap dvdpas éaxes, which may for the moment be
translated as You have had five husbands. Some deny a priori that these
words represent an actual historical saying of Jesus, for how could he
possibly have known that this woman had had five husbands? Others try
to maintain their authenticity by introducing unattested and unprovable
hypotheses;’2 and yet others (including many fundamentalists) regard the
statement as clear evidence of Jesus’ preternatural knowledge. All three
groups take it for granted that the Gospel represents Jesus as saying that
the woman had herself, as a matter of historical fact, had five husbands
(or men) during her lifetime. Against this, the fact that the woman is not
portrayed as overcome by guilt, shame or even embarrassment at Jesus’
words suggests that one should not too readily impute to her personally a
life-time of unchastity, or assume that the evangelist is implying this.

Since D. Fr. Strauss published Das Leben Jesu in 1832, many have
interpreted the five husbands symbolically, arguing that, just as the
woman is a symbol of the Samaritan people, so the five husbands repre-
sent the five foreign cults introduced into Samaria after its inclusion into
the empire of Assyria (2 Kgs 17.24-34). This interpretation has some-
times been rejected on the ground that ‘not 5 but 7 divinities are men-
tioned, some of which are female’ (Bultmann); to which one may reply
that in many such cults, a god was worshipped along with his consort (as
at Sepharvaim 17.31), and that Josephus certainly saw them as five cults,
not seven (4nt. IX xiv 3 = 288). Another argument adduced against the
allusion to 2 Kgs 17 is that those foreign gods were worshipped simul-
taneously, whereas the Samaritan woman had her husbands successively;

51 The variant aAnfos could be interpreted as meaning You have truly said this - but
that is a fact which is not in dispute; the variant may therefore be set aside as an attempt
to clarify the sense by using simpler wording.

52 Of which quite the most charming is that of H. E. G. Paulus, cited by Strauss.
‘While Jesus sat at the well, and the woman was advancing from the city, some passer-by
hinted to him that he had better not engage in conversation with her, as she was on the
watch to obtain a sixth husband’ (Life of Jesus, ETr 306, referring to Paulus’ Das Leben
Jesu 1 a 187 and his Commentary in loco.) Detail on Paulus in W. G. Kiimmel, The NT:
The History of the investigation of its Problems, London, 1975, ETr 90-93.
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but this is to interpret the parallelism as an allegory, and ‘the Evangelist
does not use allegorization, but rather symbolic representation as his main
literary device’ (again, Bultmann).*

The word dvnp occurs only eight times in John’s Gospel, five of them
in this text, 4.16-18 (elsewhere only at 1.13, 30; 6.10): compare the five
loaves and the two fish in ch. 6, where loaves occurs five times (6.5, 7, 9,
11, 13) and fish twice (6.9, 11).5 The fivefold repetition of dvnp is very
probably an intimation that one should be on the watch for symbolism.
Further, in Aramaic (or Hebrew, or Samaritan) one term for husband is
ba‘al, the name of the god of the Canaanites, the plural of which
(be ‘alim) was used by the Israelites as a designation for all false gods.
Hence mévTe dvdpas &€oxes can signify either You have had five
husbands or You have had five be ‘alim (that is, five false gods), or both.*
The woman in the story is naturally presented as understanding Jesus’
words in the first sense as five husbands or (more probably?) five men,
whereas the evangelist intended to intimate also that Samaria had not
always given its worship exclusively to the God of Israel.

19. The woman, astounded at Jesus’ knowledge of such intimate details
of her life (compare 4.29), replies: Sir,’ [ perceive that you are a prophet
(compare Lk 7.39). Now if he was in truth a prophet, he would be able to
speak on behalf of God. By asking for a drink (Jn 4.7), Jesus had already
shown that he did not consider the drinking vessel she had touched to be
unclean; the woman, by asking for a drink from him (4.15), had recipro-
cated the courtesy. Clearly, he did not consider himself bound by every
Jewish custom; how far was he prepared to go in overriding convention
and tradition? Would he be prepared to abandon even the principle of
worship solely in the temple at Jerusalem?

In 20-24 TpooKVVELY is the dominant verb.¥ It appears to have entered
the Greek language around 600 B.C., when the Greeks came into contact
with the Persians, to denote prostrating oneself before a superior being
such as a king or a deity or their images. Greeks found this custom of
prostration repugnant (Herodotus VII 136 in contrast with VIII 118;
Demosthenes, Or. XXI c¢. Median 549, 106), but in classical times

33 Bultmann also cautiously wonders whether the number five was chosen at random,
or because of its importance in Gnosticism, but remains studiously non-committal.

3% Compare also the seven instances of 8L86vat in 4.7-14 (see the essay ‘Spring of
Living Water’ on pp. 273-79).

35 The same problem may be observed in the modern translations of texts like Jer 3.14
(RV, husband; RSV NRSV JB NAB, master ); 31.32 (RV RSV NRSV, husband, JB
NAB, master ). One may wonder whether the ancient Israelites (or the Samaritans)
would have known the difference (DCH 11 237; KBR I 143).

6 kOpLe is omitted by 8* pc: — on €v "lepocolipots at 4.20.

7 For detail consult LSJ; BDAG; JV 1640-51; JG 2019; TWNT VI 759-67
(HGreeven); EDNT 111 173-75 and KBR I 296a.
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accepted the verb into their language while moderating its significance:
ov8éva yap drBpwmov SeomdTnr dANA Tovs Beovs TPOOKLVELTE
(Xenophon, Anabasis 111 ii 13). In Attic Greek its meaning ranges from
adoration to receiving respectfully, but it is followed by the accusative,
thus effectively eliminating any hint of prostration. After Alexander, as
Greece came into closer contact with Oriental cultures, the original mean-
ing of the verb as 7o show reverence by prostration, and kissing the feet,
the hem of a garment or even the ground, re-emerged on many occasions
(especially in descriptions of foreign etiquette) and with it the custom of
employing the dative for the person so honoured. The Koine admits both
constructions, with the accusative and the dative. For examples see LSJ;
BDAG.

In the LXX mpookuvelv is almost everywhere the translation’ of the
Hebrew form mmamwn (histahdwah), a verb which itself originally stressed
the physical gesture of bowing down in reverence (KBR 1 296a), and
which in the Hebrew Bible was regularly used for worshipping Yahweh
(or some other deity): note Ps 95.6. In the LXX, therefore, mpookvvety
may be used absolutely as a technical term for a pilgrimage to Jerusalem
(e.g. Ps 5.7); it is usually followed by the dative of the deity adored, or of
the person to whom deference is shown (e.g. 1 Kgdms 2.36; 25.23; 2
Kgdms 14.33). On those few occasions where mpookuvelv is followed by
the accusative, the Jewish writer may be indicating disapproval of the
acts of obeisance there described, and is certainly distinguishing between
them and the worship of God.*

Outside Revelation (24 times) and Matthew (13Xx), the NT is sparing
and cautious in its use of mpookurely, and of the 11 instances in John,
nine occur here in 4.20-24.

In 20 mpookuvely occurs twice, referring once to this mountain and once
to Jerusalem. €v T@ 6peL TOUT that is, on Mount Gerizim, overlooking
Shechem. According to the Samaritans, this mountain, not Jerusalem, was
‘the place which Yahweh had chosen’ for the liturgical worship enjoined
by Moses in Deut 12.5, 11, 14; 16.2; 26.2 (note the proximity of 11.29 to
ch. 12). This, they held, was the site of the altar demanded by Moses in
27.4 (the Samaritan text here reads Gerizim instead of MT’s Ebal),*!

38 On more than 150 occasions, TWNT VI 761, fn 23. See HR.

3 Gen 37.7,9; Exod 11.8; 2 Chr 24.17; Isa 44.15; EpJer 5 has both accusative and
dative; Esther 4.17 (x2). JV 1642a gives brief comments on them.

% Tt occurs only twice in Mark, at 5.6 (the Gadarene demoniac) and 15.19 (the
soldiers’ mockery). In Lk 4.7, 8 (]| Mt 4.9, 10) Satan uses it in the Temptation story, only
to be rebutted by Jesus’ citation of Deut 6.13 || 10.20 (according to the reading in A);
elsewhere in Luke it is found only in a doubtful reading at 24.52. In Acts it occurs only at
7.43; 8.27; 10.25; 24.11.

' In Deut 27.4, where the command to set up an altar reads in the MT ‘on Mount
Ebal’, the Samaritan text reads ‘on Mount Gerizim’; and in the text of the Decalogue, the
Samaritans count the first precept as introductory, and then add as the Tenth Command-
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which Joshua had built and where he had first offered sacrifices in
Canaan (Josh 8.30-33). Everyone knew that the sanctuary at Jerusalem
had come into existence many centuries later: compare Ps 78.54 with vv.
67-68. And at some to us uncertain date, probably after 425 B.C., the
Samaritans had built their own temple on Gerizim.% It was destroyed in
129-128 B.C. and there is no record that it was ever rebuilt. mpoo-
ekvvnoav. The woman speaks of Samaritan worship as something in the
past (aorist), but of the Jerusalem Temple as still functioning.® év
‘IepocolipoLs (as distinct from "Tepovoalrji) is the form always found
in John: there is no significance in the fact (see BDAG). The omission of
kUpLe in Jn 4.19, and of 6 TOTOS in 4.20, by 8* pc, is probably not a
scribal error but a deliberate correction by scribes who judged it inappro-
priate that the Samaritan woman should (in spite of her polite kUpLe in
v.11) at this stage address Jesus as kUpte or refer to the Jerusalem
Temple as 6 Témos, that is ‘The [Holy] Place’ (5.13; 11.48; 14.2-3)
‘where one must (8€l) worship’. Our fathers have worshipped on this
mountain, but you say the place where one must worship is in Jerusalem.
“To a Samaritan no question could appear more worthy of a prophet’s
decision than the settlement of the religious centre of the world’ (West-
cott). Later, undatable, Samaritan tradition places both the call to sacrifice
Isaac on Mount Moriah, and the dream of Jacob at Bethel (Gen 22.2;
28.1-22) on Mount Gerizim.

21. The woman had addressed Jesus, very courteously, as a prophet
(4.19). Jesus replies with equal courtesy that her question about the
proper place for worship is no longer relevant. mioTevé Lot, yivat.
With mioTevewy, the present (not the aorist) is the form normally used for
the imperative (MHT III 75), and always in John. Jesus’ use of ylvat
commends the retention of kOpLe (contran*) inv.19. These words form a
fine inclusio with Jesus’ words in v.26. 0TL épX€ETaAL &pa. An hour is
coming. This phrase, without the article, is always best interpreted as
denoting the time after Jesus’ departure; it occurs seven times in Jn (4.21,
23; 5.25, 28; 16.2, 25, 32). 6T€ oUTeE év TO OpeL TOUTQ OVTE €V
‘IepooolvpoLs. After the destruction of their Temple by Hyrcanus, the
Samaritans did not cease to worship on Gerizim,% and they have in fact
continued to do so (perhaps with interruptions) until the present day. It
has also been suggested (without much success) that some form of
sacrificial worship may have continued for a while in Jerusalem after

ment the order to worship on Mount Gerizim, by inserting as Exod 20.17b and as Deut
5.18b the following verses, in this order: Deut 11.29a; 27.2b-3a, 4a, 5-7; 11.30. See E.
Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, Minneapolis, 2nd ed., 1992, 94.

2 See Schiirer IT 17-19.

63 See Excursus XI, ‘Shechem and Samaria in NT Times’, pp. 302-303.

% For NT times compare Josephus, Ant. XVIII iv 1 = 85-87, observing particularly
note ¢ in the Loeb edition, p. 61.
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A.D. 70.5 The gospel, however, is not concerned to determine the correct
locality for earthly liturgy, but to transcend that question by declaring that
the very principle of worship is about to be altered, irrevocably. Neither
on this mountain nor in Jerusalem will you worship the Father. TpoG-
KuVo€eTe T® TaTpl. In v. 20 the woman had used the verb mpooku-
velv absolutely, and in the past tense, of her own community; here in
v. 21 Jesus speaks of the future, uses the dative (the common LXX form
for offering liturgical praise to Yahweh), and introduces the term T®
maTpl. Since the Prologue (1.14, 18), God has been referred to as Father
once in the presence of the Jews (2.16), once in the context of the
followers of the Baptist (3.35), and now three times in a conversation
with a Samaritan (4.21, 23 [x2]). The term will become frequent from ch.
5 onwards, but 4.21 is the first occasion on which the Father is used on
its own,% ‘a usage characteristic of John and almost peculiar to him’
(Westcott). mpookuvioeTe, you will worship: this, the first declaration in
John that God is in future to be adored as Father, is here addressed only
to the Samaritans. It is uttered at the most ancient holy place in the Land
(— 4.4), and is presented as the solution to the ancient inter-tribal schism,
in an elegant and subtle counter-balance to ‘our fathers’ in 4.20. The
principle will be extended to everyone in 4.23-24.

22. In v. 20 the woman had spoken of the past, and in v. 21, Jesus had
spoken of the future. In v. 22 Jesus, by-passing entirely the nature or
legitimacy of Samaritan worship in the past, proceeds to speak about the
present. The Samaritans are not to be required positively to renounce
worship on their holy mountain, any more than Jews are to be required
positively to renounce worship in the temple at Jerusalem. Upels
TPOOKUVELTE O 0Uk oi8aTe. You are worshipping something of which
you are unaware, or alternatively, paraphrased, you are unaware of what
you are at present worshipping. On this sense of oldaTte, — 3.2a,
eldévat, pp. 221-23. The Samaritans are certainly worshipping the God
of Abraham and the God of Moses; it is simply that they are unaware of
his solicitude for them as their Father. They treasure the five books of
Moses, but undervalue their own prophet, Hosea, who before, and more
than, any other prophet, spoke of Yahweh’s fatherly love for his people:
‘When Israel was a child, I loved him, ...it was I who taught Ephraim to
walk, picking them up in my arms, even though they did not realize
[LXX: oUk €yvooav] that it was I who was caring®” for them’ (Hos 11.1,
2-4). NLELS TPOTKUVOULEY O oidajLev. Jesus, and those for whom he
speaks (that is, those who were later to follow him) are fully aware of
what they are worshipping (again, note o{dapev, not yLwdokoev,
— 3.2a).

% The texts adduced are discussed in Schiirer I 521-23.
% In 3.35 it is used in conjunction with Tov viév.
7 For this figurative sense of 827 (rp’) see, among others, Macintosh (ICC), 443-44.
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6TL N coTnpla ék TOV ’Tovdaiwv éoTiv. cuTtnpla, a hapax
legomenon in John, is never found in 1, 2 and 3 John, and only three
times (in hymns) in Revelation (7.10; 12.10; 19.1); cwTnp is equally rare
in the Johannine writings (— Jn 4.42; 1 Jn 4.14; never in Revelation).
The clause is probably redactional, not intended to be regarded as an
utterance of Jesus to the woman at the well. On cotnpia, BAG wrote:
‘... 2. quite predominantly, salvation, which the true religion bestows’, a
definition which would be acceptable not only throughout Judaism
(LXX) and the Christian Church, but also among the many Mystery
Religions of the ancient world. (BDAG deletes that definition, but sup-
plies numerous examples where that sense would apply: see also TWNT
VII 1003-1004; EDNT 11 327, 329.) Whoever wrote this clause in John
felt the need to assert strongly, perhaps to Christian converts among the
Samaritans, perhaps also to any non-Jewish readers, that salvation
originated among (¢x) the Jews. This accords with the evangelist’s
iterated reminders that many Jews were favourable to Jesus during his
earthly life (2.23; 8.31; 10.21; 11.45; 12.9-11).%* — 4.42, 0 coTnp ToOU
KOO |LOV.

23-24. a\\a épxeTaL dpa — 4.21. The words katl vov éoTiv should
not be understood as Jesus’ words, but as a clarification inserted by the
evangelist or an editor. oL @AnOwvol means genuine, authentic. On
TPOTKUVIOOVOLY TQ TaTpl — 4.21, 22, and Excursus XIII, ‘In Spirit
and Truth’. The OT prophets had promised that the Spirit of God would
bring into being and sustain a New Age in the End-time,* and so Jesus, as
he begins to describe that new age which is beginning to take shape
(€pxeTal Gpa), calls attention to the role of the Spirit. The worship of the
community will be essentially different from the liturgy previously
practised on Gerizim and in Jerusalem, because it will be conducted év
TVeVPATL Kal aAndeiq.”

25.0i8a 6TL Meooias épxeTaL 6 Aeyopevos XpLoTos. olda and
its ancient variant otdapev (Poée §2) attest that the woman is stating an
article of her belief, and of that of her people. Many commentators have
interpreted Meooias here as a reference to the Ta’eb, the Restorer
predicted in Deut 18.18 (— 4.13, fn. 17); Odeberg and Bultmann, for
example, suggest that the woman is explaining that this 7a’eb is the

% H. Thyen, ‘Das Heil kommt von den Juden’, in FS Bornkamm, 163-84.

% See W. Eichrodt, Theologie des ATTI §13 I11. 32-34 =ETr II 57-60. See also above
pp. 273-79, ‘Spring of Living Water’.

70 The original text of Sinaiticus (8*), ev mvevpaTt aknberas, is attested nowhere
else; it may have been influenced by a recollection of 14.17; 15.26 and/or 16.13, but it
was rejected even by Tischendorf in favour of the corrector’s emendation to év
mrelpaTt kal axndelq. This may be significant for judging the value of 8* and of 8¢ in
other places.
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Samaritan equivalent of ‘the one whom you (Jews) call Messiah’, but it is
uncertain whether the Samaritans ever called their Ta 'eb ‘Messiah’.” The
woman is using the terminology of Judaism, and it is reasonable to
perceive in her use of ‘Messiah’ a pointer by the evangelist to the text of
Gen 49.10, which all the Targums interpret as ‘until the King Messiah
comes’, that is, the Anointed King of the tribe of Judah, and of the house
of David.” The same interpretation has been accepted by virtually all
Jewish scholars in later times.” The translation, 6 Aeyépevos XpioTés,
is best taken as an editorial gloss interpreting Meooias for those
(Greeks?) unfamiliar with that word.” It is also a typically Johannine clue
to notice (— 4.29).

6Tav €N €kelvos. The resumptive ékelvos underlines her use of
the Jewish term Messiah. Contained in this usage is the idea that she
would be quite prepared to accept from Judaism a Messiah, that is, a new
David, who would be—Tlike her interlocutor—open and full of kindliness
towards her people. For David was the only king who had ruled over the
two kingdoms of Judah and Israel in an age when each was fully inde-
pendent of the other, and when there was certainly no Temple in Jerusa-
lem, and probably none on Gerizim either. Unlikely though it is that the
woman herself thought so profoundly, the evangelist may well have had
this vision in mind when he placed on her lips the word ‘Messiah’.
avayyelel, a word meaning generally report, announce, proclaim, is
prominent in the LXX with the meaning disclose, proclaim what is
unknown (HR, 4 columns, with 184 examples rendering the Hiphil of 227
(ngd); see BDAG 2). hilv dmavTa. Nothing in the OT or in Judaism
suggests that the Messiah was to be omniscient, much less that he was
going to disclose or proclaim all things, but even so, dmavTa [or mavTa]
is emphatic (because it stands at the end of the sentence) and deserves
attention. Classical Greece said of prophets that ‘they knew all things’.
Thus in the /liad 1 70, Chalcas knew all things present, past and future,
[dn Ta T éévta Td T’ €oodpeva mpd T’ €ovTa; Oedipus Rex 300
reads, o mdvta vopdv Teipeoia; in Euripides’ Helen 922, the
prophetess Theonoe is upbraided with atoxpov Ta pév oe beta mavt’
¢€eldévat. mdvTa €ldds was used derogatively to mean ‘a know-all’
(Dio Chrysostom, Or. xxxiv, 4; xxxv, 2), but also as the distinctive

7! The wide acceptance of the identification was probably due to the work by the
distinguished Orientalist Adalbert Merx, Der Messias oder Ta’eb der Samaritaner,
Giessen, 1909. The earliest text to mention a Messiah of the Samaritans is Justin,
Apologia 53,6, but maybe Justin’s evidence was sound: he was born in Shechem-
Neapolis.

72 The Hebrew text of Gen 49.10 is awkward, but probably means ‘until Shiloh
comes’ (as in AV = KJV, RV): see the footnotes in RSV NRSV NEB REB (which
interpret it otherwise).

73 Bereishit-Genesis, translation and commentary by Rabbi Meir Zlotowitz, Brooklyn,
1986, 11 2152-53.

74 1t is therefore, in my English version, placed in brackets.
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characteristic of a true prophet. It is thus attributed to Apollonius of
Tyana (Life vii 8) and in the Pseudo-Clementine Homilies, we read ‘The
true prophet is the one who always knows everything (6 TdvToTe TavTa
€18ds), things past as they used to be, things present as they are, and
things future as they will be’ (Hom. II 6,5; see also III 11,2-15).7 The
Samaritan woman is simply stating, in her own way, an obvious truth,
universally accepted, that a prophet knows everything. See Jn 14.26;
16.13-15 (14, 15, avayyeAel), 30; 18.4; 21.17.

26. \ével avTi) 6 "Inoods, "Eyw €lpt, 6 A\aAdv oot. This is the first of
the ‘T am’ Sayings in John’s Gospel, in which Jesus reveals himself, here
as the Messiah awaited by, and sent to, Israel (understanding by Israel all
the Twelve Tribes). The sudden appearance of this claim, and in this
context, is astonishing, since nowhere in the NT are the traditional Jewish
beliefs about a royal Davidic Messiah more firmly laid aside than in the
Fourth Gospel (Dodd, Interpretation, 228-40). But a re-examination of
the conversation shows that it starts with the woman addressing Jesus as a
Jew (v. 9) and with Jesus entering into dialogue on that presupposition
(v.10: T{s éoTw O Méywv ool), after which she inquires whether he is
greater than Jacob (v. 12), then concedes that he is a prophet (v. 19), and
finally learns that he is the Messiah (vv. 25-26). Note (an inclusio ) that
Aéyov ool at the start of the dialogue (v. 10) is replaced at the end by 6
AaAGV ool (v. 26), the verb signifying revelation. 7

O Aa\Gv oo defines the true function of his messianic role. It is
insufficient to translate this phrase as who am conversing with you: see
the comment at 3.11 on AaAelv, illustrating that in John this verb is
virtually restricted to those, principally Jesus (45 times), who speak the
word of God (cf. 18.36-37). Compare the five very clear examples at
8.25, 26, 28, 30, and contrast Jesus’ refusal to reveal himself to the
Pharisees in 10.24. Thus this first occurrence of ’Ey et on Jesus’ lips
carries a powerful doctrinal statement, partly concealing and partly
revealing for those with eyes to see, who and what he is, the Word of God
incarnate.

After the mention of Jesus as the bridegroom in 3.29, the scene in
ch. 4 is therefore a pictorial representation of the fulfilment of Hosea’s
words of hope. All that Hosea had hoped for, all that the down-trodden
Samaritans had longed for during more than a century, are here presented
as fulfilled in the coming of Jesus to bring to the poor the water of life
eternal:

75> Many other examples in van Unnik, 219-28.

76 See Judith M. Lieu, ‘Messiah and Resistance in the Gospel and Epistles of John’, in
eds. M. Bockmuehl and J. N. Carleton Paget, Redemption and Resistance: The Messianic
Hopes of Jews and Christians in Antiquity, FS W. Horbury, London, 2007, 97-108.
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‘I will speak tenderly to her,

and make the Valley of Misfortune a Gateway of Hope,””
and there she shall answer as in the days of her youth...

I will betroth you to me in faithfulness;

and you shall know the Lord’ (Hos 2.14c-15bc, 19-20).

27.4\0av, widely used in the Koine as an alternative to a\8ov (BDF 81
[3]), is found in John only here and at 1.39. Even here the great majority
of witnesses read n\6ov (x¢ AB’CDL and all other uncials), as did
Lachmann, Tischendorf and Souter; but 8* B* have nA\6av, followed by
WH and most modern editors. nA6av here may be a signal to a reader in
the liturgy that the verb is third person plural, not a first person singular
continuing Jesus’ words in v.26 so as to read (with the variant in E K U
69.124) kat emL TouTo NABOV.

6TL peTd yvvailkos €XAAEL. yvvalkds, with a woman, i.e. any
woman at all. This was held to be inappropriate for any man, but
especially for arabbi: see Pirke Aboth 1,5 (Danby 446), and Aboth Rabbi
Nathan 2,1d: ‘No one should hold a conversation with a woman on the
street, not even with his own wife, and certainly not with any other
woman, because people talk’ (full texts in SB 11 438, and 1 299-301). Ti
{nTels. ‘{nTely in John hardly ever means a vague “wish”, but “to
seek”, “to strive for”’ (Schnackenburg): therefore, ‘What are you trying
to find out?’ or ‘What is the purpose of your conversation?’. TiL Aa\els
LeT’ avThs; All the leading English-language versions from Tyndale
and AV up to NRSV and REB inclusive render this as ‘Why are you
talking with her?’ (REB) or the equivalent. In contrast, all the German-
language versions I have consulted, from Luther to the present day, give
‘Was redest du mit ihr?” or the equivalent. The first rendering probably
arose from an over-emphasis on the astonishment of the disciples, but it
makes the two verbs {nTelr and AaAelv almost tautologous. The
alternative, ‘What are you talking with her about?’ (NJB, in line with the
revised [French] Bible de Jérusalem), makes the second question a happy
complement to the first. It appears also in the ‘Wycliffian’ NT of 1384:
What spekest thou with her?

Translating T{ Aa\els as “What are you talking about with her?” also
preserves the typically Johannine double meaning both of {nTelv and of
AaAetv. At the mundane (‘earthly’) level, the disciples ‘never asked’
about the purpose or the topic of their conversation. As a result they
forfeited the opportunity to learn there and then that Jesus was seeking to
fulfil the will of the Father by taking the first step towards the recon-
ciliation and restoration of Samaria, in revealing himself as the Messiah.
The fact that the disciples did not ask even T{ Aa\els directs attention to
4.26,¢&v¢ eLpt, 6 A\aldv oot (—): in John, Aa)elv is virtually restricted
to Jesus speaking the word of God. Compare and 3.11; 4.26; 5.30; 8.25,
26, 28, 30.

77 For this rendering compare Macintosh, Hosea, 74-75.
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28. dofikev ovv THY U8plav abTis 7 yuvn is a neat phrase to take
her off-stage while Jesus holds a private discussion with his disciples (=
vv. 31-38), and at the same time to make clear that she will certainly soon
be back. On ovv compare the note at 4.5.

29. dvBpwmov (anarthrous).” This is the first occurrence of dv@pwmos
referring to Jesus, the Word made flesh. In John, Jesus applies the term to
himself only once (8.40), preferring to describe himself as ‘Son of Man’
(Excursus VI). The Samaritan woman here in 4.29, and the blind man
before he comes to faith, who courteously speaks of 6 dvfpwmos 0
\eydpevos 'Incols (9.11), are the only future disciples who, in John,
refer to Jesus as an dv@pwmos. Otherwise (0UTos) O dvBpwmos is used
of Jesus only by the Jews (5.12; 7.46; 9.16, 24; 10.33; 11.47, 50; 18.14,
17) and by Pilate (18.29; 19.5). Here in 4.29, Sevte {deTe dvpwmov Os
eilméy pol mdvta doa émoinoa marks the start of the woman’s journey
into faith. TdvTa 60a is slightly stronger than the variant TavTa a:
hence have ever done (NRSV). She does not summarize the conversation,
but merely states the central fact, a fact which is sufficient to prove that
the stranger just arrived must certainly be a prophet (— 4.25). pATL
usually indicates that a negative reply is expected, but it can also be used,
where the questioner is in doubt, to mean perhaps (as here): see BDAG;
MHT III 283; BDF 427 (2) and (3). ‘Is this man perhaps the Messiah?’
The double occurrence of Messiah in 4.25 and 29 may represent an
intentional inclusio with its only previous appearance at 1.41 (the next
instances are at 7.26-27, 41-42). Compare the final paragraph on o coTnp
TOU KOopou at 4.42.

30. Many scribes sought to rectify the initial asyndeton (see the apparatus
in NA?7), but it is not uncharacteristic of John (MHT III 340). €EfjA8ov
... kai fpxovTo. On the aorist followed by an imperfect see JG 2465.
Note the parallel to 4.30 in 6.5.

4.31-37: AN INTERLUDE

% In the meantime the disciples were imploring him, saying, ‘Rabbi, have
something to eat!” 32 but he said to them, ‘I have food to eat which you are
unaware of’. 33 So the disciples said to one another, ‘Could anyone have
brought him something to eat?” 3 Jesus said to them, ‘My food is to do the
will of him who sent me, and to accomplish his work. ** Don’t you say,
“Another four months and the harvest will be here?” Look, I tell you! Raise
your eyes, and behold the fields, how they are already white for harvesting.
36 The reaper is already taking in what he deserves, and gathering fruit for life

78 The choice of dvBpwmos over avrjp is not significant, for with the solitary
exception of 1.36, dvijp in John always refers to a husband (5 times in 4.16-18) or a male
(1.13; 6.10). avrjp is found nowhere in 1, 2 and 3 John, and in Revelation once only, at
21.2.
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eternal, so that sower and reaper rejoice together. 37 For in this case the saying
is true, “One sows and another reaps”. 3® I sent you to reap that for which you
did not labour; others have laboured, and you have entered into their labour.’

31-38. Several words in this ‘Interlude’ are found nowhere else in John’s
Gospel. They are peta&t (31), 6 Beplopds (35 [x2]*) and 6 Bepllwv
(36 [x2],37, 38), uobds (36), 6 omelpwv (36,37, and compare kdkKkos
12.24), to which one may add komiav (4.6, 38 [x2]) and k6mos (4.38).
EvenBpdots (4.32;6.27,55), Bpdpa (4.34) and dayelv (only in 4.31-33
[3 times]; 6 (11 times); 18.28) attract attention by their presence here. As
a result, several writers judge that these verses originate from someone
other than the author of the main part of the Gospel; unfortunately, these
unusual features of vocabulary do not enable one to determine whether
the verses were inserted into the text after this part of the Gospel was
completed, or whether the Evangelist took over a passage written earlier
by someone else, and put it into his Gospel at the time he was composing
this narrative about the Samaritans.

31. peTa& is scarcely found in the LXX (see HR), and then (as in the
NT) it is nearly always as a preposition. Most modern English versions
translate év T@ peTaEv as meanwhile, but this rendering hardly brings
out the emphasis (compare BDAG 1 b a): better, in the meantime. The
three words then make a tight connection with v. 30: the reader knows
that the townspeople of Sychar are already on their way and In the
meantime, Jesus is informing the disciples that the fields of Samaria are
ripe for harvesting, as they will presently see (4.39-42; JG 2668). The
deferential form pappi, hitherto used only by those who were not yet
Jesus’ followers (1.38, 49; 3.2), indicates the disciples’ respect for, and
distance from, him: compare 6.25; 9.2; 11.8. fpdTwv. In the Koine (as
distinct from Classical Greek), épwTdr means, not merely to ask a
question, but also fo invite, beseech, or implore.

32-34. On oi8ate (32) = 3.11. Onowv (33) — 4.3; on pn Tis — pfTL
at 4.29. ‘Is it possible that someone...” €pov Bpdua, without the article
may be, grammatically, the predicate (JG 1994; MHT III 183-84; BDF
252; 393 [6]; 394) but here it makes no difference to the sense.

Bpmow éxo dayelv (32).. .€pov Bpdpa (34). The distinction
between Bpdotis and Bpdpia is a very fine one, if one exists at all: perhaps
Bpdois denotes food as that which nourishes, Bp&dpa, as that which is
eaten. In 32 Jesus uses the less concrete word, Bp&ots, to express himself
in a figurative sense, but when the disciples fail to comprehend (33), he
switches to the more concrete term Bpdpa, and defines it in words that
exclude any possible misunderstanding of it as physical food ({va
moujow kTA.). In both Greek and Oriental religious texts, words for food
and drink are commonly used metaphorically (Tpod1, dpTos, ydAa), but
Bphois and Bpdpa are hardly ever so employed, either in Classical
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Greek or in the Koine, and never once in the LXX (TWNT I 642-43). In
the NT, the two nouns are used figuratively only here in Jn 4.32, 34 and
in 6.27, 55, unless one counts also 1 Cor 3.2; 10.3. B-L suggests as a
possibility that Jesus’ declining to eat at this juncture is meant to recall
that Abraham’s servant, when seeking the hand of Rebecca, would not eat
until he had delivered his (divinely ordained) message.

On 4. 34 (oLetv) 1o ee)wum 'rov méppavTis pe, see 5.30 and 6.38,
39; on kal Teheldow avTod TO Epyov, see 5.36.

35-36. §id1n. The textual evidence (see NA27) does not warrant a firm
decision whether this word should be attached to the preceding or to the
following sentence, and in this context it does not make too much
difference. It seems, however, to give a better sense if it is taken with
v. 36, especially since John elsewhere places 718n at the beginning of a
clause (4.51; 7.14; 9.22; 15.3). 36. wLo0dv, without article, is a regular
Greek usage (Mt 10.41; LSJ and BDAG): it can mean either pay or
reward.

35. There is no evidence that the words éTL TETpAUNVOS KTA. are a
proverb, or that they are not. They may simply be a statement that four
months still remain to harvest-time, Te Tpdunvos being an adjective, with
xpovos understood (BDAG): this clause, so understood, has often been
used to date the incident at some time in the winter.” The sense in this
context would then be ‘There is time enough yet’. Jesus counters that
expectation of the disciples by an emphatic 180V Aéyw UpLy, with the
ancient Hebrew phrase émdpaTe Tovs 0¢p0alpovs vpav,* and with
the aorist imperative 8edoacBe (not the future indicative!): they con-
stitute a threefold command, ‘Look! Raise your eyes, and behold!’
Though JG 2246 suggests translating {800 (4.35;12.15; 16.32; 19.5) here
in 4.35 as but, it is better to take it (compare BDAG) as serving to arouse
interest at a new turn in the story.®! It is not fanciful, only logical, to infer
that Jesus already sees several Samaritans coming down the road with the
woman. There has been no interval of waiting for the gradual ripening of
the crop: ‘the harvest is ripe on the same day on which the seed has been
sown, for already the Samaritans are pouring out of the village and
coming to Jesus’ (R. E. Brown).

7 There is always at least a four-month period of waiting between the last sowing and
the first harvesting, dependent on the land, the crop, the weather and the time of year (SB
11 439-40; Dalman, Arbeit, 111 1-12, ‘Die Zeit der Ernte’).

80 [In the OT] ‘the expression n&$& ‘enayim, “to lift the eyes” is extremely
widespread and refers to eager looking, particularly since it is normally followed by 87
r@a “to see” (35 times)’ (TDOT X 38).

81 This is the only instance of {80V Aéyw Upiv in the NT (unless one counts 1 Cor
15.31, 180V puoThpLov Aéyw Uuiv). Is it here preferred to dpuny dpunv Myow vuiv (25~
in John), in order to introduce the word {800, Look!, albeit in the singular?
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36-37. The interpretation of these verses turns upon the identification of
0 Oepilwv. The term is certainly not used generically, to mean ‘any
harvester’ (BDF 252 [2]). Schnackenburg suggests that Jesus is the
harvester, his Father the sower. Those, however, who take 81 as making
a close connection with v. 35 generally interpret ‘the harvester’ as Jesus,
and ‘the sower’ as the Baptist. This dovetails with the interpretation of
3.23 given above, arguing that the Baptist exercised his ministry in the
vicinity. LLo80v AappdveL means that the harvester is collecting his due
reward, that is, the approaching Samaritans, whom he will shepherd
towards and into life eternal. iva in the last clause of v.36 is not final but
consecutive,® 6 OTeLpwV is the subject, and O)LOV can mean either at the
same place or at the same time (BDAG), or, obviously, both. The sense is
therefore that the Baptist can share in the rejoicing over the success of
Jesus’ ministry in Samaria. Thus [Opod] xaipn matches 3.29 (6 8¢
dbilos ToD vupdlov... xapd xaipevr), just as the thought of 3.28-30
harmonizes with the interpretation preferred here, and leads smoothly
into v. 37. év ydp ToUT® 0 A\oYos €0 TLY AANOLVOS KTA. For on this
occasion the saying holds true, that while one sows, another reaps. In the
context, this saying is most appropriately referred to the ministry of
Jesus’ disciples mentioned in 3.26 and 4.1-2, reminding them that their
success has been built on the labours of others—especially of the Baptist
and his followers.

38. The aorist AméoTeLAA is the most awkward word in the sentence®
because John, in contrast to the Synoptic writers (e.g. Mt 9.27-10.8 || Mk
3.13-19; 6.6-13 || Lk 9.1-6; 10.1-12), does not record that Jesus ever sent
his disciples on a missionary journey until after his Resurrection (Jn
20.21). Most commentators would probably agree that dméoTel\a is here
a word ‘spoken in anticipation with prophetic assurance’ (GANT);
compare the same verb in Jn 17.18% and cf. 6.62-65, 70-71.

If that is so, and if an editor inserted v.38 after the Gospel was com-
pleted, then this editor may have intended by these words to indicate that
others besides Jesus and his disciples, or even others besides the Baptist
and his disciples, had taken part in preaching the Word of God in
Samaria. Lagrange thinks of Moses and all the prophets as the sowers,
citing for this interpretation ‘Origen and all the Fathers’; so also Aquinas,
who interprets the past tense misi of the pre-resurrection preaching of the
Apostles to Israel according to Mt 10.5 (n. 654). John often views the
present as a completed result of the past (JG 2477) and out of chrono-
logical order (2480).

82 Compare IBNTG 142. Abel, Grammaire §79f, observes that the usage is frequent in
the LXX, influenced by the Hebrew, which used the same construction for purpose and
for consequence.

8 ameoTakka in & and D is perhaps an attempt to smooth over the difficulty.

8 The future perfect had dropped out of use (BDF 65 [1b]; 352).



294 JOHN 14

Cullmann suggested that perhaps the writer had in mind that the
success of Peter and John in their mission to Samaria (the reapers) rested
in part on the labours of Philip and the Hellenists (the sowers) (Acts 8.4-
40). Brown surmised that the story in John might have been preserved as
an argument against Christians in the Jerusalem Church who might have
wanted even Samaritan converts to change their allegiance to Jerusalem
as part of the Christian life (compare Acts 2.46). Perhaps Jn 4.38 might
be interpreted as an (otherwise unattested) Saying attributed to the Lord
in the early Church and inserted here to affirm a universal principle.

4.39-45: JESUS ACCEPTED IN SAMARIA AS THE SAVIOUR OF THE WORLD

3% Many Samaritans from that village came to believe in him because of the
woman’s word testifying that ‘He told me everything I had ever done’. 4 So
when the Samaritans reached him, they implored him to stay awhile with
them; and he stayed there a couple of days. 4! Many more came to believe
because of his word “?> and said to the woman, ‘It is no longer by reason of
what you said that we are believing, because we have heard for ourselves, and
are now aware that this is in truth the Saviour of the world.’

4 After the two days he departed from there into Galilee. * For Jesus
himself had testified that a prophet has no honour in his own country. > When
therefore he came to Galilee, the Galileans welcomed him, having seen all
that he had done in Jerusalem at the feast, for they too had gone to the festival.

39. ék 8¢ TS TOAEws ékeivns. John, in contrast with the Synoptics,
uses TOALs sparingly: seven times only before the Passion Narrative, at
1.44 (Bethsaida) and 11.54 (Ephraim), with both places identified, five
times here (for Sychar), and then once at 19.20.

Compare the comment at 4.18 on the woman’s five partners. One may
surmise that in this section entitled ‘The New Jerusalem’, John is
implying that this New Jerusalem is beginning to take shape in Samaria,
as O Vi4s O povoyevis (= 3.16) comes to claim his bride. This inter-
pretation calls attention to the full significance of ToA\oi émioTevoay
€ls avTOV: it is the first instance of this phrase in John, and the first of
seven occurrences (4.39; 7.31; 8.30; 10.42; 11.45; 12.11, in the imperfect;
12.42). The omission of els aUTéV inN*pc a € may have originated from
a scribal reluctance to attribute to the Samaritans faith ‘in Jesus’ before
the Resurrection; but at this point, the faith alluded to is simply faith in
Jesus as Messiah (4.29). Mark the wording Sta TOov A0yov Tiis
Yuvatkos papTupovons, for it affects the understanding of v. 42.

40. @s ovv RABov TPOS adTOV ol TapapiTat, that is, the Samaritans
who had been accompanying the woman down the road (— 4.35),
NPOTWYS avTOV pelvar (aorist), to make his abode, to take up

85 The imperfect tense is normal with this verb whenever it awaits a fulfilment in a
further action by another agent (MHT III 65; BDF 328).
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residence there, the aorist indicating a new act (as distinct from pévewv,
denoting the continuation of an action already begun).’s Tap’ avTols.
pévewr mapd T is John’s normal usage for fo stay (physically) with
someone, as in 1.39, here at 4.40 and in 14.25. kal épewvey €ékel.
Origen observes that John does not write that Jesus stayed ‘in their
village’, or ‘in Samaria’, but simply there, with those who had come to
believe. There, where Abraham had offered the first sacrifice in Canaan,
where Jacob had bought the first parcel of land, below the mountain
where Joshua had proclaimed the first Constitution of Israel (Josh 24) and
where a temple lay in ruins, near the site of Shechem where no walled
town remained, there he stayed. Rupert of Deutz observes that Jesus
never ‘stayed’ in Jerusalem (contrast 2.12; 7.9; 10.40; 11.6, 54).

8vo Nuépas. The English idiom, a couple of days, like the German
ein paar Tagen, indicates just a short stay, without chronometric
exactitude (as the translation two days would in modern speech imply).
Instinctively one thinks of Hos 6.2 (‘after two days he will revive us’:
LXX, Uytdoel Nuds peta 8o fpépas), for given the prominence of
Hosea in the interpretation preferred above, this verse would then make
an ideal conclusion to the narrative.®” Two days was all he needed to
bring his long-lost bride back home (— Jn 4.6).

41. Many more came to believe because of Jesus’ word (8ta Tov Adyov
alTob) than had come to believe because of the woman’s testimony in
v.39.42.8La Tqv onv Aaiidv. In Classical Greek \a\Ld meant chatter,
but by NT times it meant simply speech, denoting spoken language in
any form: in Mt 26.73 = Mk 14.70 Peter is identified by his Galilean
accent. In the light of Jn 4.39 and 41, we should have expected rather Sia
TOV Mdyov ogov, for John restricts the verb Aa)elv almost exclusively to
those who ‘speak the word of God’. The choice of Aa\id over Adyos
here in 4.42 depicts the Samaritans—the many believing Samaritans (v.
39)—as recognizing that the woman had indeed been speaking to them
the word of God.* avTolL yap dknkdapey, because we have heard for
ourselves, the perfect signifying completeness (thus JG 2450), or perhaps
because we have just heard for ourselves (— 4.18 on elpnkas). kai
oidapev, and are (now) aware: see the note at 3.2a on eidévat. 6TL
oUTOS €0TLY dANBAS 0 CLTNP TOU KOOPOV.

8 Chrysostom’s commentary reads (XXXV 1) éBo0lovTto Sinrekds aldTov
kaTéxelv, but Boismard contends that this phrase is added by the Compiler of the
Homilies (Un évangile pré-johannique 11, 2, 181).

87 On this text see Macintosh, Hosea (ICC), 220-24

8 The variant onv papTupiar in 8* D may have arisen from a desire to avoid using
AaAia since it was considered a less precise and rather plebeian term, or from a desire to
render explicit the interpretation proposed above. The only other occurrence of AaAid in
the NT is at Jn 8.43.
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O XQTHP TOY KOXMOr

This title, so common in later Christian worship, occurs only twice in the
NT, here and at 1 Jn 4.14.

In the LXX the noun cwT1jp is applied almost everywhere (over 30
times) to Yahweh alone (e.g. Isa 45.15, 21; Wis 16.7; Bar 4.22). Three
exceptions refer to ancient ‘judges of Israel’ as saviours (Jdg 3.9.15;
2 Esd 19.27 [= Neh 9.27]), but otherwise coTMp is never applied to any
human figure (not even to the Davidic Messiah). In fact, the LXX seems
deliberately to avoid using it of the Davidic Messiah, as at Zech 9.9: {500
0 Baotiels oov €pxeTal oot, dlkatos kal o@lwr avTds, and at Isa
49.6: 180V TéBeLkd o€ ... els cwtnptav (G. Fohrer in TWNT VII 1013).

At the other extreme, Josephus never uses coTr)p with reference to
God, but does use it of Vespasian (War IIl ix § =459; VIl iv 1 =71) and
even of himself (Life 47 = 244, and in 50 = 259, kowval Tapa TAvTwY
EylvovTto dwval kalolvtov ebepyéTnr pe kal coTfpa). In Greek
literature coTMp was an honorific appellation, applied to benefactors and
philanthropists, to philosophers and statesmen, to kings and emperors
(e.g. Antiochus Epiphanes): see the extensive documentation in TWNT
VII 1006-1014 (W. Foerster). Thus Hadrian is regularly called 6 coTnp
Tfis otkoupévns or Tob kGopov (10111526), not for any single achieve-
ment, but for his many individual acts of beneficence, and the title coT1p
was in no way reserved to him alone (101128-44). In the Corpus Hermeti-
cum the title never occurs, and it is rarely found in any Gnostic Writings
except under Christian influence (1019-1020).

In the NT cwT1jp occurs with reference to God at Lk 1.47; 1 Tim 1.1;
2.3;4.10; Titus 1.3; 2.10; 3.4; Jude 25, and also, 16 times (see the next
paragraph), to Jesus Christ, predominantly in the later books, from which
one may reasonably infer that the title was neither claimed by Jesus nor
attributed to him during his earthly life. The carefully restricted LXX
usage might have made the first Jewish Christians wary of calling Jesus
owTnp; it might have seemed too much. Among non-Jewish Christians,
however, the same word might have seemed on its own too little (see the
preceding paragraph), endangering the unique role of Jesus by attributing
to him a term normally used to designate a political saviour.® Its exact
connotation must always be discerned from the context.

Thus in Lk 2.11 the meaning of coTp is clear from the fact that Luke
1-2 presents Jesus as the long-expected, freedom-bringing Messiah (see
1.68-75), born in ‘the city of David’; ‘Saviour’ would have been an
indispensable title in the protocol for the proclamation of this royal birth.
Likewise in Acts 5.31 (see Barrett in loco) and 13.23 Jesus is called
Saviour for bringing his people forgiveness from their sins. In Phil 3.20
Jesus is the Saviour awaited from heaven at the end of time (compare

89 That is, reversing the argument of W. Bousset in Kyrios Christos, 1913, 293-99,
that Christians adopted the title cwT1p because it was used in pagan cults, particularly of
rulers. See Barrett, Acts, 290, on 5.31.
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1 Thess 1.10, though this parallel lacks the term cwTTp). Ephesians 5.23
refers to the exalted Christ, as do 2 Tim 1.10 (note v. 10cd); Tit 2.13; 3.6
(and therefore 1.4 as well). 2 Peter 1.11; 2.20; 3.2, 18 show that around
A.D. 100 kipLos kal coTrp was an accepted title of Jesus Christ (for
owTNp see also 1.1).

The lexical data from the LXX and Greek literature clarify the import
of 6 cwTnp TOU kéopou in Jn 4.42 (and compare 1 Jn 4.4). The
adjunction of ToD kdéopov makes clear that in Jn 4.42 cwTnp is not just
the equivalent of a local civic honour (as in Josephus), and the LXX
usage compels one to ask what 6 coT}p might connote when applied by
a Jewish writer to a man. Placed on the lips of the Samaritans, and being
neither Judaic nor specifically Samaritan, it raises profound questions
about Jesus.”

The reader of this Gospel is fully aware of the great significance of the
term k6opos in the mind of the evangelist (— 1.9), and of the writer’s
predilection for inclusio. It is worth noting that after the Prologue, in the
section running from 1.19 to 4.54, k6o pos first occurs at the point where
Jesus enters into the narrative, at 1.29 (6 dpros Tod 8eod O alpwv THY
apaptiar Tob kéopov), and that its seventh and last occurrence is at
4.42 (6 cwtnp T0b Kéopov). The other five occurrences, in 3.16, 17 [3
times], 19, are all concerned with God’s love for this world, contain the
only mention outside the Prologue of povoyevis (Tov viov Tov
povoyevtj €dwkev. The povoyevns, the utterly Unique One, is truly the
Saviour of the World, the One who discloses how God so loved the
world. Aquinas observes that the Samaritans here ‘confitentur Christum
Salvatorem singularem, verum et universalem’, citing Isa 45.15 (vere tu
es Deus absconditus, Deus Israel, Salvator) and Acts 4.12 (n. 663).”

43. peta 8¢ Tas 8vo Npépas. When the evangelist uses a cardinal
number with fjpépa, he does not use the article (2.19, 20; 11.6, 17; 12.1;
20.26) except here in 4.43. Therefore, the two days, probably because the
writer saw them as fulfilling the promise in Hos 6.1-3, by initiating the
conversion of Samaria.”? — 4.40.

9% Where cotnp ToU kéopov is found in The Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs
(Levi 10.2; 14.2; Dan 6.7 [and 9, Tov é6vév]; Benjamin 3.8, 6 dpvos Tob Oeod kal
owTnp Tob KGTROV), it is safe to say that this comes from Christian authors or editors,
and so contributes nothing to a better understanding of the phrase in the NT. See H. W.
Hollander and M. De Jonge, The Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs: A Commentary,
1985, 82-85.

91 The addition of 6 xpLoTds at the end of the verse, though supported by a
quantitatively large number of witnesses and consequently accepted for centuries in the
Textus Receptus, is unjustified by the manuscript tradition (see NA?”) and has been
rejected in every modern critical edition beginning with Tischendorf’s 8a in 1869. See
NA?® Appendix II Textuum Differentiae = NA?” Appendix II1 Editionum Differentiae on
Jn 4.42, where this variant is not once recorded.

92 Though no OT text looks more appropriately matched to the NT than Hos 6.2,
neither the NT nor the early Fathers cite this text as evidence for the Resurrection. The
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44. The saying about a prophet’s being unwelcome ‘in his own
country’ is found in Mt 13.57 || Mk 6.4 || Lk 4.24, but its presence here at
Jn 4.44 is puzzling. Why should Jesus go ‘into Galilee’, knowing that he
will not be welcome there? ‘The text appears to be utterly illogical’
(Origen XIII 53; GCS 10:283 = SC §364).

Origen therefore suggested that ‘his own country’ must refer to Judea,
where Jesus had already experienced antagonism (compare Jn 2.18-20,
23-25; 4.1-3), commenting that TaTtpls &1 TGV WpodnTAY €V TH
"Tovdara v (XIII 54; GCS 10:284 = SC § 372). Some modern exegetes
adopt a similar view, arguing that Jerusalem, the home of every Jew,
must be pre-eminently the home of the Messiah (Schlatter), and so for
Jesus too his ‘proper home’ (Hoskyns), but this seems to read too much
into (8, which is here simply the equivalent of the possessive pronoun:
see MHT 1 87-90; III 2, 4, 191-92, and note that all three Synoptic
parallels read not {8{q, but avToV. Bultmann and Brown suggest that
Jesus knew that the welcome he would receive in Galilee (Jn 4.45) would
be as shallow as that which, according to 2.23-25, he had received
in Jerusalem, just the popular enthusiasm given to a wonderworker.
Schnackenburg suggests that Jesus might have been seeking to retire for
the moment from the stress of conflict in Jerusalem (compare 7.3-8),
while knowing that he would encounter non-acceptance in Galilee too,
simply because he was a Galilean (6.41-42, 52, 60-66). None of these
views seems entirely satisfactory.

TaTpls can denote either a large geographical territory, a native
country, or a very small locality, such as someone’s home town. As
parallels to the saying that a teacher is unwelcome in his own maTp(s,
BDAG mentions Dio Chrysostom 30 (47), 6, Tdow Tols dthocgddols
XaAeTos €v TH maTplSt 0 Blos; Apollonius of Tyana, Letter 44, to his
brother, pévn péxpt vov 1 TaTpls dyvoet, in Philostratus 1 354,12 =
Loeb I1436; and Epictetus 3,16,11, asserting that the philosopher avoids
his maTpis. All three parallels refer to the teacher’s native ground, the
home town or neighbourhood where his family background is only too
well known, exactly as in Mk 6.2-4 ||s and Jn 6.42. In Jn 4.44, therefore,
maTpis is best taken as referring not to Galilee in general, but, specifi-
cally, to Nazareth, in accordance with Jn 1.45-46; 18.5, 7; 19.19.%

The traveller from Samaria would cross the boundary and enter the
district of Galilee at a point not two miles distant from Nazareth.** At no

first to do so was Tertullian in Adv. Marcionem 1V 43 (CCL 1,161) and Adv. ludaeos 23
(CCL 2.1389): Wolft, Hosea, ETr 1974, prints the two texts both in Latin and in
translation, together with many useful references. See also J. Dupont, ‘Ressuscité “le
troisieme jour”’, Biblica 40 (1959), 742-61, particularly 745-46.

93 This represents a slight variation from the interpretation given by Chrysosotom
(XXXV 2) who says that Jesus went to Cana because his maTpis was Capernaum, which
rejected him (Lk 10.15).

9 Josephus states that the most southerly point of the frontier of Galilee was ‘a
village in the Great Plain called Xaloth’ (War 111 iii 1 =39: Loeb 11 587), to be identified
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other time in John’s narrative is Jesus so close to his native town. Perhaps
that is why the writer feels it imperative to explain why Jesus did not go
there, but instead, travelled on further into Galilee. EpapTUpnoey in
v. 45 has a pluperfect sense,’ and provides the explanation: because he
had openly affirmed that a prophet finds no honour on his home ground.

45. 8T€ obv NABeV, — 4.5. So it was that when he reached Galilee, the
Galileans welcomed him. €8éEavTo, hapax legomenon in John, was
chosen perhaps (Schnackenburg) under the influence of the proverb in the
form found at Lk 4.24, 8ekT6s. They welcomed him, as others had done
in Jerusalem, because of what they had seen him do there év T1j €0pTH,
at the festival:— Jn 2.23. Significantly, John does not here use Aafetv,
which would imply that they accepted him, the verb he prefers to
designate genuine faith (1.12; 5.43; cf. 3.11, 32-33; 12.48; 13.20 [4
times]; 17.8). — 4.48.

with the modern Igsal = lksal (map reference 1807 2320), only 3 km south-east of
Nazareth. See also his Life 44 =227: Loeb I 85; Dalman, Sacred Sites and Ways, 62, 190.
% See SMTNTG 48, 52; IBNTG 11.
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KYPIOXZ OR IHXOYZX IN 4.1a?

In 1869 Tischendorf, induced presumably by the reading in his newly
found treasure, the Codex Sinaiticus, was the first editor to print Incovs
in the Gospel text at Jn 4.1a, but for ninety years thereafter, until 1960,
nearly all others (H'S V M N25) continued to retain kuptos, as in the TR.
The only exceptions were Friedrich Blass (1902)' and J. Bover (1943).

In 1960 G. D. Kilpatrick, in his Greek—English Diglot (1960), pro-
duced privately for translators of the British and Foreign Bible Society,
replaced kuptos by Inocovs; so did R. V. G. Tasker in The Greek New
Testament (1964), but he was merely supplying the Greek text underlying
the NEB. Since that time Inoovs has usually been preferred in editions of
the Greek text, as in all those from the United Bible Societies or from the
Institute in Miinster (including NA?27), plus the Synopses of J. B. Orchard
(1983) and B-L (1986); the solitary exception is the (revised) Synopsis
of A. Huck and H. Greeven (1981). Most modern English-language
Versions since 1960 have also followed the Bible Societies, adopting the
reading Inoovs, though the commentators have been rather more
reluctant to abandon kuptos. See Van Belle 173-74.

There is good external evidence for either alternative (see NA?27), and
in the TCGNT, the reading accepted, Inoovs, is classed only {C}, indi-
cating ‘a considerable degree of doubt’ as to which is the superior reading
(xxviii). The editorial committee judged that if kuptos had stood (as
subject of eyvw) in the original text, it is unlikely that it would ever have
been displaced by Inoouvs, because the triple occurrence of Incous
makes the text irksome to read; whereas if Incovs had originally been
the subject of eyvw, ‘more than one copyist may have smoothed the
passage by changing the first instance of Inoous to kuptLos’ precisely to
avoid this clumsiness. Perhaps in the original text the subject of the verb
was not expressed, so that some scribes later supplied Inocovs, others
kupLos (often written as [ and KX). Thus TCGNT 205-206.

In 2002 Gilbert Van Belle entered a powerful plea for the reinstate-
ment of kupLos.? In assessing the external evidence (set out fully in
UBS?), he draws attention to Aland’s ‘five Categories’ of witnesses, of

' Evangelium secundum loannem, Leipzig, 1902. See Lagrange, Critique textuelle Il
(1935), 8-9, on the idiosyncratic character of this work.

2 G. Van Belle, ‘KYPIOX or IHXOYX in John 4.1?°, in ed. J. Denaux, New Testa-
ment Criticism and Exegesis, FS J. Delobel, BETL 161, Leuven, 2002, 159-74.
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which the first three (‘very special’, ‘special’ and ‘distinctive’) are of
primary significance.? In Category I, Inoovs is found in & alone; in II, in
© alone; in III, only in 086 and f. kuptos, by contrast, occurs in
Category I, in P7° B; in II, in C and 083; in III, in A A ¥ and /3. (Van
Belle concedes that the original reading of P% is uncertain, though the
‘corrected’ one is KX.)

But Van Belle insists also on the ‘intrinsic probability’ of kuptos in
this context. After an encyclopaedic survey of editions, versions and
(from 1826) commentaries, he concludes that here in 4.1 (and in 6.23;
11.2) kupros represents the original text. Many would agree, but would
ascribe the term to a redactor or a glossator (so, e.g., Bernard I 132, also
XXXIII). Van Belle, however, contends that it was the evangelist himself
who wrote kuplos, to recall attention to the content of the passage
immediately preceding, in which the heavenly status of him whom the
Father has sent is explicitly declared (3.31, 34-35). Thus F. Godet 1902,
292; ETr 1886 (repr. 1978),417. C. F. Keil (1881) likewise suggests that
kuptos is there to remind the reader that Jesus was throughout his life
fully aware of the mission assigned to him by God, and left Judea, to
withdraw to Galilee, because that was at this point an integral part of
God’s plan (4.3; — €8eL in 4.4); compare also the more than human
knowledge ascribed to him in 4.16-18, 29. kuptos as a designation of
Jesus is indeed, in John, a resurrection-title, but the evangelist knew this,
and therefore employed it, sparingly and significantly, at critical points in
the narrative. Here its presence would signal a powerful inclusio with
4.42.

To sum up, the simplest way of accounting for the origination of the
two readings is to posit that originally the subject of eyvw was not
expressed (thus Barrett, R. E. Brown, TCGNT); but no surviving manu-
script attests its absence—all contain either Incovs or kuptos. It seems
virtually certain therefore that neither word was written in scriptio plena,
but only as IX or KX. There is no clear and objective criterion to deter-
mine which of the two nouns was the earlier or the original, or whether
the noun was first inserted in the text by an editor, a glossator, or by the
evangelist himself. kvplros is preferred in this commentary, partly
because of its earlier attestation, but mainly because it is so unusual, and
is therefore the more difficult reading.

3 See Van Belle 161-62, and K. Aland, Text of the New Testament, ETr, Grand
Rapids, 1987, 106, 159-63.
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SHECHEM AND SAMARIA
IN NEW TESTAMENT TIMES

It is impossible to say when the Samaritan temple on Gerizim was first
built, perhaps around 330 B.C. (see Josephus, Ant. X1 viii 1 =322-24, and
Appendix B p. 509, in the Loeb edition, vol. VI; Schiirer IT 17-19), but it
was totally destroyed in 129-128 B.C. by John Hyrcanus I (4nz. XIII ix 1
= 255-56; Schiirer I 207). That it was never rebuilt is clear from the fact
that the Jews observed the anniversary of its destruction as a day of
rejoicing (Megillat Taanith §8). In the same campaign Hyrcanus captured
Shechem and no doubt left it ravaged, with any fortifications in ruins; but
it is too much to state (with Schiirer II 161) that Josephus asserts that the
town was, like the temple, destroyed at the same time. In Anz. XIIlix 1=
255; War 1ii 6 = 63, the verb Josephus uses is aipelv, and aipeiv
implies rather that the localities mentioned as ‘captured’ continued to
exist thereafter. Twenty years later, however, between 111 and 107 B.C.,
when Hyrcanus conquered the ‘massive stronghold of Samaria’ (Zapd-
petav mOMY dxvpwTdTnr), he ‘utterly effaced’ that ancient historic
capital (mdocav avtny Nddvicev) of the Northern Kingdom (1 Kgs
16.24), destroying its very foundations, ‘until no sign remained that a city
had ever been there’ (Ant. XIII x 2-3 =275-81; War 11ii 7= 65: Schiirer |
209-10). For the next two centuries the region was under the control
either of the Hasmoneans or of the Herodians or of the Romans.

After Pompey’s conquest of Jerusalem in 63 B.C., the city of Samaria
was refounded by the proconsul Gabinius (57-55 B.C.: Schiirer I 245-
46), repopulated by the Romans and later considerably enlarged by Herod
the Great, but as a Roman colony and a Hellenized city, renamed in
honour of the Emperor Augustus, Sebaste, the modern Sebastiyeh (4nz.
XIVv3=288; XVvii3=217;viii 5=292; War 1 viii 4 = 166; xxi 2 =
403; Schiirer 11 160-64). Non-Jewish and firmly loyal to Rome, it sup-
plied a substantial part of the troops stationed in Judaea under successive
military governors (Schiirer I 363-64).

While Sebaste flourished, the ancient Shechem became, to judge by
the size of Tell Balata, a mere village which had never recovered from the
destruction wreaked by John Hyrcanus and his sons, all bitterly hostile to
the Samaritan nation. The episode in John 4 is therefore located about 8
miles (12 km) away from Sebaste, in an economically depressed area,
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where the native population had been under the dominion of alien rulers
for over one hundred years.'

In A.D. 67, the fighting men of Samaria gathered on Mount Gerizim,
planning to join in the revolt against Rome, only to be virtually
annihilated (War 111 vii 32 = 307-15). After the War, new coloniae were
of course established by the Romans, one of them in A.D. 72 across the
strategic defile of Mabartha? between Ebal and Gerizim; it was entitled
Colonia Prima Flavia (thus Pliny), and also Neapolis. This new founda-
tion soon became the principal city of the region, eclipsing even Sebaste,
and, because of its location, about one Roman mile from the site of Tell
Balata,’ came in time to be identified with the ancient Shechem (Schiirer |
520-21; IT 163-64). Nevertheless, between A.D. 72 and 90, ‘the creation
of this cosmopolitan city at the foot of their holy mountain must have
seemed to the natives of Samaria an outrage’ (M. Baillet, DBS X1 1001).
It was in these years after the foundation of Neapolis that the story of
Jesus’ encounter with the woman of Samaria was being publicly pre-
sented as part of the Christian Gospel to the world. *

' On Josephus’ animosity against the Samaritans, see Ant. IX xiv 3 =290-91, plus, in
the Loeb edition, the other references listed in vol. VI, fn. a. on p.155: Ant. X1 191f.,
84ff., 114ff., 174ff., 340ff.; XII 257ff.

2 An indigenous local name, War IV viii 1 =481, erroneously given as Mamortha in
Pliny, Natural History V xiii = 69 in fine.

3 Eusebius, Onomasticon, the Pilgrim of Bordeaux, and Jerome, Epistula 108, cited in
ELS, 2nd ed., 269-71.

4 See also at Jn 3.23, the comments on ‘The Location of Aenon’, pp. 245-47.
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THE IDENTIFICATION OF THE SITE OF SYCHAR

The first to localize the site was the Pilgrim of Bordeaux (A.D. 333) who
records that it was one [Roman] mile from Joseph’s funeral monument “at
Sechim’ ‘to Sechar’ (ELS, 2nd ed., fn. 270 = CSEL 39, 20). ELS, 2nd
ed., 218-28 prints 28 texts, ranging from Eusebius of Caesarea to 1626.

Sychar is a hapax legomenon in the Bible, and until recently it was
commonly identified with the village of ‘Askar, 1100 yards north-
northeast. of Bir Yakub (Jacob’s Well), at grid 1776-1806. Many still
favour that location, but others now prefer the little village of Balata,
about 500 yards west-northwest of the Well (grid 1769—1798). Joseph’s
memorial is today shown some 300 yards north of the Well, but perhaps
the site of his tomb has altered since A.D. 333 (for the convenience of
pilgrims?).

The main arguments are stated concisely both by Brown I 169 (in
favour of Balata) and by Schnackenburg I = ETr 422-23 (in favour of
‘Askar). The fullest presentations are by Kopp and Delcor, both favour-
ing ‘Askar. See also J. Briend, who has a slight preference for Askar.
Everything turns on whether there was during the lifetime of Jesus an
inhabited locality at the site of the modern ‘Askar. Some think there was,
partly because of the similarity (though not identity) of name. They
identify it as Sychar, and then interpret the evidence of Eusebius, Jerome
and others accordingly. Those convinced that there was no village at all at
modern ‘Askar until Arab times (the Arabic word means simply ‘military
camp’) locate the ancient Sychar at the site of the modern Balata. The
Sinaitic and Curetonian Syriac both read Suchem, not Sychar, perhaps to
replace an obscure name by a well-known one (Pons Aelii is more
familiar as Newcastle-upon-Tyne), an indication that the scribes had in
mind ancient Shechem, close by modern Balata. Some suggest that the
name Sychar may in the course of time have moved from there 1 km
north-east, and later have been assimilated with ‘Askar.

There can be no conclusion to the debate until new and decisive
archaeological evidence is forthcoming (thus Kopp, very firmly), and
since the exact identification of the site does not affect in the slightest the
interpretation of the Gospel’s teaching, the wisest counsel is to await
reports of future excavations. There have been no excavations since 1967.

For further discussion, see the following:
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C. Kopp, Die heiligen Stitten (1958), 196-211 (= ETr The Holy
Places, 155-66) (both with fine photographs). The evidence from
Eusebius, Jerome and other witnesses presented on pp. 205-10 of
the German edition is omitted from the ETr (p. 154, see fn. 48).

M. Delcor, ‘Vom Sichem der hellenistischen Epoche zu Sychar des
Neuen Testaments’, ZDPV 78 (1962), 34-48 = Religion d’Israél et
Proche Orient Ancien, 1976, 389-403.

J. Briend, ‘Puits de Jacob’, in DBVS IX (1975), 386-98.

Z. Stefanovic, ‘Jacob’s Well’, in ABD III 608-609.
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‘IN SPIRIT AND TRUTH’

The interpretation of this phrase in Jn 4.23-24, has long been a paradigm
of the changing patterns of NT scholarship. The two nouns will be
examined first separately’ and then as a pair.

v mrevpaTt

Several Greek writers, under the influence of Platonic philosophy,
interpreted mvevpa here as that which is distinguished from, opposed to,
and contrasted with, the material body, because it is neither c&pa nor
odp€ nor UAn in any way. Thus Chrysostom writes: ‘When he says, God
is Spirit, this means simply that he does not have a body. Therefore the
worship of the one who is not corporeal must also be of the same kind,
and performed by that which in us is incorporeal, that is, by the soul and
by purity of mind.’? The same interpretation recurs in Theodore of
Mopsuestia, Ammonius, Theophylactus and Euthymius, the last of whom
writes 00 COPLATLKDS - AANA TVEVPATLKGS, because Trebpa [6 0eds]
TovTéoTLy dodpaTos (PG 129.1196). Many Latin writers thought much
the same, but, following Augustine, judged the principal teaching of the
verse to lie in the implication that the new worship would not be
restricted to any particular localities on earth: thus the Glossa ordinaria
(‘non in templo, non in hoc monte, sed interius in intimo templo cordis’).

Unsurprisingly, at the time of the Reformation, some began to ask
questions about the relevance of this text to the forms of Christian
worship. For the Lutherans, Philip Melanchthon declared in 1531 that it
excluded all theories which argued that some sacrifices had value ex
opere operato.’ John Calvin in his Commentary (1553) wrote that it
certainly excluded ‘an excessive multitude of ceremonies’ (immodica
caerimoniarum turba), and called for ‘inner faith of the heart,...purity of

! As in de la Potterie, La Vérité, 673-79: note also 680-706.

28Tav 8¢ elmn, Mvedpa 6 Oeds, 008EV dA\o Snot, 1) TO dodpaTov. 8el Tolvuy
Tob dowpdTou kal TNV AaTpelav TolavTny elval, kal 8td Tod év Hu dowpdTov
mpoodépeabar: TouTéoTy, Sla ThHS Yuxis kal Ths Tod vol kabapdTnTos. In
loann. 33,2 =191 DE.

3 ‘Haec sententia clare damnat opiniones de sacrificiis, quae fingunt ex opere operato
valere, et docet, quod oporteat spiritu, id est motibus cordis, et fide adorare.” Apologia
Confessionis, Art. XXIV De Missa 27, in Die Bekenntnisschriften der evangelisch-
lutherischen Kirche, Géttingen, 2nd ed., 1952, 35771,
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conscience and self-denial’ (interior cordis fides, quae invocationem
parit, deinde conscientiae puritas, abnegatio nostri). In his Institutes he
pleaded that any external ceremonies should be few, easy of observance,
dignified, and clear in meaning (IV 10, 14; ETr IT 1191-93), but neither
there nor in his Commentary is he specific about the implications of these
principles.* Some Spanish Jesuits alleged indeed that ‘Protestants’ were
invoking Jn 4.23 to justify the abolition of all liturgical ceremonies,’ but
such was never the teaching of the Churches of the Reformation, and it is
significant that Robert Bellarmine, at the very point where he is arguing
against the chapter of Calvin’s Institutes just mentioned, does not make
this accusation (see his De Controversiis 111, 11, ¢. 32, arg. 7'm 15-17).
The first introduction of a regular pattern of ‘purely interior and spiritual
worship’ without any external ceremonies at all is generally ascribed to
George Fox (1624-1691) and the Society of Friends (from around 1650
onwards).

The eighteenth-century Enlightenment led inevitably to a radical re-
examination of the practical implications of Jn 4.23, ‘in spirit and in
truth’. It was soon widely accepted that spirit here referred to the human
intellect and will, that is, to those elements by which a human being is
identified and distinguished from all other animals. Then the year 1859
saw the publication of Charles Darwin’s Origin of Species and of John
Stuart Mill’s On Liberty, and many previously hallowed presuppositions
were called into question. In 1863 Ernest Renan (1823—1892) published a
Vie de Jésus which immediately became a best-seller (60,000 copies in
the first four months), partly because of its exquisite French prose, and
partly because it expressed what many people of that era wanted to
believe: that a gentle, tolerant Jesus had preached a religion in which
difficult dogma and uncomfortable law would have no place. Chapter
XIV opens with the statement that ‘Jesus despised all religion which was
not of the heart’ and ends with a paragraph pronouncing that ‘the day on
which Jesus uttered this saying [“shall worship the Father in spirit and in
truth”] he was truly Son of God. He pronounced for the first time the
sentence upon which will repose the edifice of eternal religion...until the
end of time.’é Though Renan’s book is not a work of scholarship and was
never highly esteemed in the academic world,’ its influence was none the

4 He comments on 4.23: ‘Quid sit Deum colere in Spiritu et veritate, ex superioribus
dilucide patet, nempe, ablatis veterum rituum involucris, simpliciter retinere quod
spirituale est in Dei cultu.’

3> De la Potterie (675 fn. 91) cites ‘especially Salmeron, Maldonatus, Ribera, Bellar-
mine and Toledo’, the last of whom writes: ‘omnes ceremonias, et ritus Ecclesiasticos
tollunt, et sola conscientiae mundicia, adorandum Deum existimant’.

6 Vie de Jésus, 13th ed., Paris, n.d. (1916?), 235 and 244 =ETr (Everyman’s Library)
1927, 136 and 140.

7 Charles Gore concludes his Introduction to the edition in Everyman’s Library by
describing it as ‘an exquisitely conceived and executed romance rather loosely or
remotely based upon history’.
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less immense, and its publication may serve as a marker of the start of the
popularization of ‘liberal theology’. Even unquestionably conservative
exegetes interpreted the phrase in Jn 4.23 in language which would have
been quite acceptable to Renan and other liberal theologians.

Thus Godet commented in 1864: ‘Spirit here denotes that deepest
element of the human soul by which it can hold communion with the
divine world...” and truth is its corollary: ‘the worship rendered in the
inner sanctuary of the spirit is the only true one, because it alone corre-
sponds to the nature of God—its object: “God is a spirit”’ (ETr II 116).
Similarly Westcott in 1880 (and 1908): ‘In biblical language [spirit
denotes] that part of man’s nature which holds, or is capable of holding,
intercourse with the eternal order, in the spirit (1 Thess 5.23). The spirit
of man responds to the Spirit of God. Compare [John] 6.63.” Zahn (1908)
draws out at some length the implications of this interpretation: the
genuine worshipper will never be obliged to frequent particular places or
buildings, or to conform in the observation of days, times or forms.®
Lagrange too could write in 1925 (Jean, 113) : ‘Il faut entendre...év
mreUpaTt d’une disposition humaine; ’esprit de ’homme est ce qu’ily a
en lui de plus pur, de plus semblable a Dieu... L action de I’Esprit Saint
peut étre aisément déduite, mais n’est pas indiquée expressément.’

The most obvious weakness of this interpretation is its banality.
Neither Jews nor Greeks needed to be reminded that the inward devotion
of an upright heart was superior to merely formal acts of external
worship, even liturgical ones: compare 1 Kgs 8.27-30; Isa 66.1; Mal 1.11;
1 Sam 15.22 and Hos 6.6. Moreover, ‘the cultic worship of God is [in Jn
4.23] contrasted, not with a spiritual, inward form of worship, but with
the eschatological worship’ (thus Bultmann 140 and fn. 3 =ETr 190 and
fn. 4).

A second defect in the interpretation of év mvedpaTt proposed above
lies in its understanding of Tvedpa 6 6eds in Jn 4.24a. BDAG (here
reproducing BAG) gives as the fourth sense of mvebpa an independent
noncorporeal being, in contrast to a being that can be perceived by the
physical senses, spirit, and then cites Jn 4.24a as the solitary NT text
where mrebpa bears this meaning when applied to God (833b). The
definition is indubitably applicable to God; but it is difficult to concur that
it furnishes a complete and fully satisfactory statement of what the
evangelist, when referring to God as Spirit, intended (in the light of his
Hebrew background) to intimate and to imply.°

8 ‘Geist bildet auch hier den Gegensatz zum Fleisch und zu allem, was des Fleisches
Art hat, zu bestimmten Ortlichkeiten, wohin man wallfahren, zu Gebsude, in denen man
sich einfinden, zu sinnlich wahrnehmbaren Handlungen, die man vollziehen muss.” See
also the rest of the page (244).

° Every other NT reference to God as Spirit is classified under the fifth, sixth or
eighth sense, and Jn 4.24a should have been listed under the fifth or eighth.
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év dAnbeia

Similar problems arise when €év dAnfela in Jn 4.23-24 is interpreted
solely in terms of a Greek background.

All Greek writers were familiar with Plato’s allegory of the cave
(Republic VII 514-17A), in which a group of prisoners believed that
some shapes they were watching on a wall in front of them were the only
reality in the world, until they were released from their chains, and saw
that those pictures were but shadows of true reality.'° The same Platonic
background was part of the mind-set of Christian Greek writers too;
earthly things were for them a terrestrial reflection of heavenly realities.

This naturally affected their interpretation of the Bible. They saw the
persons and events of the OT presented as ‘types and shadows’ pre-
figuring the ‘true reality’ to be revealed in the NT, so that the figures and
events in the NT are interpreted by reference to figures and events in the
OT, and the ‘true meaning’ of OT figures such as Adam and Melchizedek
is ‘finally revealed’ in the NT. Thus we find references to type and anti-
type in TUTOS TOD pélhovTos (Rom 5.14), or okid TOV peAdvTov
(Col 2.17; Heb 10.1), and even adTfv TNV eikdva ToOV TpayudTov
(Heb 10.1). Origen employs this typological method all the time, and on
Jn 4.22-23 writes that true worshippers are those who adore the Father ‘in
spirit and not in the flesh, in truth and not in prefigurative types’ (év
mredpaTt kal P oapki, kal év dindelq kal un TomoLs, XII xviii:
SC 109). Many other writers, of the patristic, medieval and Renaissance
periods interpret Jn 4.22-23 similarly, as a statement advocating and
authorizing the employment of typology in Christian preaching and
worship, among whom the most concise is Euthymius: ovk év okials
kal TOToLS, AAN’ év dAnbeiq (PG 129.1197 A)." The év dAndelq inJn
4.22-23, thus understood, highlights the element of covenantal fulfilment
in the worship of the new, Christian, era.?

With the Enlightenment, the use of typology became in academic
theology unfashionable for many generationss. Even the staunchest of
conservative exegetes regularly interpreted €v dAndela in Jn 4.23-24
solely in terms of a (Classical) Greek background. Zahn and Lagrange,
for example, took the phrase to mean in sincerity, without duplicity (as in
1Jn3.18 and 2 Cor 7.14; 2 Jn 1 and 3 Jn 1), and though this is certainly

10°F, M. Cornford noted that ‘a modern Plato would compare his Cave to an
underground cinema, where the audience watch the play of shadows thrown by the film
passing before a light at their backs’ (The Republic of Plato, Oxford, 1941, p. 223 fn.1.)

' De la Potterie 11 677 fn. 98 lists Chrysostom, Theodore of Mopsuestia, Cyril of
Alexandria, Ammonius, Theophylactus, and Didymus of Alexandria (De Spiritu Sancto
57: PG 39.1081 BC); then Thomas Aquinas, Bonaventure, Calvin, Maldonatus, Ribera
and Grotius.

121t is strange that de la Potterie (I 677) should decline to accept this interpretation
of In 4.23 on the ground that 1} dA\1{@eta is never found in the NT with reference to a
Christian antitype. It is even more strange that his work contains not a single reference to
Jn 6.55 or 15.1.
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one possible meaning of the Greek, it can scarcely be the distinguishing
hallmark of the new eschatological form of worship. Bernard’s comment
reads (149): ‘This is a general statement, and we must not bring in here
thoughts which are peculiar to Christian docrine, because of that fuller
revelation of God which was granted in the Incarnation’. Nowadays, it
would be difficult to propose these last interpretations as satisfactory
exegesis, but it is well to remember that they represent an over-reaction
against the idea that typology is the primary key for unlocking the mean-
ing of the Bible.

b / \ 2 /7
ev mrevuatt kal aAnbeiq

The thrust of Bultmann’s commentary (1941) is easy to perceive. Index
IV3 reveals the preponderance of references to Gnosticism, Hermeticism,
Mandaeans, Mysteries and Neoplatonism over Judaism, Rabbinism and
particularly over the OT. The commentary on Jn 3.1-21 (92-115 = ETr
131-60) illustrates the author’s conviction that whereas the Synoptics
reflect in their form and content the world in which Jesus, the Rabbis and
the primitive Church moved, ‘in John one feels that one has been
transported into the world of C. Herm. 13 and the Adyos Té\eros’ (93 =
ETr 132). These principles are applied at Jn 4.23. The clue to the év
mredpaTL kal aAndela is, he writes, that ‘the cultic worship of God is
contrasted, not with a spiritual, inward form of worship, but with the
eschatological worship. The mvetpa is God’s miraculous dealing with
men which takes place in the revelation. The d\jfeLa is the reality of
God revealed in Jesus, the ‘Word” of God by which the believers are
‘sanctified’, i.e. are taken out of this worldly existence and set in the
eschatological existence (17.17,19)’ (140 = ETr 190-91). Here there is a
cross-reference to the comment on 1.9, which declares that ‘the formal
sense of d\fjfera in Johannine and in Hellenistic Greek’ is truth and
reality (32 fn. 1 = ETr 53 fn. 1). For Bultmann, therefore, év TvedpaTt
means that God first commands the attention of the human being by the
revelation spoken in Jesus; and év d\n6e{q means that the only genuine
worship, truly worthy of God, is that in which the creature, by acknowl-
edging God’s call as divine (TveUpa), responds to that call in the manner
in which God intended and so is ‘sanctified’ and set free.

Dodd’s Interpretation took shape in the same era as Bultmann’s
Commentary. In Part I: The Background, after a brief introductory
chapter, the five essays are devoted to the Hermetic Literature, Hellenis-
tic Judaism (Philo), Rabbinic Judaism, Gnosticism and Mandaism.
Though Dodd’s style is utterly different from Bultmann’s, and though he
argues that there is in John ‘a singularly close interweaving of Hebraic

13 On Religio-historical Relations (562-63: ETr 738-40).
14 Here Bultmann (98 fn. 3 =ETr 139 fn. 1) argues at length that mvedpa represents
‘the divine power not as it is in itself, but as it impinges on human existence’.
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and Hellenistic conceptions [of the Spirit]’ (223), his chapter on ‘Spirit’
(213-27) is replete with references to Philo and the Corpus Hermeticum,
and gives far more attention to them than to the OT. The statement that
God is Tvebpa means that he is not odp€, and does not belong among
Td kdTw, cf. Jn 3.6 (258). The phrase év TvetpaTt kal dindela is for
Dodd ‘a virtual hendiadys’ (223), meaning ‘in spirit, that is, in reality’
(258) Similarly, in 4.23 ol dAn6wvol mpookuvnTal denotes not ‘sincere
worshippers’ (with reference to their subjective faith) but ‘real worship-
pers’, that is, those whose religious exercises are in fact and in reality an
approach to God, and not a ritual which at best merely symbolizes the
approach to God (170). It is not unfair (it is meant as a compliment), to
say that Dodd’s masterpiece presents the Gospel as Philo might have
reviewed it.

Both Bultmann and Dodd intended to interpret the Gospel for twenti-
eth-century readers by examining it against the background of the Greek
world of its time. Bultmann’s commentary was first published in 1941,
Dodd’s Interpretation in 1953 (dedication 1950). Each represents a high
point of the Hellenizing schools of interpretation which were dominant in
the first half of the twentieth century. But just at that conjuncture, the
very foundations of a purely, or even predominantly, Hellenist interpre-
tation of the Fourth Gospel were about to be swept away by the totally
unforeseen discovery in 1947 of the great library at Qumran.

One of the early articles based on Qumran texts appeared in 1959,
when Schnackenburg published a short essay on Jn 4.23, soon summa-
rized in his commentary (1965). He argued that the association between
spirit and truth is found several times in the writings of the Qumran
community, citing first 1QS 4.20-21 (‘He will cleanse him of all wicked
deeds with the spirit of holiness; like purifying waters He will shed upon
him the spirit of truth’). The Qumran community believed itself to be, in
nascent form, the eschatological community of the Lord; so we read, of
the postulant entering, that ‘he shall be cleansed from all his sins by the
spirit of holiness uniting him to His truth’ (1QS 3.6-7). “‘When these
become members of the Community in Israel according to all these rules,
they shall establish the spirit of holiness according to everlasting truth’
(1QS 9.3-5). Similar language recurs in the Thanksgiving Hymns, at (for
example) 1QH 7.6-7; 12.11-12; and 16.11. The frequency with which the
terms spirit and truth and holiness recur in conjunction with one another
can now be checked by referring to the DCH.

With this in mind, we may turn to the text of Jn 4.23: év mvedpaTt
kal a\ndelq. The two abstract nouns, both anarthrous and governed by a
single preposition, are here so closely linked that they must be considered
a pair, and should be understood in terms of Biblical, not Classical,
Greek, corresponding to the Hebrew mi7 (rfiah) and riy (Cemet). Taken
together as a pair, they mean ‘in accordance with the inspiration and
teaching of God as given through the Law, the prophets and the Wisdom
literature, and through contemporary preachers such as the Baptist and
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Jesus’, and the key to their meaning in Jn 4.23-24 is to be found by
considering their position in the Fourth Gospel.

The climax of the Prologue is the assertion in Jn 1.14 that the Word
made flesh is full of grace and truth, a phrase which echoes the ending of
Exod 34.6: ‘Yahweh, Yahweh, is a God merciful and gracious, slow to
anger, and abounding in merciful love and faithfulness (Fiy) 707727: rab-
héséd we’emet)...”'s The Word made flesh is also presented in Jn 1.16-17
as the source of anew xdpLs dvTl xdpLTos, of a grace which supersedes
the very greatest blessings imparted in the Law. In place of vépos, Jesus
brings xdpts kal a\fibera. This text in 1.17 marks the final occurrence
of xdpts in the Fourth Gospel.'s

Given the importance of xdpLs at the conclusion of the Prologue, and
given the centrality of the same term in Pauline theologys, it is natural to
inquire why the word disappears so soon, and so completely, from John.
That question makes this an appropriate point at which to ask also why
the term kingdom of God (or: of heaven) which occurs more than 100
times in the Synoptics (Matthew, 55 times; Mark, 20 times, Luke, 46
times), appears only twice in John (3.3, 5)," after which it too disappears
from the narrative. The word d\jfeta supplies a clue to answering both
questions. aArjdeLa is found only seven times in the Synoptics, but not
once as a technical ‘theological’ term.'® By contrast, it occurs 25 times in
John’s Gospel and 20 times in the three Johannine Epistles,' and always
in a sense pregnant with ‘theological’, that is ‘God-related’, meaning.
Similarly, the noun mvetpa occurs 24 times in John’s Gospel, referring
always to the Spirit of God or the Spirit of Jesus,? until it is finally
revealed as ‘the Spirit of Truth’ (14.17; 15.26; 16.13). In John, mvedpa
and d\@eLa take over the roles allotted in other NT books to xdptLs and
the kingdom.

For if mvetpa and d\nbera are linked together as a pair, the grace
(xdpts) which supersedes the Law (1.16-17) is the gift of the Spirit
which brings into existence upon earth a kingdom that does not originate
in this world (3.3-82"), and the truth (d\8eva) which supersedes the Law
is the revelation that Jesus embodies, and presents to this world, an

15 The same phrase is in mind at Num 14.18; in the two penitential services after the
Exile, at Joel 2.13 and at Neh 9.17 (cf. also Jon 4.2); and regularly in the liturgy of the
Second Temple: see Pss 25.10;40.11-12; 57.11; 61.8; 85.11; 89.15; 115.1; 138.2 (nb); cf.
26.3; 117.2. = In 1.14e.

161n the other ‘Johannine’ books of the NT, xdpts occurs only in 1 Jn3.12 (as xdpwv
Tvos); in 2 Jn 3, Rev 1.4 and 22.21 as an epistolary greeting.

17 Plus, if you wish, ‘my kingdom” in 18.36 (3%), but nowhere in the Johannine
Epistles.

18 Mt22.16 || Mk 12.14 || Lk 20.21; Mk 5.33; 12.32; Lk 4.25; 22.59. ‘As an attribute
of God, or a subject of Christ’s teaching, it is non-existent in the Three Gospels’ (JV
1727m).

19 Out of a NT total of 109 occurrences (none of them in Revelation).

20 Of 12 instances in 1 John, four refer to deceitful spirits (4.1 [*2], 3, 6).

2! Compare o0k €Ty €k ToD kGopov TolTov, 18.36.
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entirely new teaching about the Fatherhood of God. It is not therefore
surprising that an ancient tradition interprets the Johannine phrase in
spirit and truth as referring respectively to the Holy Spirit and to Jesus,
the Truth Incarnate. This interpretation is first witnessed in the anti-Arian
Fathers, Athanasius, Basil, and Hilary,?2 and it is powerfully presented by
Cyril of Alexandria.?

It lived on through the Middle Ages, where it is in the West most
clearly presented by Rupert of Deutz.>*

On this interpretation, ‘Spirit and Truth’ in Jn 4.23-24 entail a con-
sciousness of the abiding presence of Jesus’ Spirit in the minds and hearts
of his followers affer his (apparent) physical departure. They are inwardly
assured that Jesus, though now to human eyes invisible (cf. ‘closed

22 Athanasius, The First Letter to Serapion, final paragraph (33), in PG 26.605-608 =
SC 15.144; Basil, De Spiritu Sancto xxvi 64, in PG 32.186 B; Hilary (in very difficult
Latin), De Trinitate 11 31. Origen is disappointing: his long comment in XIII xviii-xxv
109-53 (SC 109 pp. 94-115) contains little of exegetical value.

23 Cyril’s comment on Jn 4.23-24 reads: onpaivel pév s éavtod mapovoias Tov
10N TapdvTa katpov, peTackevachjoecbatr 8¢ Tovs TUTOUS dnailv els dNiferav,
kal TV Tob vépov okLav eis AaTpelar TrevpaTikiy. St 8¢ TAS ebayyelikis
Taldetoens eis ebdpeaTov T¢ Matpl TolTelar xelpaywynbioecbar Myel Tov
AAnBLoOv mpookuvn TV, TOV drBpwTor SNAoVETL TOV MYEURATLKOV €TOLLETEPGY
Tws els oikeldTnTa TpéxovTa THY TPoS Bedv. mredpa ydp o 8eds, S TPOS
évodpaTov voetTal dpvowv. (Pusey 1 28419-26), ‘Referring to the time (now come) of his
own Parousia, he asserts that prefigurative types are going to be transformed into truth,
and things foreshadowed in the Law will be transposed into spiritual worship. He
declares that the genuine worshipper is going to be led by the hand, through that
education which the Gospel provides, into a society that is well pleasing to the Father,
and by the genuine worshipper is meant, of course, the spiritual person, who is tem-
peramentally better prepared to hasten towards an intimate relationship of kinship
(olkeltédTnTa) with God. For to an embodied nature, God is understood as Spirit” (Pusey
28419-26) (On oikeldTns see PGL 5a).

This should be read in conjunction with Cyril’s comment on Jn 15.1 in Book X 2:
Svmep ydp Tpémor THs dpmélov TO mpéuvov TAS i18las kal évoloms alTd
ToLéTNTOS ducikfis Stakovel Te kal diavépel Tols kKMjpact THv dmélavowy,
oUTws 6 Movoyevns Tod @eod Aoyos, Ths Te Tol Ocod kal IMaTpos kal TAs
€avTod dploens T olovel ouyyévelav Tols dylots évTidnot 7O Mvedpa tdovs,
dTe 81 kal cuvevwdelow abTd Sud Te Ths moTéws kal Ths elodmav 6a1éTNTOS"
Tpéder 8¢ mpos eVoéBeLav, kal dmdons avTols dpeThs kal ayabiovpylas eldnolv
€vepydleTal. (Pusey 11 535%°-362). ‘Just as the root of the vine ministers and distributes
to the branches the enjoyment of its own natural and inherent qualities, so the Only-
begotten Word of God imparts to the Saints as it were an affinity to His own nature and
the nature of God the Father, by giving them the Spirit, insomuch as they have been
united with him through faith and perfect holiness’ (Vol. 1, translated by Thomas
Randell, p. 364).

2+ ¢ Adorabitis, inquit, Patrem, Spiritum adoptionis filiorum ab ipso percipientes...
Patrem enim in Spiritu adorare quid est, nisi spiritum adoptionis filiorum accepisse in
quo clamamus: Abba Pater. ...Quid est adorare Patrem in veritate, nisi in Filio eius
manendo (qui dicit, Ego sum veritas) Patrem invocare? Idem ergo est ac si dixisset: Veri
adoratores manifesta ac necessaria distinctione personarum adorabunt unum Deum,
Patrem et Filium et Spiritum Sanctum’ (PL 169.363).
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doors’ in 20.19,26) remains with them. The relevance of Jn 4.10 and 14
then becomes clear. ‘The gift of God’ (— 4.10) and ‘the spring of living
water’ (— 4.14) both refer to that fuller understanding of the word and
wisdom of God which will, with the coming of the Spirit of Truth,
inaugurate and establish a New Age. Then in 4.21-24, in answer to the
Samaritan’s entreaties, Jesus discloses, for the first time in this Gospel,
that the epicentre of the liturgy of this New Age will be the worshipping
of God of Israel as Father (4.21).

The verb mpookvvetv figures for the first time in this Gospel at 4.20,
where it occurs twice, on the lips of the Samaritan; but it now recurs, in
vv. 21-24, seven times, on the lips of Jesus—seven being a sacral number
symbolizing in Hebrew thought, totality.>> The sevenfold recurrence
signals the need for close attention to the use of this verb by Jesus, and
the syntactical variations which accompany its use (without object, or
followed by the accusative, or followed by the dative: — 4.20, p. 284) are
also significant (compare MHT 11 245; JV 1641-51; JG 2019). In the two
occurrences on the lips of the Samaritan in 4.20, the verb is absolute, and
refers to both past and present, to what we may call ‘indeterminate time’.

In strong contrast, the first occurrence on the lips of Jesus (4.21) is
emphatically future, and is followed by the dative, the normal construc-
tion in the LXX for the liturgy in the OT: €pxeTal dpa 6Te olTe €V TQ
Spel ToUTw ovTe &v “lepocorlpols TpookuvfoeTe TO maTpl. The
mention of the two Temple-mountains calls attention to the liturgical
context, and therefore underlines the declaration that authentic adoration
will in the future be directed not just 7§ 0e@ but specifically 7§ TaTpl.
In 4.22 Jesus uses the present tense of mpookuvety twice, followed by the
accusative, while declaring that the Samaritans are unaware, the Jews
aware (— eidévat at 3.2), of what () is the object of their worship; the
difference lies in the fact that the Samaritans are unaware of so many of
God’s promises. Then in 4.23a comes the central statement of the
septenary, the fourth instance. Jesus speaks again, as in 4.21, of the future
(€pxeTal Gpa), but with a further comment. He repeats that worship will
in the future be given to the Father (mpookuvrjocovowr T¢ mTaTpl), but
adds that this genuine worship will be offered év TvetpaTt kal a\ndelq.
(The reader is also reminded that this hour is now come.) The final three
occurrences of mpookvvely draw conclusions from this pronouncement
in v. 23a. The fifth instance (4.23b) is a present participle (Tovs mTpoo-
kuvolvrTas alTév) of indeterminate time, applicable to all time—past
present and future—and to all peoples. Here the term 6 TaTNp appears,
for the first tlme in John, with reference to the human race.? kal ydp 0
TaTnp ToLovTous {NTel. These are the type of people whom the Father
is seeking out ({nTel), those who are (already) worshipping him (Tovs
TpookurolvTas avTéy) so that they may in the future worship him with

%5 Compare Boismard and Lamoville, Synopse, 71 on p. 61ab.
26 The only previous reference was at 3.35: 0 TaTip dyamd TOv viév.
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a more informed devotion as Father (hence the ‘liturgical’ dative?’), in
spirit and in truth. The septenary closes in 4.24 with two references to
those who are already worshipping /im, though not yet as Father (Tous
mpookvvolvTas alTdév); it reminds them that God is Spirit, and
therefore, that all who worship Aim (aUTév) should do so in spirit and
truth (év TredpaTL kal dAndeiq 8etl Tpookuvely).

In this sevenfold statement Jesus declares that God wills to be
worshipped as Father, by those who already worship him as God. Jesus
‘declares that the genuine worshipper is going to be led by the hand,
through that education which the Gospel provides...towards an intimate
relationship of kinship’2 with the Father; this ‘guiding by the hand’ will
come to pass by the perception of the uniqueness of Jesus’ own Sonship
(— povoyevis at 1.14,18). This journey into perceiving the fullness of
the truth about God as Father and about Jesus as his Unique Son begins
through the enlightenment of the Spirit (3.3-8), and is brought to com-
pletion through him whom this Gospel calls ‘the Holy Spirit, the
Paraclete’ (14.26), ‘the Spirit of Truth’, who will lead the disciples in all
truth (15.26; 16.13, 66nyroeL).

This interpretation, by Cyril of Alexandria, of what is meant by ador-
ing the Father in Spirit and Truth, supplies the foundation for worship in
the New Age. This scene is set at the place where Abraham built the first
altar in the very centre of the Land (Gen 12.7), and where the Samaritans
worshipped. The second great statement about the gift of the Spirit will
be proclaimed in the Temple at Jerusalem, on the final day of the Feast of
Tents (Jn 7.37-39).

27 — 4.20-24 on TPOTKUVELY.
28 See Cyril, quoted at length above, p. 313.



4. The Officer from Capernaum:
The New Order Presented to the God-fearing among the Gentiles
(4.46-54)

Since it is widely accepted that Jn 4.46-54 is a retelling of the story of the
healing of the centurion’s servant given in Lk 7.1-10 || Mt 8.5-13, it will
be helpful first to recall the points common to those two Synoptic
narratives. Both Matthew and Luke state that the entire episode took
place in Capernaum, after Jesus had entered that town (Mt 8.5 || Lk 7.1).
Both state that a centurion there had a servant (Luke) or a boy (Matthew)
who was grievously ill; that he begged Jesus to restore him to health by
simply giving a word of command; that Jesus affirmed that nowhere in
Israel had he found such great faith (implying that the centurion was not
Jewish); and that when Jesus gave the word of command, the servant (or
boy) was restored to health, without Jesus ever having set eyes on him.

The principal differences between the two Synoptics and Jn 4.46-54
are that in John the action takes place in Cana, not in Capernaum, and
that where Matthew and Luke write of a centurion, John writes of a
BaolAikds. Baatiikos s in itself simply an adjective meaning royal,
and could be applied to any member of a royal family, or of the royal
household.! In John 4, the word almost certainly denotes an official in the
service of the king, that is, of Herod Antipas, tetrarch of Galilee, who,
though not technically a king, was often given the title.? In consequence,
BaotAikds is now usually translated a (royal) official, or officer.’ 1t is
impossible to be more precise about the man’s role.*

Exegetes differ over the man’s civic status, some preferring to see him
as Jewish because of his official position at court, others, to envisage him
as a Gentile because of the Synoptic narrative about the centurion.
Bultmann writes: ‘It is evident that he is a Jew, since nothing is said to

!'For parallels to the first sense, BDAG refers to Lucian, Dial. Deor. 20,1; Ps.-Lucian,
De Salt. 8; Plutarch, Moralia 546e. For parallels to the second sense, see the Lexicon to
Josephus, War 11 xxi 3 =597; VIl v2=106.

2 Compare Mt 14.1 || Lk 9.7, “the tetrarch’, with || Mk 6.14 ‘the king’, the term used
also in Mt 14.9; Mk 6.22, 25-27. See BDAG 1.

3 Translators have struggled to render this term. After the AV = KJV and RV had
opted for nobleman, the RV margin introduced king’s officer. Then came RSV, official,
followed by NRSV NIV NAB, royal official (so also BDAG); NEB REB, officer in the
royal service; JB NIB, court official. There is no exact equivalent in the ancient world for
the modern distinction between the terms officer and official; 1 have preferred officer in
order to reflect the influence of Matthew and Luke’s centurion.

4 As is, for example, Giinther Schwarz, <“kal v Tis Bacilikés...” (Joh 4.46)’, ZNW
75 (1984), 138, who suggests that perhaps BactAtkGs here represents, by retroversion
into Aramaic, 8291 (malyk@) (others read 817 [maloka’]), meaning counsellor, as in
the Targum of 2 Sam 15.12.
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the contrary. Also, Jesus’ reply in v. 48 in John can have been addressed
only to a Jew’ (152 Anm. 3 = ETr 206 fn. 7). Schnackenburg is less
certain. He writes first: ‘The term can mean a court official or—Iless
probably—a military man. In the latter case, he would most likely be a
pagan’ (I 497 = ETr I 465-66).5 Then he adds that according to v. 48
Jesus seems to include the man among the Jews of Galilee (though this
could be just an impression evoked by the wording of the evangelist), but
decides in the end that the evangelist does not seem at all interested in
whether he is a Jew or not. See further in Schnackenburg I 504 = ETr
1473.

Bultmann suggests that the Johannine narrative has introduced into the
original story a number of variations, among them, changing the heathen
officer into a Jewish court official, to illustrate the motif of faith and
signs. But when one recalls the generous tribute paid to the centurion by
the Jewish elders in Lk 7.4-5 (‘he is worthy—he loves our nation and has
himself had a synagogue built for us’), it seems likely that Luke (at least)
regarded his man as being, in religious terms, not a heathen, but rather
one of those God-fearing Gentiles who regularly took part in Jewish
worship.6 See Schiirer 111 161-73 for the extent of their presence.

If the BaolAtk6s in John is thus understood, as one of these God-
fearers (compare Acts 13.16, 26 and 437), then this fourth and final
section of John 3—4 completes the picture of the New Jerusalem by pro-
viding within it a prominent place for all who, though not of the Jewish
race, shared in the worship of the people of Israel. If this hypothesis is
true, some may wonder why John altered the term centurion. The most
probable explanation is that centurion might have seemed to imply
positively that the soldier was a Gentile and in no way associated with the
people of Israel. John’s Gospel is so ordered that Jesus never speaks with
a Gentile (not even with the Greeks in 12.20-23) until its climax, when he
comes face to face with Pontius Pilate in 18.33-38. The God-fearers (or
proselytes), however, were not classed simply as ‘Gentiles’ without quali-
fication.

446 S0 he came again to Cana in Galilee, where he had made the water wine.
Now there was in the service of the king an officer, who had a son that was ill,
in Capernaum. 47 This man, having heard that Jesus had come from Judea into
Galilee, set off to contact him and started begging him to come down and heal
his son, for he was nearly dying. *® So Jesus said to him, ‘Is it the case that,
unless you first see signs and wonders, your party will not believe?” > The
king’s officer said to him, ‘Sir, come down before my little boy dies.” 3° Jesus
said to him, ‘Go on your way; your son is going to live.” The man believed the

5 A footnote directs the reader to Josephus, Anr. XVII viii 3 = 198, which lists by
nationality the guards at the funeral of Herod the Great—Thracians, Germans, Gauls.

6 See Excursus XIV, ‘The Roman Centurion’.

7 Acts 13.16, dvdpes "Topani\itat kai ol dopolpevol Tov Bedv, dkoloaTe; 13.26,
avdpes adeddol, viol yévous 'ABpadp kal ol €v vuiv doBolpevor Tov Bedv; and
13.43, moAol Tév "Tovdalwv kal TGV oeBopévor mpoon\iTwv.
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word that Jesus had spoken to him and went his way. 3! While he was still on
his way down, his servants met him and told him that his boy® was going to
live. So he inquired of them the hour when he had begun to mend, and they
said to him, ‘Yesterday at the seventh hour the fever left him’. 3 The father
knew that was the hour when Jesus had said to him, ‘Your son is going to
live’; and he himself believed, and all his household. ** This was, yet again, a
second sign that Jesus did when he had come from Judea to Galilee.

4 46 NABev ovv md\y €is Tnv Kava Tis I‘a)\t)\atag, o1'rov
E1TOLT]0'€V T6 U8wp olvov. kai AV TLS PacLAikds ol O Vids
NnodéveL év Kadapvaoip. Cana in Galilee has already been identified
with Khirbet Qana (map reference 1787 2478), some 9 miles = 15 km due
north of Nazareth (— 2.1). It is approximately 25 miles = 40 km distant
from Capernaum, by a road which climbs from more than 600 feet (212
metres) below sea level to some 750 feet (250 metres) above it. On the
word BaotALkos, see the introductory paragraphs above to this section.’

47. 0vToS dkovoas 6TL 'Incois fikel €k ThHs ’lovdaias eis THv
Tallaiav aTHABey TpoS avTov kal NpwTa iva kaTapiy kai
idonTal adTov TOV ViV, fiLeAev ydp dmodvnokeLv. To travel
from Capernaum to Cana would normally require an early start and a
midday break for food and rest, both for the travellers and for their
mounts; and a person equivalent in rank to a centurion would not under-
take such a journey alone, or on foot (Lagrange). So, where Matthew and
Luke begin their narratives by stating that Jesus had already entered
Capernaum, John begins by telling his readers that the father had already
left his ailing son and undertaken a very arduous journey in order to
present his request to Jesus. The implication is that this man has real
faith. ATfi\Oev mpos avTév, set off to contact him, is aorist, but R p@TA is
imperfect, therefore started begging him, because the petition is held to
be as yet unachieved (BDF 328; MHT III 64-65). kaTaf1 is well chosen
for the long descent, and the present tense of amofvjokelr brings out
clearly that the boy would soon be dying.

48. eLmev obv 6 "Inools mpds avToV. Jesus’ words to a single person
are normally introduced not by eime(v) but by )\eyet In John, etme(v)
on its own (i.e. without dmekp{0n kal) occurs in nine cases only, each of
considerable importance, six of which concern miracles,'* as here (thus
JG 2456). Jesus neither consents to nor declines the request, but
addresses to the speaker (Tpos avTGV) a sentence in the plural, implying

8 The only instance of the word Tals in John, who elsewhere always prefers vids:
see TCGNT, which rates the reading mats {B}.

° The variant Baci\lokos, supported, in Jn 4.46 and 49, by D a and some bohairic
witnesses, is a diminutive, meaning a petty king, possibly inserted to correspond with the
rendering regulus in the Old Latin and the Vulgate (Lagrange).

10Jn1.42;12.7;19.11, and (in the context of a miracle) 4.48; 5.14;9.7,35,37; 11.25.
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that the man has not come alone, and that Jesus is speaking to the whole
party. Compare the retinue in Lk 7.4-7.

[€av pn] onpela kal TépaTa [(dnTe]. In the LXX onpeta kal
TépaTta always translates the Hebrew onoid ninka (be’otot ubemo-
petim), which, whenever it is found in the plural, refers always, with the
one exception of Isa 8.18, to the signs and wonders worked at the
Exodus. In this sense, it occurs 15 times in the HB: Exod 7.3; Deut 4.34;
6.22;7.19; 26.8; 28.48; 29.2; 34.11; [Isa 8.18;] 20.3; Jer 32.20, 21; Pss
78.43;105.27;135.9; Neh 9.10 (HT = LXX Esdras B 19.10, where some
codices carry kat TepaTa, but not all). The same pair of Hebrew words
in the singular occur together in three texts, at Deut 13.2-3 (HT: EVV
13.1-2) and 28.46, but these texts in the singular do not refer to signs
worked at the Exodus. Otherwise the two words are not found together in
the HB. The same usage, always with reference to the Exodus, is found in
the LXX, at Bar 2.11; Wis 8.8; 10.16, and compare Sir 36.5 (0. kat
Bavpaotia); the phrase occurs also, once only, in the OTP (see CGPAT
735), in Ezekiel the Tragedian at line 226 in the OTP 11 817. For Philo
and Josephus see TWNT VII 220-21 and 221-23 respectively (K. H.
Rengstorf). In short, onpeta kal Tépata (in the plural) always refers to
signs and wonders comparable to those at the Exodus.

€av P ... idnTe. édv followed by the aorist subjunctive ‘represents
a definite event as occurring only once in the future and conceived as
taking place before the time of the action of the main verb’ (MHT III 114
[a] [2]): therefore, Unless you first see... 00 PN TLOTEVONTE. o0 p1j to
express emphatic denial is in the NT almost restricted to the book of
Revelation (16 times) quotations from the LXX, and the words of Jesus
(57/61 occurrences in the gospels) see Zerwick—Smith §444; MHT III
96. ov p1 moTevonTe here is consequently taken by many, perhaps
most, as an emphatic denial (BDF 365). Another interpretation is, how-
ever, possible: the words can, alternatively, be construed as a question
(compare Lk 18.7; Jn 18.11; Rev 15.4). Jesus would then be saying, s it
the case that unless you first see signs and wonders, your party will not
begin to believe? (your party, to represent the plural verb). On either
interpretation, Jesus deprecates the desire to see signs and wonders as a
precondition of believing, but the second interpretation seems to lead
more smoothly into v. 49.

49. \éyeL pos alTov 6 BaotAikos, KupLe, kaTdpn6u. This officer
is, after the Samaritan woman (4.11, 15, 19), the second person in the
Gospel to address Jesus by the title kOpLe. kaTdBnOL, come down (to
Capernaum). mpiv dmoBavelv T0 maldiov pov. The diminutive TO
maidlov pov (contrast the narrator’s formal Tov vidv in v. 47) is as
affectionate as it is natural, and is placed, for emphasis, at the end of the
sentence. The aorist in mplv amobavelv contrasts sharply with the
present infinitive dmobvijiokelv in v. 47: the aorist (‘does in fact die’)
expresses trust in Jesus. ‘Sir, come down before my little boy dies .
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Kopte, kaTdpnoi, shows that the speaker has in a very real sense trust
in Jesus as a healer of the sick. Yet this trust cannot be called, without
qualification, faith. Indeed, kUpLe, kaTdBn6L is the very opposite of the
centurion’s entreaty in Mt 8.8 || Lk 7.6-7, begging Jesus not to come to
his house; and Jesus’ reply in Jn 4.50 (recalling the centurion’s words?) is
admirably glossed by Theodore of Mopsuestia as ‘It is not necessary for
me to come down; for me, it is sufficient that I should simply speak’.
AéyeL aiT@® O ’Inoovs, mopevov. Was this first occurrence of
mopeveabatl in John perhaps inspired by the centurion’s use of the same
verb as the first example of the type of command that he was accustomed
to issue (mopeldnTL, Mt 8.9 || Lk 7.8)? That query is impossible to
resolve, but Jesus does tell the officer, quite simply, Go on your way.
Your son is going to live. 0 vi0s oov {fj. {1 is a futural present, which
we may define as ‘differing from the future tense mainly in the tone of
assurance which is imparted” (MHT I 120) and which is frequently found
in prophec1es (BDF 323). Compare 3 Kgdms 17.23: B)\erre (R 6 vids
gov. ererevoev 0 dvlpuTos T Aoy Ov elTey alT® 6 "Incods
Kati e‘rropeueTo This statement represents a clear advance on the simple
trust in Jesus as a healer, depicted in v. 49. To give credence to the word
which Jesus had spoken to him, and to set off without more ado to return
to Capernaum unaccompanied by Jesus, was indeed an act of true faith;
and it was uninfluenced by any signs or wonders. In these words, the man
is presented as having now reached the same level of faith as that
portrayed by Matthew and Luke in the story of the centurion.

51. 181 8¢ avTov kaTapaivovTos is a genitive absolute, common in
the Koine, where Classical Greek would have a concordant participle
(BDF 423; MHT III 322). Here it denotes an action going on when
something else happens: since the participle is in the present tense, 181
must be translated not as already, but as still. While he was still on his
way down, his servants met him and told him that his boy'" was going to
live.

52. émUBeTO OUV TNV dpav wap’® avTeV. émiheTo is aorist but there
is some slight support for the variant émuv@dveTo preferred by Chrysos-
tom and supported by some Old Latin texts (a d f) and the Vulgate
(interrogabat), which would mean ke tried to ascertain (compare BDF
328; JG 2465¢). Turner is judiciously cautious about accepting here the
imperfect tense and the interpretation which accompanies it; he wisely
prefers to see in the aorist émifeTo a most urgent query, to which the
answer was already known (MHT 111 65). So he inquired of them the hour
when he began to mend. €LTray obv adT@ 6TL €xBES dpav ERSOUNV.
For the accusative to denote the point of time, Turner cites Demosthenes

' The only instance of the word mals in John, who elsewhere always prefers vids:
see TCGNT, which rates the reading {B}.
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54,10 ékelvny TV éomépav on that evening, and for the Koine refers to
MHT I 63 (MHT III 248). There is no particular symbolism in the fact
that the hour was the seventh, though we may deduce that the officer and
his party must have set off from Capernaum very early indeed, perhaps
before first light, in order to have arrived in Cana just one hour after
noon. The customs of hospitality imply that the group spent the night as
guests at Cana, and returned the following day.

53. €yve obv 6 maTip 6TL €V €keivn TH dpa év 1 eler adTd O
‘Inoovs, 6 vios gov (i), kai €miocTevoev avTos kai M oikia
avToV 6An. In the 671 clause, some verb such as v must be understood:
in John, ‘Ellipse is rather frequent after 61, 4.53> (MHT III 304, citing
further instances). émioTevoev. This concluding statement, that the
officer believed, and all his household, can only mean, in Johannine
usage, that their new faith in Jesus was complete and absolute. Compare
the two statements about the centurion Cornelius in Acts 10.2 (‘before’),
€voePns kal poPolpevos Tov Beov ovv TavTl TG olky avTod, and
11.14 (‘after’), cwdjon ov kal mds O olkGS Ccov.

54. TovTO [8€] ANV BevTepov onpelov émoincev 6 'Incois
€NOav €k TS 'Tovdaias eis Ty I'aAtdatav. AsJn2.11 marked the
ending of the First Week with the first sign at Cana, so this second sign
marks the ending of the second section of the Gospel.

This verse is regularly cited in support of the hypothesis that the
Gospel writer took this narrative from an earlier source (sometimes called
a ‘Semeia-Source’) which contained also the account of the first ‘sign’ at
Cana (2.1-11). That Jn 4.54 is consonant with that hypothesis cannot be
doubted; but it is also compatible with other proposals, such as that John
based his narrative on written documents (now lost) which pre-dated the
written texts of Matthew and Luke, or even, and perhaps more attrac-
tively, on an oral tradition. If this last hypothesis were accepted, Jn 4.46-
53 could represent a version that was cherished in the family circle at
Khirbet Qana (— 2.12, on Kaukab), of which a more condensed variant
was preached elsewhere (see the comment on émi{oTevoer in 4.50), and
subsequently incorporated into the Gospels of Matthew and Luke. But in
the end, none of the above hypotheses is proved or is, in the absence of
first-century literary texts, demonstrable, nor does any one of them appear
seriously to affect the meaning of the text.

THE DOUBLE MEANING OF [TOPEYOY IN JOHN 4.50

The Greek text of Jn 4.46-53 contains exactly 160 words, the first 80
ending in v. 50 with AéyeL adT® 6 'Inoods, and the second half begin-
ning with Topetou, O vids oov 7). These are the central words of the
narrative.
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John’s normal and preferred word for locomotion is €pxeofat (157
times) with its compounds (amépxeoBat, 21 times; eloépyecdat, 15
times; €€€pxeoat, 30 times; plus 8 others).'? He uses also avapalvewv
(16 times) and kaTapaivew (17 times), but always to emphasize the
prefix up or down (the simplex Baivewv does not occur in the NT).
mopeeaBat is used less frequently, but, it would seem, with a purpose.

The verb TopetecBat occurs 16 times in John, ' and ékTopetecdart,
twice (5.29; 15.26). BDAG gives three meanings: (1) to proceed, to
travel; (2) to conduct oneself, to live, to walk, as in Lk 1.6; Acts 9.31;
14.16; 1 Pet4.3;2 Pet 3.3; Jude 11.16; (3) fo go to one’s death (Lk 22.22)
as a figurative extension of (1). The first meaning, to proceed, to travel,
certainly applies to the first two occurrences in John, at 4.50 (ropetov...
kal émopeteTo), and to the last one, Jesus’ command to Mary Magda-
lene in 20.17 (Tropetou Tpos Tovs adepols pov)." If we discount the
three occurrences in the pericope de adultera (7.53—8.11), the remaining
ten instances in John all refer to Jesus himself, the first two (in 7.35)
being a question by the Jews (“Where is he about to go?’), and the other
eight, all statements by Jesus about where he is going (10.4; 11.11; 14.2,
3,12,28; 16.7, 28). For this evangelist, there is something special about
the verb mopeveabar, which can best be illustrated from its use in the
LXX.

In Classical Greek the verb is scarcely ever used in a metaphorical
sense (see LSJ: TWNT VI 567'825: Oedipus Tyrannus 884 is a rare
example). In the LXX, by contrast, the verb mopeveofar is regularly
used to denote walking in the paths set down by Yahweh. The best
example is Ps 118(119).1: pakdprot ol dpwpot év 68§ ol TopevdpLevol
év vépw kuplov, but there are numerous others (see TWNT VI 570%-
7138). In the NT, mopeUeobat, when used of the travels of Jesus, is never
simply a statement about his movements from one locality to another: it
always connotes the concept of his divine mission (TWNT VI 574%24). 1t
is to be regretted that the authors of the article in the TWNT VI write that
the use of mopeteoBal ‘in a figurative sense’ is, by contrast with the
LXX, rare in the NT, and with the exception of Lk 1.6, totally absent
from the Four Gospels and Paul (TWNT VI 575317). As far as John is
concerned, the ‘figurative’ use so common in the LXX is always there:
Jesus’ affirmations that he is going to the Father (Jn 14.12, 28; 16.7, 28),
and going to prepare a place for his disciples (14.2, 3) can hardly be
restricted to an assertion of local separation from the disciples. This
journey is to be understood as an action on earth undertaken in perfect
harmony with the will of his Father in heaven: walking in his ways.

It is logical, therefore, to interpret the three instances of Topeov in Jn
4.50; 20.17 also as referring to something more than physical travel. In

12 The figures are taken from N7Voc 105 and include the pericope de adultera.
3 1f we include the three occurrences in 7.53-8.11.
14 And to the three occurrences in 7.53-8.11.
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the LXX, mopetou or the aorist mopevdnTL is regularly used for the
unconditional command of God summoning a person to a mission. So it
was with Abraham (Gen 22.2); Nathan (2 Kgdms 7.5); Elijah (3 Kdms
19.15); Isaiah (Isa 6.8-9; 38.5); Jeremiah (Jer 3.12 [LXX]; 42[= Heb.
35].13); Ezekiel (Ezek 3.1); and Hosea (Hos 3.1) (TWNT VI 5713438). So
it was with the officer in Jn 4.50: mopelov, the present imperative,
signifies not Commence, but Continue your journey, first undertaken in
faith and hope of healing. The man believed the word which Jesus had
spoken to him, xal émopeteTo (imperfect), and continued his journey
back to Capernaum. So ch. 4 concludes with the affirmation of the
establishment of a household of followers of Jesus consisting of people
not of Jewish blood, in Capernaum.

k ok ok

Here the part entitled in this commentary ‘The New Jerusalem’ ends. Its
first part, ‘“The New Temple’ (2.13-22) concluded with the statement that
after Jesus had risen from the dead, his disciples remembered what he had
said, and ‘believed in the scripture and the word that Jesus had spoken’
(2.22). The second section, here designated ‘The New People’ (2.23—
4.54), was introduced by two somewhat disconcerting statements: that
while Jesus was in Jerusalem at the festival of Passover, ‘many began to
believe (ém{oTevoav) in his name’, but that Jesus ‘would not trust
himself to them (oUk émioTever alTov adTols)’ (— 2.23-24). The two
statements in 2.23-24 imply that the meaning of mioTelelv needs
clarification, and it is in chs. 3 and 4 that this clarification begins.

In Jn 3.1-21 (Nicodemus and Judaism), mioTelewv occurs seven
times, four of them in a positive sense (3.12, 15, 16, 18) and three with a
negative attached (3.12, 18 [ x2]). In the passage addressed to followers of
the Baptist, the verb occurs but once, in a very firm and formal positive
sense (3.36). In all these texts, seven relating to the Jews and one to the
disciples of the Baptist, the ‘believing’ concerns accepting Jesus as the
heaven-sent Son of God, TOv viov TOV povoyevt|, and perceiving that
mds O moTebov els avTov €xn Cony atdviov (3.16, cf. 36). In John 4
there are again seven occurrences of mioTeteLv, four in vv. 1-45 and
three in vv. 46-54, but there is no reference to Jesus as ‘Son’, and only
one short, though significant, passage about worshipping God as Father
(4.21, 23). In Samaria, Jesus is presented as a prophet (v. 19), as the
Messiah (vv. 25, 26, 29), and finally as the Saviour of the world (v. 42).
The four occurrences of the verb mioTetewy in vv. 21, 39, 41, 42, there-
fore always apply to Jesus as a heaven-sent eschatological, but human,
figure. In the tale of the official from Capernaum mioTelewv refers to
‘believing’ the word of Jesus (vv. 48, 50, 53). At this stage, then, the
Gospel asks the Samaritans, and the God-fearers among the Gentiles,
simply to accept the teaching of Jesus as a holy man sent from heaven,
and to continue to listen to him.



EXCURSUS X1V

THE ROMAN CENTURION

There is so far no archaeological or epigraphic evidence for the presence
of units from the Roman army in Galilee during the years of Jesus’
ministry, but that is not proof that there were no individual officers there,
perhaps on loan to Herod Antipas, perhaps in retirement.! Capernaum was
no great distance from Bethsaida Julias to the east of the Jordan, and
wherever exactly the latter be located ( — 1.44 fn.), it was certainly close
to the border of Philip’s territory, and on land which, upon Philip’s death
childless in A.D. 34, passed by the terms of his will to Tiberius and was
thereafter incorporated into the province of Syria (Ant. XVIII iv 6 = 106-
108). It would not be surprising to find, even before that date, some
Roman centurions assisting with the supervising of customs, trade and
migration across the borders of the two tetrarchies, the Decapolis and the
Province of Syria.

Roman army personnel were employed to do all manner of things,
especially in peace-time, notably road-building, bridge-building and tax-
collecting; they also served as messengers, interpreters and effectively as
a police force, as arbitrators in boundary disputes and as diplomatic
envoys. The centurions, who formed the backbone of the army, generally
served a life-time in that rank and normally died in service. One striking
feature of their rank is the extent to which they were cross-posted from
legion to legion, and from province to province, according to need. One
man, Petronius Fortunatus, probably by birth an African, served over a
period of 46 years in no less than 13 different legions. Given that the
Roman army was also deeply religious, even superstitious, and therefore
careful to show proper reverence to the genius loci, it is not unlikely that
some centurions serving in the East should have begun to worship with
the Jews, as God-fearing Gentiles. In fact, it would have been more
surprising if there had been none.

I'See A. von Domaszewski, Die Rangordnung des romischen Heeres, 2nd ed. revised by
Brian Dobson, K&ln, 1967, 109; Graham Webster, The Roman Imperial Army of the First
and Second Centuries A.D., London, 1969, 2nd ed., 1979, especially Chapter VI, ‘The
Army in Peaceful Activities’, 261-80; plus, on the centurion, 117-20, on their pay, 259-
60, and on Petronius Fortunatus, 119; G. R. Watson, The Roman Soldier, London, 1969,
143-46 (the soldier in peacetime); Benjamin Isaac, The Limits of Empire: the Roman
Army in the East, rev. ed., Oxford, 1992, 434-45.
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