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CHAPTER ONE :  INTRODUCTION

Whatever he may have meant when he claimed that John had written a
nspiritual gospei® (‘(T\/eupwcrtl(ov euogy\/Q}\co\a) as. Opposed to

the "external/korporeal facts" (% cwopmTi) recorded by the other
evangellsts,( ) it is clear that we did not need a Clement of Alexandria
to point out to us that the Fourth Gospel is different in many respects
from the other three. Even a cursory reading of it is sufficient to

convince one of this.

It is not only the "contents" of the Fourth Gospel that have taxed the
skills of exegetes and biblical scholars down thfough the centuries,
simple though the language and style appear to be at first reading;
practically everything else that has been said about or claimed for this
gospel has been challehged or at least questioned at some time or other,
This means that in most areas of Johannine studies there appears to be very
little agreement or unanimity on what can definitively be accepted ss being
the true position. In the absence of such knowledge about what many would
consider to be basic questions surrounding the gospel, the scholar can ‘
choose one of two possible courses of action. Firstly, he may decide that
unless basic questions about the Gospel have been satisfactorily answered
and placed beyond reasonable doubt, then there is no advantage to be gained
from proceeding further as one's foundations and initial hypotheses would
be suspect from the start. This in turn would place a question mark over
the value of subsequent findings. On the other hand, the scholar may
choose to make certain well-founded assumptions on the basis of all
available information. Such "assumptions" will be necessary at times not
only about matters that can be classified as per1pheral questions, but also
about aspects of the gospel that can be cons1dered to be basic to and at

the root of our whole understanding of the gospel.

Fortunately most scholars opt for the latter course of action, for it must
be accepted that such assumptions are necessary if any progress is to be
made in the field of Johamnine studies. It is always recognized, of course,
~ that these assumptions may, at a 1a;er date, have to be reassessed and even

reformulated in the light of any new information that is discovered.

When studying a question such as that of the destination and'purpose of the

Fourth Gospel what has been said above is particularly apposite. ‘It is



first of all necessary to clear the ground, so to speak, by stating the
position that will be adopted in this thesis on what mahy scholars would
consider to be fundamental questions in the field of Johannine studies.
‘The "assumptions" to be made will, in so far as this is necesséry, provide
the framework within which the problem under review will be investigated.
" These "assumptions® will be grouped together under general headings.

Their implications and relative impoffance for the study of the

destination and purpose of the Fourth Gospel will be briefly discussed,

(A)  The Text and Structure of the Fourth Gospel

Before scholars can discuss the purpose of any book it stands to reason
‘that there should be general agreement on the text itself, on what
constitutes its "'contents®”, and on the proper sequence of the various
parts of the book, according to the intention of its author. This general
principle also applies in thé case of the Fourth Gospel. Unfortunately,
however, each of the points mentiorned have been contested to a greater or

lesser extent at some time or other,

(1) The Text of the Fourth Gospei(z)

Hoskyns and Davey (The Riddle of the New Testament, 35) point out‘thatlfhe
New Testament écholar must have "reasonable confidence that the text of
- the New Testament has mnot suffered serious corruption during the fourteen
centuries when it was traﬁsmitted by scribes. ' No serious historical work
can be undertaken on the basis of texts which may be suspected of being

radically corrupt."

It has been the task of textual criticism to uncover as far as possible
what may be regarded as the text that approximates as closely as possible
to the original. Such a task has not always been easy. But painstaking
work by textual critics, especially during the past two centuries, has
produced a text of the New Testament that can certainly be considered to
be adequate and about which there is genefal agreement, at least as far as
the greater part of it is concerned. However the text is advisedly
described as "adequate" because it is still far from being perfect. There
are, for example, a number of variant readings where it is possible to
regard one readihg as being the more probable one or better sﬁbstantiated
" textually than another; yet the texts suppofting the less favoured
reading cannot be dismissed altogether, Schnackenburg (St. John, 182,7f)

lists what he considered to be 53 "important variants* in the text of the
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Fourth Gospel, which in itself indicates the amount of work to be done by

textual critics in this field.

' Of the 53 variant readings listed by Schnaékenburg'the one that could have

‘the greatest bearing on the gospel's destination and purpose concerns the
oy, )

tense of the verb in 20:31, namely TMicTewNTe (present subjunctlve) or

TTurTéchTre: (aorist-subjunctive). Metzger (A Textual Commentary on the

Greek New Testament, 256) sums up the implications of this variant reading

thus: "The aorist tense, strictly interpreted, suggests that the Fourth

Gospel was addressed to non-Christians so that they might come to believe -
that Jesus is the Messiah; the present tense suggests that the aim of the
writer was to strengthen the faith of those who already believe ("that you
may continue to believe"), Because of the importance the reading adopted
could have on the gospel's destination and purpose we shall return to this

(3)

discussion in due course,

Of the other variant readings there are a few that could have an indirect
bearing on the Fourth Gospel's purpose in that they shed light on the
evangelist!s christology and his understanding of the person of Jesus. In
this context mention may be made of the following: ’.;go\!o\,euﬁs Qeos , ©
}&ovoyew\ls Ocos or B ,.,xov'oyew\]s‘u‘\és in 1:18; & Olos or S SiehewTds

in 1:34; Tfroqwf“rf]s or & Treocp%w)s in 7:52.

However, in spite of what appears to be a large number of variant readings’
the student of the Fourth Gospel can proceed to a study of the text with
that *general confidence” in it to which Hoskyns and Davey referred., This
is possible because of the large degree of agreement there is among the
textual“critics as to what the more probable readings are,

(4)

(2) Dislocations in the Text

Some scholars are of the opinion that in the course of its transmission
certain pages of the Fourth Gospel must have been transposed and as a
result the order in which the gospel has been handed down is not the order
in which it was written. In an attempt to uncover what they claim to be
the correct order of the various sections of the gospel, certain re-
arrangements of the material have been suggested. The more common of

these are:

- the placing of 3:22-30 between 2:12 and 2:13,

- the inverting of chapters 5 and 6,
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- thé_placing of 7:15-24 immediately after chapter S,

- the placing of 10:19~29 immediately after chapter 9,

- the placing of 12:44-50 between 12:36a and 12:36b,

- the re-arranging of the order of chapters 13 to 16 fhus: 13,15,16,14
(Bernard's rearrangement is 13:1-30, 15,16, 13:31-38, 14,17), and

- the rearrangement of the verse order of 18:13-24,

Advocates of these rearrangements point out that the changes they suggest
either improve Jesus' itinerary or the flow of the discourses of Jesus énd
the various discussions. It must be admitted that all these rearrangements
do have some merit and because of this it is assumed by some scholars that
they reflect better the order and intentions of the original author,
Unfortunately, however, we have no means of ascertaining whether this last
contention is true or not. In fact there are certain considerations that

would make it most unlikelys’

i. there is no textual evidence to support any of the proposed

rearrangements except possibly the last mentioned;

ii, advocates of these rearrangements assume that the evangelist was
primarily‘concerned with the topcgraphy and chronology of events,
The evangelist!s stated purpose was not to write a biography of
Jesus but to stimulate belief (20:30-~31). Hence, while we may
assume that he did not disregard chronological and topographical
considerations, at the same tihe‘it would seem reasonable to
accept fhat even these were used in the manner best suited to the

achieving of the stated purpose;

iii, as far as the logical developmeht of themes is concerned, there is
néthing to prove that this was an essential aspect of Jesus!
discourses (or of the evangelist's way of writing). Barrett
(St. John, 20) expresses it thus: "his theolégical thought does
not habitually mové in straight lines. It is rather his custom to
regard a question from one point of view, and then adopt another,
vsometimes taking up a somewhat different subject between the two
treatments.”™ It could, however, be argued that Barrett is merely
fationalizing the order of material in the Fourth Gospel as it is
known to us. It is these illogical aspects of the treatment of
his material by the evangelist as reflected in the state of the
présent state of the text of the gospel that the advocates of the

rearrangements seek to eliminate.(s)

iv. the argument that displacements occurred as a result of some of

the sheets on which the text was written being rearranged



inadvertehtly but incorrectly is not very sound. Such an argument
presupposes that the material on these displaced sheets was of
equal length and that the sheets themselves never ended in the
middle of a sentence, Even the supposition that the original

draft of the gospel was written on sheets is open to question.,

Thus, the evidence in favour of dislocations having taken place is not at
all convincing, nor isithere any compelling reason why the text as we
have it today should be rearranged. For this reason such rearrangements
appear to be falling more and more into disfavour. Barrett (EEEE, in
“peak s Commentary on the Bible', 845) sums up the more commonly accepted
attitude on this question as follows: "The fundamental test by which all
such proposed rearrangements must be judged is that of exegesis,  If the
gospel makes sense as it stands there is ho need to alter its order, 1In
- fact it is often found that though the changes proposed improve some
connections they worsen others, and it is hard to aécept any of them as
proved.," Further, it is highly probable that some element of subjectivity

will enter into all such proposed rearrangements,. Dodd (Interpretation,

290) puts it thus: *Unfortunately, when once the gospel has been taken
to pieces,.its reassemblage is liable to be affected by individual
preferences, preconceptions and eveh prejudices} Meanwhile the work lies
before us in an order which (apart from insignificant details) does not
vary in the textuwal tradition, traceable to an early period., I conceive
it to bz the duty of an interpreter at least to see what can be done with
the document as it has come down to us before attempting to improve upon
it." There are few scholars today who would disagree with this approach

of Dodd.

(3) Additions to the rext (6)

(a) 7:53 ~ 8:11. The Adulteress Pericope

It is generally agreed by scholars that this pericope was not ariginally
a part of the Fourth Gospel., The external evidence in support of this
passage's inclusion in the Fourth Gospel appears to be mainly Western in
origin. All of the important early Greek uncial manuscripts except one
(D) omit it. Further, no Greek commentator during the first thousand
years of Christianity makes any reference to it. In the Western Church
the evidence for it goes baék to the 0l1ld Latin versions of thé Gospel

(b;c,e,ffz).and to Jerome's Vulgate, On the basis of the textual evidence

Metzger (The Text of the New Testament, 223,f) concludes that **the pericope



is obviously a piece of floating tradition which circulated in certain

parts of the Western Church."

The internal evidence also strongly suggests that the passage was not
written by the authér of the gospel., VFor example, in this passage the

. particle de is used far more frequently than elsewhere in the gospel,

In these twelve verses it appears ten times, whereas in the rest of the
g63pe1 it is used only on 202 occasions. The author of the gospel makes
greater use of odv in similar instances (195 times) whereas o:nu only
appears once‘in 7:53 - 8:11. The usﬁal word for "crowd" in the Fourth
Gospel is dxhes whereas A=OS is used in this passage. Again, the
word used here for "early" is 399(0;), but elsewhere the author shows a
preference for‘nPLof (esg.18:28, 20:1). Finally the author of this A
passage refers to the “scribes™, a term not used elsewhere in the gospel.

In similar circumstances the author uses the "Jews",

Apért from cbnsideratiohs of style and vocabulary, there are those
scholars who note that the theme of thé passage 1s more appropriate to
- the Synoptic Gospels than to the Fourth Gospel. Indeed there is even
some external evidence (Family 13) that situates this pericope after

Luke 21:38,

(b) 5:4. The Waters of the Sheep Pool

It is generally accepted that this verse is a gloss of a comparatively

late date, Metzger (A Textuwal Commentary on the Greek New Testament,

209) gives the following reasons why it is not usuzlly accepted as being

part of the original text of the Fourth Gospel:

(1) "its absence from the earliest and best witnesses™, In fact it
makes its first appeabance in the Codex Alexandrinus and then
in subsequent Greek manuscripts. Fowever it was apparently xnown
to Tertullian (ca. 200 A.D.) in the West while Chrysostom (ca, 400)
appears to have been the first Greek writer to have been aware of

its existence;(7)

(2) "the presence of asterisks or obeli to mark the words as spurious

in more than twenty Greek witnesses';

(3) "the presence of non-Johannine words or expressions®. In this

one verse Metzger lists seven of these; and

(4) *the rather wide diversity of variant forms in which the verse

was transmitted",
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Thué, while "this ancient gloss (however) may well reflect with accuracy
a popular tradition about the pool™ in question (Brown, John, 207) the
evidence is strongly against attributing it to the evangelist or to the
editor(s)/redactor(s) who were responsible for the gospel in the form in

which it was originally handed down,

(c) Chapter 21, The Epilogue

The question of the Epilogue cannot be solved in as clearcut fashion as
that of the adulteress pericope. However many scholars believe that
this chapter was not written by the evangelist and the implications of

such an opinion for the Fourth Gospel as a whole must be mentioned,

The reasons behind this suggestion are of a different nature to those
listed above in comnection with the adulteress pericope. Firstly, all
the textual evidence supports the contention that this chapter was a
part of.the gospel from the very beginning. And yet, as J. Marsh Qi_.
John, 653) notes, "if'fhere had never been a copy or manuscript of the
fourth gospel that contained ch. 21, it would be hard, even for the

most inventive and imagihative scholar, to claim that some final chapter
was manifestly missing." The reason for this is-that 20:30-31 appears
unmistakably to be the conclusion to the book; as Bultmann (John, 700)
expresses it: ®That the evangelist himself added it (i.e. chapter 21),
and put it after his first conclusion, then to append yet a second
éoncluding statement (vv.24f), is extraordinarily improbable®, Bultmann
comes to this conclusion not primarily from a consideration of language
and style which he notes "admittedly afford no sure proof* but rather
from an-examination of the internal features of the chapter as a whole,
He accordingly attributes this chapter to a redactor (op. cit., 700,f£f).
This is a view that is also shared by, according to R. Brown Q{g&g, 1080),
Michaelis, Dibelius, Lightfoot, Dodd, Strathmann, Schnackenburg,
Wikenhauser, XUmmel, Barrett, Goguel and K¥semann., To this list KUmmel

(Introduction, 149) adds the names of Albertz, McNeile-Williams, Feine-

Behm, Goodspeed, Hirsch, H, Braun, Eckhardt and Teeple.

(d) The Significance of the assumption made in regard to Chapter 21

From the point of view of the question under discussion in this thesis it
is important to emphasize that, unlike the adulteress pericope, there is
no doubt that Chapter 21 belongs to the Fourth Gospel as the Church has

inherited it. The question in dispute,. therefore, is not its authenticity
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but rather its authorship., Thus while it must be considered to bebé part
of the original textiéhe Fourth Gospel at ieast in the form known to us,
the éVidence strongly suggests that it was not written by the evaggelistb
who was originally respongsible for the composition of the gospel. This
‘means that Ve must accept that more than one person had a hand in the
writing of the gospel. The other person(s) assﬁmed, in all probability,
the role of editor(s) and/or redactor(s). Whether it is possible to
attribute to the editor(s)/redactor(s) any other parts of the Fourth
Gospel, apart from Chapter 21, is a question to which we shall return in

the course of our discussion.

At this point it is,'however, important to note, because of the effect
| that it could have on the Fourth Gospel's destination and purpose, a
possible consequence of accepting what seems to be the well-founded
assumption that this gospel is not entirely the work of one person. Thé
consequence in question is this: presuming that the editor(s)/%edaétor(s)
made'changes or additions to the Fourth Gospel, they must have done this
for a specific reason. This introduces the possibility that the original
destination and/or purpose, as intended by the evangelist, has either
been supplemented to give to the gospel a wider appeal and meet further
needs, or, alternatively, that a completely new destination and purpose
have been superimposed upon the gospel. This is a possibility that
obvicusly cannot be overlocoked in any discussion of the gospel‘ts
destination and purpose. '

-

(B) The Author of the Fourth Gospel(e)

J. painter (John, 3) notes: "It is a maddening fact that the author of
the Fourth Gospel has giveh no clear indication of his identity." It is
*maddening' because, among other things, this question of the identity.of
the author is (but to an ever-lessening extent) seen by some as being at
the very core of what has come to be known as the "Johannine problem"”,

It is a question which, as Schnackenburg (St. John, 75) has put it, *has
harrassed theologians and historians, professional exegetes and laymen,
down to recent years, and the answer to it is often considered as a
confession touching the faith itself, or at least as fhe assertion of a
dgfinite'theological standpoint - and demanded from the scholar on these

terms"., J.N. Sanders in his article on the Gospel of John in the
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Interpreter!s Dictionary of the Bible (p.932) éXplains the point ét issue
thus: "Conservative scholars have been at pains to uphold its apostolic
authorship, and others to deny it, both sides tacitly agreeing that it
constituted a bulwark of orthodoxy." He continues, "it has not always
been sufficiently realized by both parties to the controversy that to
settle the question of its authorship would not necessarily decide that
of its value. Even if it could be proved that it was not the work of an
apostle and eyewitness of the events it purports to describe, it would
not follow necessarily that its testimony is intrinéically inferior to

that of the other gospels, and vice versa,"

This view expressed by Sanders is, I believe, representative of a trend

to put this question of the authorship of the Fourth Gospel into a more
realistic perspective, It does, of course, remain an "important"
quéstion, but not such a vital one for the progress of Johannine studies.
The fact that we do not know the identity of the author of the Fourth
Gogpel is "maddening" more from the point of view of unsatisfied curiosity

than from the genuine need to know,.

As far as the destination and purpose of the Foufth Gospel are concerned,
however, knowledge of the identity of the author could have a significant
contribution to make in ascertaining what these are., The extent of its
~contribution would be dependent upon whether or not we have sufficient
information about the author himself and his background, e.g. whether he
was a Jew or not, whether he was an apostle or disciple of Jesus, where he
lived, when he died, the people among whom he laboured, and so on. In
reality, however, we do not know very much about any of the candidates
that have been proposed for the title of "author of the Fourth Gospel",
the apostle John included, though we do know more about him than about the
others.(g) '

Briefly, therefore, it seems that even if we did know the identity of the
author of the Fourth Gospel this fact would not throw much light on the
destination and purpose of the gospel. What it is imﬁortant to note,
however, is that the Fourth Gospel, whoever may have been its author,
came to be accepted by the Church as a-genuine gospel and therefore one

that contained an authentic accownt of the life and teaching of Jesus.
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(c) The Place of Composition(1o)

As in the case of the identity of tne author of the gospel, the place
of its composition could also make a significant contribution to our
understanding of the destination and purpose of the gospel, depending
oh the nature and quality of the knowledge about the place and its

inhabitants that we possess,

Three cities have in the course of history been proposed as the place of
composition., They are Ephesus, Antioch in Syria, and Alexandria, The
weight of tradition, however, favours Ephesus. - Having said that, it
should be remembered that all three cities must have had much in common.
They were all great cosmopolitan centres in the Roman Empire and there
must have been a regular exchange of news and ideas between them. At
the same time each of‘thém muét have possessed characteristics that
served to distinguish it from the other two. On the intellectuval level
certain writers were more popular and therefore probably more widely
read in one particular cify; The name of Philo who lived in Alexandria
comes to mind here, Yet the influence of Philo's writings must have

spread far beyond his own city.

In view of the comments made above it is doubtful whether knowledge of
the actual place of composition would necessarily have a direct bearing
on the destination and purpose of the Fourth Gospel, Something more

specific would be required before this would be the case,

It should also be ﬁoted that merely knowing the name of the *'place of
composition” could be misleading when it comes to establishing the
gospel's destination and purpose, and this for the following reason. It
has been noted above that it is a reasonably well-founded assumption
that before the Fourth.Gospel began to be circulated it passed through
the hands of at least one editor/%edactor who made certain additions to
ite When one speaks of the “place of composition® one must, therefore,
be clear as to whether one is referring to the place where the gospel
received its final form, or to the place where the greater part of the

gospel may have originated.,

It is my opinion that our knowledge about the way in which the gospel as
we know it came to be composed is not sufficiently well-established or

accurate enough for us to speak in meaningful terms about a *place of

*
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composition”. If such a designation implies that the gospel was *"composed”
in its entirety in one particular place, an assumption of this nature is

definitely open to question. .

Hence, in the context under discussion in this thesis it is my view that
probable places of composition should not be used as a major argument in
establishing the purpoée of the Gospel or even its destination. 1IFf,
however, after an analysis of other evidence (both internal and external)
it is found that the gospel was, for example, written for a cosmopolitan
population such as may have been found in one of the cities mentioned,
then it would be legitimate to use the Ephesus tradition as corroborative

evidence,

(D) The Date of Composition(11)

By "date of composition® is meant that date when the f£inal form of the

GOSpei, as known to the Church, was completed prior to it being circulated.

Until about fifty years ago the terminus ante quem for the Fourth Gospel

was generally placed in the second half of the second century. The

arguments used in support of this contention were -
~i. the developed nature of the theology of the Fourth Gospel,

ii, the apparent lack of evidence that the Fourth Gospel was
used by the early second centwry writers, the assumption

being that it was therefore unknown to them,

iii., the claim that the Fourth Gospel was first circulated among
Gnostics, with Gnosticism held to be a second century

movement, and

iv. the Fourth Gospel was dependent on the Synoptic Gospels

and must have therefore been written after them,

The validity of esach of these arguments has been seriously questioned during
the past fifty years. However the most conclusive evidence in favour of an
earlier dating has been the publication of various papyri texts. The
Rylands Papyrus 457 (p52) which contains Jn 18:31-33,37-38 and which appears
to be a fragment of a codex, is generally dated between A.D. 135 and 150.
Some scholars would give to it an even earlier date. The Bodmer Papyri II
and XV (p66, p75) are dated in the late second or early third century.
Finally, Papyrus Egerton 2 is dated about 150 A.D. When taken together the
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papyri evidence suggests that the Fourth Gospel was reasonably widely
circulated in Egypt in the second half of the second century. It is
presuméd that in the normal course of events it would have taken a number
of years for the gospel to reach such a level and to establish itself.

It is interesting to note in this regard that in Tatian's Diatessaron
which was written ca, 175 A;D. the Fourth Gospel is treated as the equal

of the other three, On the basis of the evidence a terminus ante quem

of about 110 A.D. appears to be a reasonable assumption.
S

To establish a terminus post quem that would enjoy general acceptance is

not an easy natter as there is obviously no textual evidence that can be
adduced in support of such a date., Attempts to establish such a terminus
post quem are usually based upon an examination of the internal evidence.
For example, those who accept that the fourth evangelist was directly

dependent upon the Synoptic Gospels would postulate a later terminus pest

quem in all probability than those who argue for the independence of the
Féurth Gospel. Further, attempts are made to ardyze various events and
sayings in the Gospel in the light of .contemporary events in an attempt
to situaté the gospel in a particuiar time period. But in all of this the.

approach must to a large extent -be hypothetical and éonjectural.

In what way, if any, does the date of composition chosen as being the most
probable affect the destination and purpose of the Fourth Gospel? - At

- first sight it might appear that there is no connection between these two
questions. However, presuming that the evangelist did have a purpose

that was applicable to a specific situation it is clear that the date of
composition, if it was verified, would have to be taken into account in
determining what the purpose was. 1In reality this will only apply to the

terminus ante quem, As far as the terminus post quem is concerned, this

can only be determined ohly after the purpose of the gospel has been

established and its destination identified. Armed with this information

one is in a better position to calculate the terminus post quem; without
this information all attempts to determine this date will be largely

guesswork.

Briefly, therefore, as the calcwlation of the terminus post quem must

remain largely hypothetical in the absence of textual evidence or
incontrovertible testimony from other sources, the question of the date

of composition can make only a limited contribution to the establishing
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of the destination and purpose of the Fourth Gospel., It does this by

setting the outside limit within which the gospel is to be situated.

(E) The "Background" of the Fourth Gospel(12)

(1) Introduction

The problem of the "background of the Fourth Gospel® has become one of
the major questions in the field of Johannine studies in recent decades.

Wikenhauser (Introduction, 309) expresses it thus: "In the nineteenth

century the central problem of Johannine scholarship was the question of
authorship; twentieth century efforts to solve the Johannine problem
have concentrated on the relationship between Johannine thought and the
syncretistic piety of late antiquity.”

It cannot be doubted that background is of vital importance for a correct
understénding of the Fourth Gospel. 1In fact it is considered by some to

be the key to such an understanding. Guthrie (Introduction, 319) tells

us that "the exegesis of the whole book has been considerably influenced

by different opinions regarding the milieu of both writer and readers."

Attempts to discover the background of the gospel are concerred with the
question of how best to explain those characteristics that are considered
to be peculiar to the fourth evangelist's thought. In other words, to

which "conceptual world"'(KUmmel, Introduction, 155) did the evangelist

belong?

The answer to this question has proved to be somewhat elusive, a fact
proved by the many and widely divergent theories that have been proposed,

In the main scholars claim to have detected the influence of -
i, Hellenistic Thought, espécially that of Greek Philosophy
(Platonism, Stoicism), Philo,'and the Hermetica;
ii. Palestinian Judaism in the form of the 01ld Testament,

Rabbinic Judaism and Quwran; and

iii. Gnosticism, especially that of the Mandaeans,
In general scholars recognize that the Fourth Gospel could have been

influenced by a combination of the above. In Doddts view, (Interpretation,

133) for example, "Rabbinic Judaism, Philo and the Hermetica remain our

most direct sources for the background of thought, and in each case the
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distinctive character of Johannine Christianity is brought out by
observing the transformation it wrought in ideas which it holds iﬁ common
with other forms of religion.” Barrett (St. John, 32) also helieves that
."John sets forth a synthesis of Jewish and Greek thought." In similar

vein Bultmann, in his book Primitive Christianity in its Contemporary

Setting, has emphasized the syncretistic nature of primitive Christianity
in general. In the introduction to this book (p.11) he writes:
“The cradle of primitive Christianity as an historical
phenomenon was furnished by late Judaism, which in
turn was a development from Hebrew religion as evidenced
in the 01d Testament and its writings., Yet despite the
predominance of the old Testament and Jewish heritage,
primitive Christianity remained a complex phenomenon.
At a very early stage in its development it came into
contact with Hellenistic paganism, a contact which was
to exercise a profound influence on Christianity itself,
This paganism was itself equally complex, Not only did
/it preserve the heritage of Greek cultwre; it was also
enlivened and enriched by the influx of religions from
= "
the Near East. (13)

It‘is apparent that the question of the background of the Gospel is a very

complex one, However in this introdurtory chapter we are only concerned

with establishing whether there is.any relationship between the gospel's

background and its destination and purpose. If it is held that there is

such a relationship then the claims of the advocates of the respective
schools of thought will be evaluated in the proper context. At this

poinﬁ we must commenf_on two related yet very distinct aspects of the

question of the "background®" of the gospel, namely, the evangelist's

own backgroundvand the environment in which the gospel material itself

originated,

(2) The Evangelist's Own “Rackground®

That the fourth evangelistvmust have been influenced by the environment
in which he was brought up and in which he was living at the time the
gospel was composed cannct be doubted. As Hoskyns and Davey (The Fourth
Gospel, 18) put it: "The gospel was assuredly written down at a
particular time and in a particdar place by a man who had ideas,
theological ideas; in his head and an experiehce, a religious experience,
in his heart; moreover, he must have had a particular historical béck~
ground. He must have been born_somewhere and lived somewhere, and this

cannot be irrelevant for owr understanding of his book...".
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To what extent these environmental infliences affected the destination and
purpose of the gospel is'by 10 means easybto ascertaine. In the opinion of

Dodd (Interpretation, 6) “whatever influences may have been present have

been masterfully controlled by a powerful and independent mind. There is
no book, either in the New Testament or outside it, which is reaily like
the Fourth Gospel., Nevertheless its thought implies a certain background

of ideas with which the author could assume nis readers to be familiar'.

These questions from Hoskyns and Davey and from Dodd indicate the possible
relationships that could exist between the Fourth Gospel and the
evangelist's background. That he was influenced in the composition of the
gospel by his own background and environment cannot, in my opinion, be
doubted, However the extent of this influence would have been dependent
in some measure at least upon his purpose in writing and also upon the
background of the intended readers of the g03pe1. If, for example, as has
been suggested, (14) the Fourth Gospel was written primarily te satlsfy a
personal need, then I believe that the logical assumption in this instance
would be that the evangelist used the language and concepts with which he
was familiar from his own background. 1If, on the other hand, the gospel
was addressed to a specific audience, then it seems to me that the
evangelist would have made some attempt to adapt his style and language -
presuming that these were different from those of his audience - in an
attempt to maké his message more appealing to and meaningful for its
intended readers. Whether, however, he was completely successful in his
attempts to compose his gospel to suit the "conceptual world® of its

readers is, of course, another question.

Briefly, therefore, we may summarize the various possibilities concerning
the relationship between the "background" of the fourth evangelist and the
gospelts "destination®" thus:
(a) if the gospel was written primarily for the benefit of the

evangelist himself we may assume that its language and style.

reflect his own background and environment;

(b) if the gospel was intended to be read by a specific audience

there are two possibilities here, namely,

(i) - if this audience shared the evangelist'!s background
and environment there would have been no need for

him to consc¢iously adapt his language and style,.and

(ii) if the audience belonged to a 'conceptual world"
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different from that of the eVangelist the assumption
is that he would have made some attempt to adapt his

gospel accordingly;

(¢) 1if the evangelist intended his gospel to appeal to as wide an
audience as possible, i.e. to people who belonged to different
"conceptual worlds', this consideration would also have
affected his langﬁage and style in that his gospel would have
to have been written in a manner that would have been intelligible

(3) The Environment in which the Gospel Material Originated

In addition to the question of the influence of the evangelist's own
- environment upon the composition of the Fourth Gospel there is énbther
aspect of the problem that must be taken into account, namely, the milieu

in which the gospel material originated,

The first thing to remember here is that the gospel is concerned with
someone who was known as a Jew and who lived in Palestine at a particular
time. It is logical to assume therefore that the events described therein
as well as the discussions, controversies and discourses recorded by the
evangelist will be situated in a Palestinian and Jewish context
irrespective of what thevenvironﬁent and background of the evangelist or

of the audience to which the gospel was addressed may have been,

Because it stands to reason,; therefore, that the contents of the gospel
will have a Palestinian flavouring no matter who its original readers may
have beén, does this mean that we should totally disregard this aspect of
the gospel in determining what its destination was? I do not think so
because it is possibie that the way in which the evangelist has handled
this ma érial could give us a clue to the identity of the gospellts
original readers, However an important caveat is in order at this point,
namely, the mere presénce of "Palestinian® or "Jewish® material in the
gospel is not in itself sufficient proof that the readers for whom the
gospel was intended shared the same background.

In the course of owr discussion in the chapters which follow we shall
have reason to discuss some of the material in question with a view to
.eQaluating its importance for the matter under investigation. At this

point, however, we must examine the significance of the topographical

details to be foﬁnd in thevgospel'for possible clues to its background

and the conclusions that may be drawn therefrom.(15)
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Attention has frequently been dravn to the detailed nature and accuracy of
the Fourth Gospells tOpOgraphy.> A study of the places named by the fourth
evengelist as well as a comparison of the same with those of the Synoptics
leads to some interesting conclusions, While the Fourth Gospel mentions
two places in Galilee that do not appear in the Synoptics (Cana, Tiberias
.as another name for the Sea of Galilée) it omits many others that appear
in the latter (Gennesaret, Choraizin, Decapolis, Gadara, Caesarea Philippi,
fagadan (Magdala), Tyre and Sidon, Nain, Trachonitis, Abilene and |
.’Ltruraea).(16 At times the fourth evangelist is not content with merely
giving the name of a place; he frequently adds some distinguishing feature
that will hélp the reader to situate the place in question. Thus we read
of "Bethany beyond the Jordan" (1:28 - this description serves to
distinguish this Bethany from the one mentioned in 12:1), "Cana in Galilee®
(2:1, 4:46), "ienon near Salim, because there was much water there" (3:23),
#Sychar, near the field that Jacob gave to his son Joseph®” (4:5), "to the

country near the wilderness, to a town called Ephraim® (11:54).

Howéver, what probably.strikes the reader of the Fourth'Gaspei most
forcibly in connection with the evangelist!s topography is his familiarity
with and detailed knowledge of Jerusalem in particular, when compared with
the details provided by the SynOptics; Like the fourth evangelist the
Synoptics fefer to Bethany, the Praetorium, the Temple and Golgotha by
name., .But it is the fourth evangelist who tells us that Bethany was
é—yy&g TG Yleposordpmy s da1d oweSiav Sekxméute (11:18). He is
obviously familiar with the layout of the Témple, referring as he does to
Jesus walking &v giR) feri_'; év T oTo% ToU io:\orgfavo&- (10:23)s 1In
this part of the temple Jesus would have been protected from the severe
winds that were a feature of the winter (Howard, op., cit., 448). The
evangelist himself tells us that it was winter at the time (10:23). He
also knows that the garden, called Gethsemane by.the'Synoptics, is

Tl'elpuv Too \I\Elf*‘:f’f"” ol K.E-Sf:a\/ (18:1). His use of the word

**shows that he knew this was a wadi, the dry bed of a winter torrent"
(Howard, op. Cit.) and therefore easily crossed at that time of the

year, His reference to the /\\Qc;c——r‘oq—rov ([&Pﬁggm) (19:13) like-
wise indicates a more than.general knowledge of Jerusalem, On two
occasions he refers to pools in Jerusalem. In 9:7 he sends the man born
biind to wash in the Pool of Silocam, the origin of the name of which he
seems to be familiar with., The evangelist also tells us that the Pool

q).(17)

* 3 ~ ~ . ,._.I -
of Bethesda is erﬁ'rq TTFQ%«JWkr} and that it has NEvTE GTosA (5:2
. t L
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In recent times much effort has gone into the verification of the accuracy

2

'8) as well as the

of the topographical details of the Fourth GOSpel,(
identification of various place-names, €.g. Cana, the town of Ephraim,

Aenon near Salim, Sychar,

While there might still be grounds for reasonable doubt about the exact
location of many of these places, there is general agreement among
scholars that the fourth evangelistls use of place-names must not be
interpreted in an allegorical or symbolical manner, For example, it is

Dodd's view (Interpretation, 452) that all attempts to extract a profound

symbolical meaning out of the various place names “are hopelessly

fanciful®, Barrett (The Gospel of John and Judaism, 38) likewise main-

tains that "we may be confident that if John used place names he meant to
refer to placés and not to allegorical mysteries®™., K. Kundzin's contention
that the Fourth Gospelis interest in topographical details and place names
arises from the fact that Christian communities settled there has also been

rejected.(19)

The fourth evangelist's.knowledge of the topography of the city of
Jerusalem should be seen against the background of the importance he
appears to give to it in his gospél as a vhole, - Unlike the Synoptics he
sitvates the greater part of Jesus' ministry in Jerusalem and Judaea. Fdr
him Jerusalem is the centre of Judaism, the seat of the Jewish authorities;
hence Jesus! main work must be carried out here, Because it was the place
where the Temple was situated it was to this city that devout Jews would

go to celebrate the great feasts of the Jewish calendar,

The fourth evangelist!s concentration on Jerusalem and Judaea and the
preponderance of‘topographical details about these places seems, in the
opinion ¢f some scholars at least, to indicate that he had a special
interest in Southern Palestine as opposed to Galilee, or alternatively,
that he was far more familiar with the former than with the latter.(zo)
In fact, some scholars, on the basis of 4:4, have argued that the fourth
evangelist considered Judaea to be the true rn&TPTS of Jesus.(21)
Further, it has been argued that the evangelist's preference for Judaea
seems to find an echo in the retort of Nathanael: Ex. N‘-L‘SuFé_rﬁ E vt

- :L,gesv elumiy  (1:46).

What corclusions may be drawn from this brief review of the topography of

the Fourth Gospel? The evidence is frequently used to support the view
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that the author.of the Fourth Gospel was Jewish or at least that the
tradition from which he was drawing material had its origin in Southern
Palestine, It is, however, one of the premises of this thesis, as we
shall shov later, that the Fourth Gospel is basically thé vork of one
PErson. 'Hence, even if he did drawv material from a sourcé or sources he
felt free to rework it to suit his own purposes. This observation must
also be applied to the topographical details of the Gospel, In other
words, if the evangelist saw fit to include the details in his gospel it
is not unreasonable to assume that he had a purpose in doing so, Since
it is generally agreed that the evangelist was not interested in drawing
out allegorical or symbolical meanings we are led to enquire why he
included the wealth of topographical detail which he did. The answer to
this questionvinvolves a consideration of the problem of the original
readers of the gospel. For whom would these details have been the most
meaningful? There is no reason to believe that they would have had much
meaning or'importance for people who were not familiar with Southern
Palestine in general and Jerusalem in particular. This consideration
alone would rule out the large majority of the gentiles, leaving us with
the Jews. In this instance, would these details have been intelligible
only to the Jews of Palestine or would they also have been meaningful

to the Jews of the Diaspora? It seems to me that while the fo&rth'
evangelist does presume a knowledge of Jerusalem in his readers the
knowledge required is not that wWich an inhabitant alone would possess.
A Jew who rade fairly frequent visits to Jerusalem, on the occasion of
feasts for example, would have little difficulty in recognizing the
places to which the evangeliét refers. It could be argued that
inhabitants of Jerusalem and Judaea would not have required the
descriptive details provided by the fourth evangelist as the name alone
should have been sufficient. On the other hand, without a knowlédge of
the general layout of Jerusalem this information would be meaningless.
To illustrate the point that is being madé let us turn once more to the
évangelist’s description of the Pool of Bethesda which, he says, is
éTﬁ'Tﬁ-nFoﬁu:riKﬁ (5:2). It would seem that the evangelist presumes
that his readers know where théﬁ?oﬁmeﬁ is, whether one translates it
"by the Sheep (Pool)" or "by the Sheep (Gate)“.(zz) This must have been
a well-known place vhich for the evangelist becomes a point of reference
iﬁ his descripticn. If 1t cannot be presumed that the readers knew
where this place was, then the detail is meaningless, The lack of
topographical detail, on the other hand, in 4:20 also supports the view

that only the Jews (and Samaritans) would have understood the point at



issue., The Samaritan woman says to Jesus: "Ow fathers worshipped on
this mountaine..s.". In this instance the evangelist does not even see
the need to name the mountain, The only explanation that can be

offerred for this is that he did not consider it to be necessary as his
readers who were familiar with the Jacob tradition Qould-haVe known to

which mountain he was referring,

Qur analysis of the topographical information to be found in the Fourth
Gospel leads us to conclude that these features would have been most
meaningful to Jews, In itself this conclusion is not surprising,
espetially when seen again;t the background of the comments we made in
the épening paragraphs of this section. By saying that these features
would have been most meaningful to Jews we are not, however, thereby
implying that they would have been meaningful only to Jews, It is
possible that they would have been equally intelligible to that group who
were known as "God-fearers" who had become familiar with the topography
of Jerusalem in particular by visits to the city. Similarly Gentile
Christians who had gone to the trouble of steeping themselves in the
traditions of the Old Testament in particular and Judaism in general
might have been able to make something of them. However the knowledge‘

- required of these people in this instance would, it seems to me, to be
beyond that which the evangelist could expect his audience to have if '
they vere Gentiles., This consideration alone is a substantial, though

‘not conclusive, argument in favour of the contention that the author of
the material in question had a "Jewish" audience in mind; otherwise one
would have expected him to have gone to a little more trouble to_make

these details intelligible for his readers,

(4) vnat is meant by the "Destination™ of the Fourth Gospel

The pointsraised in the previous section make it imperative that we should

have a clear idea of what we mean by *destination" of the gospel.

Of necessity the term must refer to people, a,v. to the audience to which
the gospel was being addressed, It 1s possible, however, to view this
audience in one of two ways depending on which characteristic the primary

emphasis is placed. Thus, one may speak of a geographical destination,

In this instance the gospel would be seen as being addressed to people
living in a particular country, area, or town, The geographical location
would play a major role in this view of the gospelts destination, On the

other hand it is possible to think-of the audience in terms of its



religious affiliations. Here what is the important consideration is the

religious beliefs of the people being addressed. On the basis of their
beliefs we may group -such people into the following general categories;
non-Christian Jews, Jewish Christians, non-Christian Gentiles aﬁd_Gentile
Christians. Within these categories further subdivisions are possible

and some of these we shall meet in the course of our investigation.

It is important to bear in mind that the two types of destination
described above are not mutually exclusive, 1In fact one presumés the

" other. For example, a %geographical® destination would necessarily
presume an audience among which it is reasonable to assume that some of
the people in question would have had various religious beliefs,
Similarly, if one wiéhed to emphasize the “religiouS'éffiliatioﬁs" of the
gospel's audience it cannot be denied that these people must have lived
somewhere, What is important for ouwr purposes, however, iswhether both
the place where they lived and their religious affiliations or whether
only one of these aspects was in the mind of the évangelist when he
composed his gbspel, influencing his choice of material and the manner in

which he treated it, -

At this point it is sufficient to note that nowhere in the Fourth Gospel

does the evangelist indicate that he has a fgeographical? destination in

< view, nor is there any well-founded tradition in the early Church on

fhis question.(23) In the absence of such information it seems to me that
we will be on surer ground if we direct our attempts at uncovering a
destination for the gospel in terms of the categories we listed above
under "religious affiliations®, - |

(F) The Language in which the Fourth Gospel was Written(24)

In discussing the background of the Fourth Gospel and the bearing that
this could have on its destination and purpose we referred to the
language of the gospel as one of the constituent elements of that back-
ground. An important aspect of this whole question is, naturaily enough,
the actual language in which the gospel was originally written. At first
sight the answer to this question might appear to be obvious. In reality
it is one of those much discussed and debated points of the “Johannine

problem" that has taxed the skills of scholars in the present century.

If it is possible to give a satisfactory answer to this question this

could give us some information about the evangelist's own background.
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Further, in the light of what we have said in the previous section, it
could providé us with a valuable indication of the audience to whom the
gospel was originally addressed. If, in this way, it is possible to be
more precise about the "destination® of the gospel, this in turn would
help us to situate its "purpose" in a particular environment. For all
of these reasons it is necessary for us to discuss the problem of the

language in which the Fourth Gbspel was originally written.

The Gospel as we know it is, of course, written in Grek. Barrett (St
2222, 5) describes it as being "neither bad Greek nor (according to
classical standards) good Greek.” Nevertheless its style is ®highly
individual", despite the general impressibn of simplicity of language a

reading of the Gospel conveys, Howard (A Grammar of New Testament Greek,

33), for example, maintained that the author *wrote Greek after the
fashion of men of quite elementary attainment." The impression of
simplicity is conveyed by the evangelist's use of such features as
parataxis and asyndeton as well as by the very limited vocabulary he

uses. On this latter point R.M. Grant (Introduction, 149) tells us that

"the Gospel of John contains 15,240 words; only 1,011 of them different.
Of these, 112 do not occur in any other New Testament book. In
proportion to its size, the gospel employs the smallest vocabulary in
the New Testament...."(zs) It is considerations such as these, together
with the stylistic characteristics peculiar to the fourth evangelist as
isolated by E. Schweizer; E. Ruckstuhl and others(26) that have led some
scholars to investigate the text of the goépel with a view to
establishing whether or not the Gospel may have first appeared in a

language other than Greek.

In an attempt to simplify what has become a rather involved and
complicated question it is possible to distinguish three main viewpoints

in this connection:
i. that the Fourth Gospel as a whole was translated from an
Aramaic original;
ii, that the Fourth Gospel was originally written in Greek and

shows no signs of Aramaic or Semitic influence;

iii, that sections of the Fourth Gospel were translated from an
Aramaic original, or, alternatively, that the whole Gospel

shows Semitic influence in its style.

(i) Although he was not the first to propose that the Fourth Gospel

was translated from an Aramaic original, the credit for attempting
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to establish this theory on a scholarly foundation must go to C.F. Burggz}
He it was who clarified the issues by introducing the distinctions between
an "Aramaism" (i.e, Vany grammatical or syntactical construction which,
while abnormal in Greek, is ordinary in Aramaic"), a ®"Hebraism" (i.e. "a
construction which, while abnormal in Greek, is ordinary in Hebrew"), and
a "Semitism" (i.e. "a construction which, while peculiar in Greek, is
found in both Hebrew and Aramaic").(27) In Burney's opinion the Fourth
Gospel contains Aramaismsand Semitisms but no Hebraisms; hence, he

concludes the author did not set out to imitate the style of the LXX.

Burney paid particular attention to the question of "mistranslations® in
. his attempts to prove the presence of Aramaisms in the Fourth Gospel, A
"mistranslation™ in this context refers to the translation in the Greek
text of the Fourth Gospel of an ambiguous Aramaic word or construction

" by the less likely or satisfactory of the possible alternative ‘
translations. This presumes that one is able to recognize behind the
Greek translation the Aramaic word or construction that has been
"mistranslated”. One Aramaic Qbfd which, according to Burney, was
particularly open to being "mistranslated” was the particie =1 or -\
thch is not only indeclinable but also capable of being translated in a
large variety of ways {e.g. as a relative pronoun, to indicate a genitive

of relationship, to express purpose, result, cause, to introduce a

temporal clause).

In establishing the presence of Aramaisms in the Fourth Gospel (with a
view to proving that the gospel was translated from an Aramaic origirnal)

Burney admitted that two other considerations had to be taken into account,

namely,

a) that it was possible to find in Xoine Greek some of the so-

called Aramaisms of the Fourth Gospel; and

b) that the Fourth Gospel could be a "virtual® translation, as

opposed to an "actual"” translation from an Aramaic original.(za)

In his book, The Poetry of Our Lord (1925), Burney also tried to

. demonstrate that the sayings of Jesus often reveal similarities with

Semitic poetry, e.g. in parallelism, rhythm and rhyme..

C.€. Torrey, in his books, The Four Gospels (1933) and Our Translated

Gospels (1936), was not so cautious as Burney. For him the mere

presence of Aramaisms in the Fourth Gospel (and the other gospels also)
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was sufficient proof that it had been translated from an Aramaic original.
Nor did he accept that it was necessary Lo establish the presence of
these Aramaisms by proving that they were "mistranélations". Thus he
rejects the possibility that a "virtual" translation could account for

their presence,

(ii) E.C. Colwell is perhaps the best known propagator of the second

viewpoint listed above, In his book, The Greek of the Fourth

Gospel (1931), he pointed to the confusiqn that existed among those who
proposed an Aramaic original behind<£he Fourth Gospel as to what was
required before it could be said that such an original exists, as well
as to the lack of agreement among them whén it came to presenting the
evidence, He set out to prove that the text of the Fourth Gospel was

not influenced by Semitisms. This he attemﬁted to do by comparing the
Greek of the gospel with that of the Discourses of Epictetus and various
papyri to show that the so-called "Semitisms" could be explained in other

waysS.

(iii) The third viewpoint covers a comparatively wide group of opinions.
26 . .
For example, Bultmann, as we shall see( 9) maintained that one of
the sources behind the Fourth Gospel, i.e., the "Offenbarungsreden®, was

written in Aramaic. M, Black (An Aramaic Approach to the Gospels and

Acts, 272,ff) came to a similar conclusion when he stated that the fourth
evangelist had probably used an Aramaic "sayings" source. He also
believes that there is evidence of an Aramajic source behind the Prologue
and the sayings of John the Baptist. However, according to Black, the
fourth evangelist's use of this source material was quite free. S. Brown
(op. cit., 335) sums up Black's view thus: "For Black the key to an,
understanding of the meaning of translation Greek lies in the word
*interpretation™, In his view the Greek evangelists did not merely
transmit an Aramaic tradition unaltered; their creations, composed in
more or less literary Greek, are to be conceived rather as “Targums® of
the Aramaic preaching of Jesus and his disciples. This is not to deny; of
course, that many of Jesus! sayings were so simple and concrete that they
‘could not change their meaning in Greek any more than in Aramaic,.*

N

Like Burney, Black accepts the value of the so-called "mistranslations"
quﬁproving the presence of an Aramaic original in the sense described
above, However, he refines the concept and eliminates from it those

. . . 0
elements that had caused the earl;er confu31on.(3 )
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J. Bonsirven, like Black, admits that there are Semitisms in the Fourth

Gospel. DBut these, in his opinion, do not indicate the presence of an
Aramaic original, Their presence can be explained by the fact that they
reflect words spoken by Jesus which had impressed themselves on the mind
of the author. In themselves they do nct detract from the generally

idiomatic character of the Greek of the Fourth Gospel.(31)

The above discussion has concentrated in the main on the syntactical
nature of the Greek c¢f the Fourth Gospel., However it should not be over-—
looked that in this gospel we frequeﬁtly come across words that are first
given in their Semitic form and are then translated into Greek, or
explained on the first occasion when they are used; e.g. §e<§%(

(1:38, also 1:49, 3:2, 4:31, 6:25, 9:2, 11:18; on one occasion, viz.
3:26, it is addressed to John the Baptist); é«g’,(gouvf (20:16) ; Meooivs
(1:41; 4:25); qu,as (1:42);(32)20\@4% (9:7); Bwpss (11116, 21:2).
In some instances the fourth evangelist specifically states that the names
of certain places are given in their Hebrew forms, €.:g. gff}3§kggl' or
sf\ge’c«?& (5:2),@@,@,@(94 (19:13), Fokyo®& (19:17). The use of the
double:ciyniv , which occurs twenty five times in the Fourth Gospel can
also be traced to the 014 Testament and rabbinic usage;(33) other Semitic

- /
words which could be mentioned are }uivvu. (6:31,49) and Oomarv (12:13).

The presence of such words in the Fourth Gospel does not, in itself, have
any bearing on whether the gospel has been translated from the Aramaic or
not. However they do indicate that the fourth evangelist was definitely
aware of and probably familiar with Aramaic and Hebrew, a conclusion

supported by the fact that his translations of the words in question are

(34)

always correct,

Concluding Conments

In evaluating the evidence of the various parties to the debate as out-
lined above it is necessary to state clearly what the evidence is supposed
to prove, The more extreme positions described in (i) and (iii) seem to
imply an “either.,... Or...."” type of argument, a.v., "either there are
Aramaisms which prove the presence of a translation from an Aramaic
original, or there are no Aramaisms and therefore no evidence of Semitic
influence in the gospel." S. Brown (op. cit., 339) notes that *few, if
an;“\would be willing to go along with either of these views. Hence to

reject Colwell's position does not necessarily involve the acceptance of



some form, complete or partial, of an Aramaic original behind the gospel,

It appears that there is still no general agreement as to what constitutes

. 3

an Aramaism or Semitism (as opposed to the definition of these concepts),
or, to word it differently, what is necessary before it c¢an be said that

certain words or phrases have "a strongly Semitic colowring? or show

signs of "Semitic'influence".(35) On this point Houwle (An Idiom Book of

New Testament Greek, 171) has indicated some of the problems that are

encountered:

"It is not always possible to determine where to draw the
line between a clear, alien 'Semitism! and a term or
idiom which is indeed reminiscent of a characteristically
Semitic equivalent but which is none the less good or
tolerable Greek, and which may, therefore, owe little or
nothing to Semitic influence, Sometimes it is only the
frequency of its occurrence, not its actual existence,
that a term or phrase owes to the alien influence,

Obviously, too, this problem is complicated by the

question of how far the generally understood, secular

konw‘] had unconsciously absorbed and, so to speak,

naturalized what were originally alien elements from

Semitic populations,®_ '
Other considerations, according to Moule, include the problem of
distinguishing,betweeﬁ ndirect” Semitisms and "indirect' or “secondary"
Semitisms *mediated by the Septuagint or other trdnslation Greek", as
well as the problems arising from differences within the Semitic -

languages themselves.

Barrett (St. John, 10) is of the opinion that much of what has passed as
Araraisms or Semitisms can be paralleled in Greek literature, personal
letters, papyri, etc, £ any of the so-called Aramaisms or_Semitisms
can be classified as possible or probable he maintains that "they are
certainly too few (if we leave out parataxis and asyndeton) to prove that
the Greek was translated from an Aramaic gospel, and probably too few to

. -
prove that the Aramaic tradition lies anywhere close to the surface."(Bo)

In view of the disagreements that exist among the experts on this question

it seems to m& that the ultimate solution, if ever one is reached, will

e

lie somewhere between the two extreme viewpoints discussed above, Greater
attegﬁion should, I believe, be given to the possibility of "virtual"

\ : .
translation having occurred, though to prove that this actually was the

\* 3 - 3 3 K3
case would be extremely difficult if not impossible, The problem here
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would be to draw up a set of criteria by which it would be possible to
draw a distinction between a "virtual® aL&-an “actual® transiation. It
would be seen that the case for a Byvirtuzl" translation must rest on less
conclusive probabilities. However among these attention should be given
to the distinct probability that Jesus frequently addressed the crowds in
Aramaic and that many of his sayings were, in the beginning at least,
transmitted in Aramaic either orally or in written form. In incorporating
these into his gospel it is not uareasonable to assume that the fourth
‘evangelist tried to keep as close as possible to the language and style in

which they had become traditional.(37)

To what extent, therefore, may one appeal to the language of the Fourth
Gospel as an indication of a Jewish background and thus having a possible

bearing on its destination and purpose? Dodd (Interpretation, 75) states

that ""the view that the gospel as it stands is a translation has found
little favour either with Semitists or with Hellenists, and is entirely
improbable., Opinions differ whether the undeniable Semitisms are due to
" the use, in some places, of Aramaic (or Hebrew) sources, written or oral,
or simply to an aﬁthor who thought in a Semitic idiom while he wrote in
Greek., In any case, the evidence for an underlying Semitic idiom is
irresistible., This in itself brings the gospel back into a Jewish
environment,‘of which we must take account."” 1In the present state of the
debate it is hard to see what evidence allows one to conclude that the
pfesence of an underlying Semitic idiom is "irresistible®, Unfortumately

Dodd himself does not elaborate this.

It seems to me that the crux of the matter is the extent of the influence
of the Sémitic languages on the'koh/ﬁ o Until we have a clearer picture
of any interpenetration that may have taken place it is difficult to see
‘how one's conclusions can be anything but tentative. In the meantime,
difficult though it is to prove, the possibility of "virtual® translation
having taken place can by no means be ruled out for the reasons given
above. - Finally, the presence of Semitic words in the text of the Gospel
must also be taken into account as there is no reason why the evangelist
could not have Qmitted these if he had so desired.

" In sum: in the present state of the debate there is not sufficient
evidenée to decide definitively in which language the Fourth Gospel, or |
even parts of it, was originally written, Further, even if one were to

‘admit that there is evidence of a “Semitic idiom" in the gospel it cannot
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be established that it is sufficiently widespread or obvicus enough to
throw much ligat on the gospel's ¥cestination'. Its presence can be
explained in terms of the evangelist!s own background and does not appear

to have been consciously used by him to appeal to a particular audience,

(G) The Question of Sources and the Unity of the
Fourth Gospel

(1) The Fourth Gospel and Source Material

One of the problems surrounding any study of the Fourth Gospel is that of
the origin of the material used in its composition., Another prcblem
concerns the number of those who have made a contribution in this regard.
If, for example, it could be proved that one man was responsible for the‘
writing of the Fourth Gospel as we now‘have it, that it represents the
.attempts of one person to achieve a particular end and that the origin
and source of the contents of the gospel are to be traced back to the
fourth evangelist himself, then we would be justified in approaching it
as a self-contained and unified piece of writing., Many scholars however
believe that there is sufficient evidence to suggest that this is not the
case, As we sav in our discussion of “the text and strpucture of the
gospel®, it is gererally accepted tocday that the Fourth Gospel as it came
to be circulated in the Church was not entirely the work of one man but
that at least one editor also had a hand in its composition. We based
this conclusion on the evidence of John 21 as this was the most obvious

indication of editorial work.(38>

Granted that at least one editor has been at work on the text of the
Fourth‘Gpspel certain questions have to be answered before it will be
pOssible‘to éscuss in a meaningful fashicn the gospelfs destination and
pwrpose, These concern the identity of the editor arnd the nature and
extent of his contribution to the completed work. The various
possibilities in this regard, and their consequences, can be grouped

together as follows:

(i) If one were to assume that the Pevangelist” and the
Yeditor' were one and the same person, with the
evangelist revising his own work before its final
publication, and therefore that any indication of
an editor's hand in the gospel is the work of the
evangelist himself, this would suggest various questions
as to why it had become necessary to "Yedit®™ the original

gospel., Was he; for example, editing an earlier edition




of his own work in-order to givs to it a wider appeal
than previously? Or did he intend the second edition to
have a completely new and different destination and
purpose to that of the first?  Or was he only interestéd
in making more clear certain points that might have
struck his original readers as being obscure or open to

misinterpretation?

(ii) - If, on the other hand, we were to accept that the "editor"

and the Yevangelist" were different people, the assumption

here would be that the former was merely "editing" material
that he had received in some manner from the latter, In
this instance also we would have to ask the same questions
as in the previous case as to why it was necessary to edit

the gospel in this way.

Whatever might have been the nature of the relationship of the editor to '
the evangelist an important question that has to be answéred concerns
‘the origin and source of the material which the evangelist originally
used. Was hé, for examplé, merely recording events and sayings of Jesus
which he himself had witnessed and he:rd?‘ Or was he in.any way dependent

upon other sources, written or oral, for his material? If it can be

proved that the answer to this latter question is in the affirmative a

further question would suggest itself, viz,, Is it possible to sepaféte

thisrsource material from the evangelist'!s own contribution?

It should be clear that the answers given to the questions posed above
would have a direct bearing on the Fourth Gospel's destination and
purpose: As has already been noted, any editorial‘wofk must have been
undertaken for a specific reason and to achieve a particular end. This
means that the editor, whoever he may have been, in all probability
intended to give to the gospel a destination and purpose wider than or
/different from that of the original work. But the pbssibility that he
might not have been entirely successful in this is something that cannot
he ruled out altogether either. If this actually were the case his
contribution would more likely have confused the issue rather than have
clarified it for us in that it might still be possible to detect traces
of the original destination and purpose as well as any new ones he

himself might have intended the gospel to have,

Similarly the situvation could have become more confused if it can be

proved that.the Fourth Gospel is the end result of the work of more than



cne editor, Because each of these obviously felt the need to alter and

adapt the gospel, it would be a legitimate assumption that each had a
specific purposeAin mind in subjecting the gospel to a revision, If it
is possible to detect various layers in the gospel that can be
attributed to the different editors, then it is not inconceivable that
there could be as many “purpeoses' in the gospel as there are layers of
nateriai.. It could be argued that the "purpose" of the final editor
would also be the "purpose of the Fourth Gospel™ strictly speaking.
This, however, presuppdses that the final editor so shaped the gospel
material as to make his purpose clear ahd that the additions and
alterations of previous editors were revised and adapted in the light of
the new purpose, But the more successful the final editor was in
stamping the gospel with his purpose the more difficult it becomes to
detect the work of other editors in the gospel and therefore to

attribute specific "purposes® to them also.

If one were to accept that the evangeiist himsel f made usé of material
from other sources this too couldlhave a direct bearing on the Fourth
Gospel's destination and purpose in a manner similar to what could have
happened in the case of the editors' revisions, Let us assume, for
éxample,'fhat the evangélist set himeelf a specific purpose in writing
his gospel but that he made ﬁse of material from other sources., If he’
has done his job well that material would have been so used and adapted
by him in the most effective way possible with a view to the achieving
of the aim which he had set himself, Such a position presupposes that
the evangelist felt free to use the material in the way he thought most
suitable for his purposes., If, however, he felt that the material he
was using. deserved to be treated with the greatest respect this may have
encoufaged him to copy in a slavish manner the naferial as he found it
in nis sources with the minimum amount of adaptation. If this is what
actually did happen then the uncovering of the gospel's purpose could
prove to be a very difficult task. The reason for this is that one
presumes that the source material itself must have been put together for
a "“specific purpose" in the first place, a purpose which the evangelist
could conceivably have incorporated into his gospel without necessarily

having made it his own.

In the early Church questions like those we have been discussing were
apparently never asked. It was generally assumed, at least from the end

of the second century, that the Fourth Gospel was the work of one man,



namely, the Apostle Johh.(39) However with the development of a more
critical epproach to the study of the New Testament, especially dwring

the paét century, direct apostclic authorship came to be questioned.(4o)
Doubts'about.the validity of attributing the authorship of the Fourth
Gospel to the Apostle John naturally meant that other explanations had

to be proposed to explain its origin and authorship. These ex§ianation
raised the possibility that the evangelist might not in fact have actuallyv
witnessed the events he records in his gospel. It is in this context that

the questions we have posed above should be seen,

The various answers tnat have been given by scholars to these questions
in recent times assume that the Fourth Gospel as we have it now is not to
be considered to be an entirely originél work]but that it is in some way
dependent upon other material, As far as the original source of the
material used by the esvangelist is concerned, it is possible to group the

opinions of scholars under two general headings, viz,

(i) That the evangelist was dependent upon the Synoptic Gospels

to a greater or lesser extent for the material he used; and

(ii) That the evangelist made use of material from either a singie

scurce or from a variety of sources that were independent of

the Synoptic Gospels,

Each of these positions will be discussed in their proper context in order
‘that their significance for establishing the Fourth Gospel's destination
and purpose can be correctly assessed. As we shall see, an alleged
relationship between the Fourth Gospel and the Synoptics is at the root
of a whole group of theories that attempt to explain this gospel's
destination and purpose in terms of the Synoptics. Those gcholars who
reject the existence of any direct relationship between the Fourth Gospel
and the Synoptics Have tended té look for other sources behind the former,
Perhaps the most famous of these scholars,\though not the first, was R.
Bultmann vho claimed to have discovered a number of sources behind the
Fourth Gospel the most nctable of which he called the ¥Offenbarungsreden®
and the “Semeia-Quelle®, In recent times it is the latter source, or
something very much like it, that has received the greatest attention,

and appears to be gaining in popularity.(41)

(2) The Unity of the Fourth Gospel

Those who have opposed the tendency to find sources behind the Fourth

Gospel have argued in favour of its literary and stylistic unity. This
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line of argument was dictated in large part by the attempts of those who
sought to identify and isolate sowrces on the grounds of difference in
language and style in various parts of the Qospel. Prononents of the
'literary unity of the gospel, on the other hand, have attempted to show
that it is possible to find similarities of expressién and construction
throughout the greater part of the gospel, Fﬁrther, it is claimed that
many of these charactefistics may be considered to be peculiar to the

author of the Fourth Gospel,

The first person to undertake a comprehensive study of the literary unity
of the Fourth Gospel was E. Séhweizer in his book, Ego Eimi. He set out
to establish those criteria that might be considered to be characteristic
of Johannine stvle. He isolated thirty-three of thesé. Barrett, in his
commentary on John's Gospel (p.7), lists some of the more important

stylistic characteristics (EigentUmlichkeitén) which Schweizer isolated:

i. asyndeton,
ii. the use of odv simply as a marrative link,
iii, the use of éxeives as a substantive,
iv. 'the use Of'é%os instead of pou which is more common in

New Testament Greek,
ve the comparatively regular use of the expression‘&Jb‘é*uwnq

or & ¢pxuToS in John (13 times) as opposed to the rest
of the Hew Testament (3 times),

~vi, the use of ¢k and the genitive in place of the partitive
genitive,

vii, the presence of epexegetical clauses involving the use of
Tvx and @i ; and

“wviii, the very frequent use of the construction ob(yq) cese
ddxee (€a75 times).

Having drawn up a set of characteristics of Johannine style Schweizer then

studied their distfibution thﬁoughout the whole of the gospel, Because he

found them to be so widespread throughout the gospel he came to the

conclusion that it was not possible to prove the existence of sources

behind the Fourth Gospel purely on stylistic grounds., He did not,

hoﬁever, rule out the possibility that sources may have been used by the

evangelist in the composition of the gospel. As he put it: "IF such

sburces are to be supposed, they have been worked over to such a degrec

that they form a uniform whole; they have been worked over so well that
. 403
for the present at any rate it has been impossible to demonstrate *che:m.,"(-f /
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The werk begun by Schweizer was taken up by other scholars, notably

1

Ruckstihil, In his boox, Die literarische Einhait des vierten Evanceliuns
b2 o y

he pays particular attention to Bultmann's theory of sources. He took
over Schweilzer's list of Johannine stylistic characteristics, revised and
expanded it, and came up with a total of fiftyitems., These he grouped
into three catsgories, viz. the most important ones which consisted of 19

characteristics, then the 12 that were considered to be next in importance,

s (43)

and finaliy the 19 which in his opinion had the least significance,
Armed with these characteristics Ruckstuhl argues that it is not possible
to distinguish various sources in the Fourth Gospel on the grounds of
style, as Bultmann has done, because the characteristics are to be found
throughout the whole of the gospel, In this respect Ruckstuhl was merely
echoing the findings of Schweizer, However it should be noted that he

went a step further than Schweizer did in the conclusions he drew from the
evidence, lle maintained that an analysis of the style of the Fourth Gospel
leads one to the conclusion that there could not have been any written
sources behind it. Therefore the Fourth Gospel should be seen as the

original creation of a single author.(44)

It is possible to counter Ruckstuhl'!s assumption that because there is
uniformity of language and style in the Fourth Gospel the author did not
use any written sources, with the argument that the evangelist or editor
took great care to imitate the style of his source(s) or alternatively
stamped. his own style on the material he may have drawn from his scurce(s).
It is, for example, generally accepted, as Barrett (op. cit., 17) and
others have pointed out, that it is practically impossible to separate on
stylistic and linguistic grbunds the narratives and the discourses in the
Fourth déspel. Structurally both are woven together to form a whole, This
is particularly well-illustrated in chapters 9 and 11. In fact the purpose

of the discourses appears to bg, in Dodd's words (Interpretation, 290),

"to bring out the significance of the narratives",

In themselves, however, it seems to me that these observations neither prove
nor disprove tne existence of source material in the Fourth Gospel, Scholars
such as Schweizer and Ruckstuhl have emphasized the literary unity that is to
be found in this gospel and in coing so have perhaps given to it an excessive
degree of importance in determining whether or not the fourth evangelist has
used sources, There is no doubt that “literary unity®™ is a very important
consideration here, But it showld not be the only ona., As we have noted,

literary unity and the use of source material are not mutually exclusive,
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For this reason perhaps more attention should be given to other types of
unity or disunity that could indicate the presence or otherwyise of
sources in the gospel, e€.g. structural wmity, thematic wnity, etc. If
it could be proved that the Gospezl posszsses unity on all of these

levels then the case would be much stronger that the evangelist did not

-
a1 Lo I s (4))
mA L€ UsSE€ Or any SsSources.,

Taken by itself, therefore, "literary unity", while it must be accepted
as being very important in this connection, ‘does not furnish us with
conclusive proof that the fourth evangelist did not make use of sources.
Hence while on the one hand it seems to me to weaken considerably the
argument in favour of Bultmana's source theory, it certainly does not
prove Parker's contention either that "if the author of the Fourth Gospel
used documentary sources, he wrote them all himself* (*[wo Editions of

John*, 304). ~

(3) Concluding Comments on Source Material and the Unity of the Fourth
Gospel

Our purpose in this section of Chapter One has been to clarify some of the
problems we shall encouhter by accepting that the Fourth Gospel as we now
have it is not the work of one man, or that it was not composed at one

time if one accepts that the editorial work was done by the original
evangelist himself., We have also introduced the question of the
possibility of sources having been used in the composition of the gospel,

a possibility which, if proved true, could have far-reaching effects for
the gospel's destination and purpose. Because of the increasing popularity
of source theories a word of caution is in order about what may be ‘claimed

in this regard,

Thus, in discussing the questicn of possible sources behind the Fourth
Gospel it is necessary to draw a clear distinction between two very
different aspects of the problem, namely, their existence and their extent.
The fact that there may not be general agreement about the extent of a
~source does not mean that no source was used by the evangelist., To quote

J .M. Robinson (Trajectories Through farly Christianity, 242) :

"The question of the difficulty of reconstructing a
_source is not identical with the question of whether
the source existed. To bz surs, if the source can
nowvhere be laid hold of with any assurance, then the
question of whether the source actually existed _
becomes acute, But if at sone place a written source
is visible, then the existence of a source is
established, and the question becomes merely how
extensive the source was and what character it had,®

¢ {D



The most important piece of evidence usually adduced in support of the
existence of a source behind the Fourth Cospel is the record of the

two miracles in Cana, namely, the changing of the water into wine (2:1-
2a} and the healing of the son of the official (4:46b-54a). The

scussion of the evidence -in favour of this hypothesis is not necessary

[
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for owr purposes, Suffice it to say that it is a hypothesis that seems

to be gaining in popularity émong scholars.(46)

Whiie it might be true to say that there is fairly widespread and
growing support for the view that there is at least one source behind
the Fourth Gospel whnich includes at least some of Jesus' Signs as
recorded in the gospel, it cannot be claimed that there is general

agreement about the extent of this source.(47) The considerable

differences of opinion among scholars on this very point is, to my mind,
a significant indication of how successfully the evangelist has been able
to give to any material he may have borrowed from a source his own stamp

and style,

What conclusions therefore may we draw from our discussion of the question
of source(s) behind the Fourth Gospel, and what bearing will these
conclusions have on our subsequent investigation of the Fourth Gospel's

destination and purpose?

(a) while the evidence in favour of the existence of at least one source
behind the Fourth Gospel is not inconsiderable and appears to be winning
more supporters, it cannot yet be claimed beyond all doubt that the

evangelist did in fact make use of such a source,

(b) The acceptance of the argument that the Fourth Gospel is a literary
~unity cannot be brought forward as conclusive proof that the evangelist
did not use any sources, R, Schweizer has perhaps best swwned up the
conclusions we may legitimately draw in this respect. In the preface to

the second edition of his book, Ego Zimi (1965), he writes:

mmat I had generally established, has also been confirmed
in terms of (Bultmann'!s commentary): the unity of style
is such that the distinction of sources on the basis of
these characteristics seems impossible, An exception is
found only in the case of the prologue and the miracle
stories, where, at least in the first two, a source can
still be proven with high probability. Indeed I. thought -
. and here I was more cautious than BE. Ruckstuil - that the
fact that sources cannot be proven linguistically does not
prove that they did not exist at all, Yet sources, apart
from the prologue and miracle stories, sceem to me very'
3 17
unl lkely . (48)
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(¢) Even if one were to accept as a working hypothesis that the

~

evangelist did in fact make use of material from either written or oral.
source(s), there is considerable evidence to show that he has used this
material in such a way that the Fourth Gospel gives the impression of

being a highly.individualiétic Worx, possessing a uniformity of language

resent form as the work of one man, at

t'{-
o )

and style that stamps it in

least for the most part,

(d) But having said that it is alsb.necessary to remember that there is
some evidence of editorial work in the gospel, However, our conclusions
so far suggest that the work of the editor, presuming that it is possible
to separate'it from the main body of the gospel, has not drastically
upset the overall unity which we hope to show this gospel possessese.

This would seem to indicate that the editorial work was kept to a minimum
once the gospel had been ccmpleted by the evangelist. Nevertheless
because it has been shown that there is evidence of it in the gospel its
presence and extent will have to be explained as also will the reasons why
it was thought necessary at the time to make additions and/br alterations,
and the effect that these might have had on the Fourth Gospel's

destination and purpose., These are questions to which we shall retwn in

due course,

(H) General Conclusions and Outline of Procedure

to be Followed

In this chapter certain hasic questions in the field of Johannine studies
have beeri examined briefly with a view to assessing their significance for
a correct understanding of the destination and purpose of the Fourth
Gospel. Of the points discussed it was concluded that three of them could
make an indirect contribution, viz, the identity of the author, the date
and place of composition., In other words, exact knowledge about these
three questions is not essential for an investigation into the gospel's
pwpose and destination, though such knowledge could offer corroborative
evidence, Further, while 1t would be incorrect to equate the problem of
the search for fhe'ﬂbackground" of the gospel with that of its purpose and

destination, nevertheless between these two questions there could be a

close connection., There is a need,-however, to guard against using
evidence of a particular "background” to prove too much in this regard,
Similarly, it is possible that the language in which the gospel was
coriginally written could give us a clue as to whom its original readers
might have becen, But all of this cvidence fulls far short of the

conclusive proof we shall be seeking. Finally, as far as the text itself
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f the gospel is councerned, it was established that there are clear
indications of «ditorial work. This may have beem undertaken either by
the evangelist himself or by other persoa{s). The presence cf editorial
work in the gospel is closely associated with that of source material.,
As we saw, while there is some evidence to suggest that the evangelist
rade use of source material, the Fourth Gospel appears on the whole to

be a highly individualistic work that possesses an overall literary unity

at least., Thi

n

y suggests that the evangelist has reworked the material in

o meet the purpose he had in mind in composing the

t+

question, using it

gospel.

In the course of our discussion we had reason to explain what is meant by

present context, Before proceeding with our

[}

#destination® in th
investigation a word of clarification is, I feel, in order as to how the

.

concept '"purpose™ is used and understood in this thesis,

When a person decides to write a scholarly work there are certain basic
steps he must follow if he wishes to make a success of it, The first and
most obvious of these is that he must decide on the field of study about
vwhich he wishes to write, For example, this could be a subject such as
“the Life and Times of Napoleon Bonaparte®¥., This is, however, an
extremely wide field and also one about which much has already been
written. These considerations should make an author realize that if he
wishes his book to be a valuable contribution to what we already know
about Napoleon, he should clarify in nhis own mind what he hopes to achieve
by writing yet another book on this topic. Because of its vastness he may
decide to do an in-depith study of one particuiar aspesct of Napoleon's
character. Or he may set out to re-assesé what we already know about this
man in an attempt to arrive at a more true-to-life picture of him. Or,
again, he may wish to provide no more than a factual panoramic view of his
life and achievements. Whatever aspect he chooses to write about it is
clear that the author must set himself some objéctive that will serve to

give both direction and unity to his work.

Now in the light of owr comments in the previous paragraph it seems to me
that we may defiane the "purpose™ of a boo% as that which it is intended

to achieve on being completed, In many instances it would be possible to
define this in another way and say simply that the “purpose’ of a book is

nothing else than the "reason® why tiie author wrote it, However a werd
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of caution'is in order here, A little reflection will show that the

ourpose” of a book as described above may not necessarily be the same

as the *reason" why the author wrote it. For example, a man may decide

to write a book about Napoleon because he is interested in history. Or
erhaps his "reason"” for writing it may be that he expects>it to be a
bést-seller. In brief, therefore, it has to be remembered that a book
itself can have a "purpose" very different from the "reason" why the

author decided to write it,

Because a book is usually meant to be read by people this presupposes that
an author should have a clear idea of the audience to whom he wishes to
address his book. This aspect we have described eisewhere as the book's

"destinatioh“.(49)

Finally, thé “purpose” of a book and its "destination® will in large
measure dictate the author's method of procedure, especially his choice of
material, the way in which he handles and develops it, the style and
language used by him, etc., For example, a book that is directed at an
univeréity—educated audience wdd be written in é manner very different

from one intended for Standard Six pupils,

Modern authors frequently make sufficiently clear- in their 'Introductions'
or 'Prefaces! what the book is intended to achieve. At times they will
indicate the audience they are addressing as well as the method they have
followed in writing the book. Armed with this information the reader is
in a position to approach the work critically and to evaluate it
objectively in order to assess whether or not the author has succeeded in

his stated objective.

When we turn to the Fourth Gospel we find that some of the steps ouflined
above have been followed by the evangelist\while others have not. Clearly
his book is concerned with the perscn of Jesus., But within this general
field he has set himself a specific objective, viz. to encourage faith in
Jesus in its readers by a consideration of his words and works. If it is
held that this "objective” is in actual fact the "purpose" of the gospel,
then we must hasten to add that it is a *purpose" which this gospel has in
~common with the other three.<50) Because it is a "purpose® that is sharced
with the other gospcls we may describe it as the Fourth Gospel's f'general
purpose®. On this point there is not likely to be much disagrecment amoing

scholars, What will be of special concern to us, however, is that which



makes this gospel's destidation and purpose different from those of the

.

GeVe, the particular situations, problems and people which the
evangelist had in mind and in the light of which he considered it to be
necessary to write his gospel *to encourage faith', This aspect we shali
call the gospel's “specific purpose(s)™, It will be noted that the way
we have defined these purposss implies that they are very closely tied to

the gospelts destination, Indeed, as we progress it will be seen that it is

at times very difficult to speak of one without taking the other into account.

Wnile there is no doubt about the Fourth Gospel's "general purpose® there is
very little, if any, explicit information in the gospel about its "specific
purpose(s)* or about the identity of its ndestiration®. Wor is there any

conclusive external evidence that can give the answers'we are seecking., How

then are we to procesd with our investigation?

In ouwr earlier discussion about the writing of a book we noted that an author,
if he wishes his book to be successful, must adapt both his material and
style of writing to suit the "purpose énd Ydestination® of his book. As far
as the Fourth Gospel is.concerned, fherefore, we shall work on the assumption
that the evangelist has followed much the same procedure, In other words, if
we are to uncover’ tne ‘gospells "specific purpose{s)' and its "destlnatlon“7

the only way open to us to do this is to examine what has been written in the

gospel itself and.then to attempt to fsituate! this in the light of
contemporary events. In this way it is to be hoped that we shall be able to
discover for whom and for which situations 1t would have served 'to encourage

faitht.

It is péssible, of course, that the Fourth Gospel was written to encourage
faith in Jesus in a variety of situvations and for different categories of
people. If this was in fact what actually happenedqthen it would be better
to speak of "special purposes®” and different “destinations”, It would,
however, be necessary to decide whether amcng these "special purposes® ithere
might have been one that could be classified as "primary” with the others
being no more than *"secondary®™ or "subsidiary", or whetner all of them should
be conéidered te have equal standing. The same would apply, mutatis mutandis,

in the case of the gospel'!s possible Ydestinations®,

Following on frem this distinction between Yprimary® and "secondary! or

- )

tsubsidiary! purposces we cannoi afford

.-

to forgel o »noint frequently referead

to in this chapter, viz., that additions and/br alterations have been made to
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the text of the gospel, Here we shall have to decide whether these changes
were dntended to alter radically or merely to widen the scope of the

gospel's destination and purpose. These questions will be treated in the

One finai point should be noted, It is possible that other *"purposes' and
"destimations" came, in retrospect, to be attributed to the Fourth Gospel
in so far as its contents were found to be of great value in dealing
effectively with problemé that arose after its publication, Clearly, it
cannot be claimed that these purposes and destinations belong to the Fourth
Gospel itself unless it 1s concluded that the gospells original purpose and
destination were so general and all;embracing that it was vritten to meet

any problematic situation in which it was found necessary 'to encourage
faith in Jesus'. Such a conclusion, however, would dispense with *specific
purposes" as we have described them in favour of only a “general purpose®,

‘ Now that our discussion of "preliminary observations™ has been completed

we are in a position to proceed with an examination of the gospel itself
along the lines indicated in the foregoing paragraphs. This investigation
will take the form of an a§?§sis of the various thecries that have been
proposed to explain the Fourth Gospél's destination and purpose, Our
evaluation of the arguments and evidence that have'been used should reveal
those aspects that have to be taken into account if we are to arrive at a

satisfactory answer to the problem we have poséd.
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CHAPTER TVWO : A POLEMICAL DESTINATICH AND PURPOSE

Introductory Comment

We shall be concerned in this chapter with those explanations of the Fourth
Gospel's destination and purpose that are usually described as *polemical®,
These theories can be grouped under four headings, viz. a polemic against
(a) the Jews, (b) thne Gnostics, (c) certain followers of John the Baptist,
and (@) against the Church in general or certain of her practices in

particular,

We shall examine the eVidence and arguments brought forward in support of
each of these theories, OQur intention shall be to see whether any of them
are convincing in themselves or whether perhaps they might clarify ény of
the issues ‘dealt with by the gospel, or other aspects that will have to be
taken into account in formulating any satisfactory explanation of the

gospel s destination and purpose.

I. A POLEMIC AGAINST THE JEWS -

(A) Introduction: Statement of the Theory

The view that the destination and purpose of the Fourth Gospel should be
understood as a polemic against the Jews has always been reasonably popular
among scholars. Among those who have supported it in more recent timés

A. Wind ("Destinatidn‘and Purpose of the Gospel of John", 32) lists the
following: C. Weizdcker, W. Wrede, JUlicher—Fascher, Lord Charnwood,

G+H.C. Macgregor, V. Taylor, Fr. BUchsel, R.M, Grant, C.F.D. Moule. There
are other scholars who are not prepared to accept that this was the primary
vpurpose of the gospel; nevertheless they do agree that it was a secondary

one. Among these KUmmel (Introduction, 163) includes the names of

Wikenhauser, Meinertz, Feine-Behm, Henshaw, Riddle-Hutson and Schnackenburg.

To have attracted the support of so many scholars it stands to reason that
the evidence in support of it must be substantial and have much to recommnend
it., 1Indeed there are many who would probably agree that even a cursory
reading of this gospel leaves one with the impression, as Wikenhauser

(Introduction, 307) puts it, that *the whole Gospel is permeated by a quiet

but unmistakable polemic against Judaism". The basis for such an impression
is-to be found primarily in the way in which the fourth evangelist uses the
term "the Jews". As W.F, Howard (St. John, 450) puts it: "No reader can

fail to be struck by the way in which our Lord's opponents in this Gospel



are so often described as "the Jews"." They refuse to accept that God is
his Father (5:18, 8:40,ff). They attempt to arrest him (7:30,44, 10:39),
to stone him (8:59, 10:31, 11:8), and to kill him (5:18, 7:1, 11:53,f).
They expel fromAthe synagogue all who confess that he is the Christ (9:22,
12:42). Indeed, they believe that they are doing a service to God by
killing Jesus! disciples (16:2).

In addition to describing the opposition between Jesus and "the Jews" on

a personal level it is also clainﬁ.that.in the Fourth Gospel Jesus is
portrayed as setting himself up in oﬁposition to the beliefs and
institutions of Judaism itself, Wikenhauser (op. cit;, 307, £) summarizes
the evidence in support of this view thus: *The Law was given through

. Moses,. grace and truth come through Jesus Christ (1:17); he is the end of
Jewish ritualism (2,1-10), and also of the Temple and its worship (2,13-22;
4,21-23). Moses could not give the true Bread from Heaven, the Father
gives it by sending his Son into the world (6,32 sq.). In reality the Jews
are not (true) sons of Abraham, but sons of the devil (8,39-44). They have
no right to appeal to Moses; he is their accuser (5,45). They search the
scriptures diligently and hope to find life there, but it is to Jesus that
the Scriptures bear witness (5,39). They object that he is from Galiilee
(7,52), but they are contradicted by the testimony of Nathaniel (1,45 sqq.)."

R.M. Grant ("The Origin of the Fourth Gospel™) sums up other evidence that
could be brought foward in support of the anti-Jewish polemic theory under

the following headings: -
i. Jesus clearly separates himself from Judaism and "the Jews".
ii. “He reinterprets thé law entirely and in so doingvreplaces it.
iii. He is superior to the patriarchs and to Moses.

iv. He transcends the whole later history of Israel so that all
who came before him were nothing else but "robbers and

thieves",

v. His miracles are far superior to any others, including those

of the 0ld Testament.

"vi, It is "the Jews" and not Pilate who, according to the Fourth

Gospel, are responsible for the crucifixion of Jesus.

(B)  Evaluation of the Evﬂence(1)

In assessing the significance of the evidence cited above it is clear that

the problem of the identity of "the Jews' in the Fourth Gospel is of
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paramount importance because this point is the foundation on which much of
the other evidence rests. For this reason we shall deal with this question
first, Then we shall examine the Fourth Gospel's treatment of the other
themes that have been mentioned in an attempt to ascertain what its

attitude was to them,

(1) who are *the Jews" in the Fourth Gospel?

At first sight the guestion posed above might appear'to be meaningless,
But thé reason way -such a question is necessary is because the fourth
evangelist does not appear to be consistent in the use he makes of the
term: different contexts suggest that he is at times referring to
different groups of people, However, if one wishes to understand the
evangelist's purpose in composing his gospel it is essential to understand

clearly what his attitude is to "the Jews",

The fourth evangelist uses the term ’loodefos (in its various forms)
seventy one times altogether, viz., 1:19, 2:6,13,18,20, 3:1,22,25, 4:9,22,
5:1,10,15,16,18, 6:4,41,52, 7:1,2,11,13,15,35, 8:22,31,48,52,57, 9:18,22,
10:19,24,31,33, 11:8,19,31,33,36,45,54,55, 12:9,1T, 13:33, 18:12,14, 20,31,
33,35, 36,38,39, 19:3,7,12,14,19,20,21,31,38,40,42, 20:19. It is possible
to distinguish two main uses of the term, namely, (a) the "historicay/
geographical*, and (b) the “religious". The *historical/geographical"™ use
of the term refers to those occasions when the Jews are seen as being
distinct from other nations, much in.the same way as one might speak of
the *Romans®, the "Egyptians", the "Greeks". In other words, in these
instances it is used to describe the inhabitants of Paiestine. The
religious® use of the term refers to the "Jews!" from the point of view of
their religious beliefs, practices and customs, those things that were
considered to constitute the essence of being a Jew, Living in Palestine
is obviously not essential for the “religious" understanding of the

concept as there were many "Jews" living in the Diaspora.

A division of this nature is somewhat arbitrary and its value is limited
because it is not always possible to determine which meaning the
evangelist had in mind. It is possible, for example, that on many
occasions he was referring to both aSpects éescribed above. In cases such
as these it will be necessary to try to determine which mearing, in the
particular context, appears to be the more important. On the cother hand,
such a division does help to bring a little order to the material in
question which in turn can contribute towards a meaningful answer to the

question pqéed,at the beginning of the section.
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. « . b]
(a) . The nistorical/geosraphical use of loudfios

The references that fall under this heading may be grouped together thus:

i, Non-Jews' use the term"ouu&vxﬁs/ﬂ‘oué~50‘to indicate that they
are not Jews themselves (e.g. on the lips of Pilate - 18:33,35,39,
19:3,19 - where it frequently occurs in the ohrase "XKing of the
Jews"; in 4:9 the Samaritan woman refers to Jesus as a "Jew";.

see also 4:22).°

ii, loud«dos is sometimes used to explain customs and feasts with
| which (presumably) the non-Jewish reader would not be familiar

(evgs 2:6,13, 4;9, 5:1, 6:4, 7:2, 11:55, 19:40,42),

iii. On some occasions ot loud«Tel is used without any apparent
special meaning being given to it apart from the fact that the
people concefned were inhabitants of Palestine, especially of

'Jefusalem. There is certainly no polemic note involved here (e.g.
1119, 311,25, 7:11, 8:31, 11:19,31,33,36, 12:9). Dodd (Tradition,
242) has noted that in some of the instances referred to in this
context of lou8S«To could be translated by "Judaeans" (e.g. 7:1,
11:8,54). Similarly loudSoTes is used as an adjective to '
qualify yv§. In 3:22 we read that Jesus and his disciples went

cis —r;‘]\, Ylou S ot fonw 773\1 ; see also 7:1, 11:7.

(b) The religious use of 'loudatos

Again, we may subdivide the references in this section into the following
Qroups:

i. , Some of the "Jews"™ set themselves up in opﬁositioﬁ to Jesus
especially when, in their eyes, he appears to be attacking
aspects of their religious beliefs, e.g. Jesus' apparent
rejection. of the Temple (2:18,20); his disregard for the
sabbath (5:10,15,16); his claim to be "the bread which came
down from heaven® (6:41,52);(2) his claim to be not only
greater than Abraham (8:48,52,57) but also to be one with
the Father (10:31,33).

The opposition of these “Jews" to Jesus 1s so strong that they are not

éatisfied with merely excommunicating from the synagogue all who acknowledge
him (9:22, 12:42) or questioning his learning and right to teach (7:15),(3)
‘or misinterpreting his meaning (7:35, 8:22, 10:20,24); on occasion they
attempt to stone him (8:59, 10:31, 11:8), arrest him (7:30,44, 10:39), and

even seek to kill him (5:18, 7:1, 11:53,f).
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The actual extent of their responsibility for the death of Jesus is a moot
point. R.E. Brown (John, 792-802) provides us with a comprechensive reviey
of the evidence that takes into account what the New Testament as a whole
has to say, the testimony of other sources, és well as Christianity's
attitude vis-&-vis the Romans and the Jews, As far as the involvement of

the Jews was concerned this author distinguishes four views, namely,

a) The Jewish authorities were the prime movers in Jesus' arrest,

trial and sentencing;

b) Although the Jewish authorities were deeply involved, all the
main legal formalities were carried out by the Romans; thus

no Jewish sentence was actually passed on Jesus;

c) The Romans were the prime movers, believing Jesus to be a
possible troublemaker, In bringing about his death it is
postulated that they forced at least some of the Jewish

authorities to co-operate with them;

d) No Jewish authorities were involved in any way, not even as a

tool of the Romans.

For our purpose it is necessary to examine these views in the light of the
evidence of the Fourth Gospel alone. We are told, for example, that Jesus
was arrested by the Romans and “some officers from the chief priests and -
the Pharisees" (18:3). He is then brought to Annas (18:13) who eventually
sends him on to Caiaphas (18:24). From Caiaphas's house Jesus is taken to
the Praetorium (18:28). If the Romans had forbidden the Jews the right to
pass the death sentence(4) this could explain why Pilate told the Jews to
judge Jesus according to their own law (18:31), not realizing that they
were seecking the death sentence., The fourth evangelist then proceeds to
explain how Pilate tried to secure Jesus' release, once he realized what
their intentions were. But on each occasion the "Jews" brought fresh
pressure to bear upon Pilate (18:38,ff., 19:4,ff.,12,£f,) so that in the end

he is forced to hand Jesus over to be crucified,

Such in brief are the main points of Jewish involvement in the procuring
of the death sentence on Jesus according to the Fourth Gospel, The picture
that we are presented with is closer to that described in the first view
outlined above. BEven though it might be true that no Jewish sentence was
passed upon Jesus, the fourth evangeliét would have us believe that this
wvas so because the Jews did not have the power to pass the death sentence,

even though he deserved to die according to their law (19:7).
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it éhould be noted that in the arrest and trial of Jesus it is the leaders

of the Jews, especially Annas and Caiaphas, who play the main role in
_securing fhm death sentence. Jesus himself said to Pilate: O Tﬁxﬁ*5;u$s

(“"C Sot }&U%OV“" dlud(g—nu\l e,\e‘ (19:11). According to Dodd (op. cit., 107)
o Trq('ooggous refers to Caiaphas rather than to Judas. This scholar sums up
his conclusion thus: *It would be difficult, on any construction of the
events, to shake the judgement - a sober and moderate judgement - that as
between Pilate and Calaphas the major (in italics in the text) responsibility
lay with the latter, although the sentence was actually pronounced (of
necessity under the law) by the governor " In the context under discussion,
therefore, it would be true to say that of lood«iol (18:12,14,31,36,38, 19:7,
12,14,21,31) is used interchangeably with 5>&foeP€(55(Anna5'or Caiaphas) |
(18:13,19,24) or of Qﬁpklef e's in general (18:3,35, 19:6,17,21).

It should also be noted that the real reason given by the Jews for demanding
the death of Jesus was that he claimed to be the Son of God (19:7).(6)
However, when this charge appéared to make Pilatevmore anxious than ever to
felease Jesus, only then did they press the f'political!! charge'that Jesus
was naklng himself a king and therefore was settlng himself up in opposition

to Caesar (19:12,ff). (7)

This digression into the involvement of "the Jews" in the death of Jesus-has,
- I believe, been necessary for a correct understanding of the use of thé term
in. the Fourth Gospel. However, if has taken us away from our discussion of
the various groups into which the wreligious" use of the term can be sub-

divided. To this we shall now return.

ii. The apparent opposition of some of "the Jews" was dictated
ﬁore by “fear of the Jews" rather than by any deep religious
. conviction (e.g. 7:13, 9:22), Among these, in fact, we find
Joseph of Arimathea who was a disciple of Jesus “but secretly,
for fear of the Jews" (19:38; see also 3:1,£f. regarding the

attitude of Nicodemus to Jesus).

iii, The Fourth Gospel clearly makes the point that not all of
“the Jews" were opposed to Jesus but that some of them were
prepared to profess their belief in him openly. For exahple,.
the evangelist draws attentibn to the fact that there was
frequently a *division" (UjJEin) among the Jews about Jesus
and his claims, with some accepting them aﬁd other rejecting
them (7:12,43, 9:16, 10:15). The evangelist also tells us
that "many of the Jews" (ToMoi ér TOv loudeiwy) believed in
him (11:45, 12:11), This distinction between those who

believe and those who do not is very clearly brought out in
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13:33: "Little children, yet a little while I am with you.

You will seek me; and as I said to the Jews so now I say

to you, 'Where I am going you cannct come!,*" Here we see

Jesus addressing his disciples as if they were not "Jews",

We can only conclude that in some sense they are not .

In assessing the meaning to be given to the term "Jews" in
the Fourth Gospel one cannot overlook the all-important fact
that Jesus himself 1s called a "Jew" by the Samaritan woman

(4:9). Tt is an appellation which he endorses a little later

"when, in contradistinction to the Samaritans, he states ...

-:”,LeTs ﬂfoc)auvoa}ge\ré oldupev . The use of the emphatic
ﬁrgezs here is, I believe, significant in view of the fact
that on other occasions Jesus speaks of the “"Jews"™ in a
manner that gives the impression that he was disscciating
himself from them.(S) The reason for this apparent
diécrepancy in Jesus! attitude to “the Jews" lies in the
fact that in 4:22 it is a question of a comparison between
Jews and non-Jews as distinct national groups. The same
distinction is made by Pilate when he says to Jesus: W\ﬁ'rl
€S loudsios & s TS EBves T ooV ksl QF =pYlepeis
nmplecfuo_civ oe )ef.ko{ - (18:35). This in turn echoes
the thought of the Prologue, €S Tw id (% ?;\ge—va Ksd Ol
(Siol <OTovw ol rHFé)\«ﬁesv (1:11).

Thus, when it is a matter of whether one is a "Jew", or a non-~Jew or

Gentile, the Fourth Gospel makes 1t very clear that Jesus is to be

classified with the former. In other contexts, however, where it is a
question of a dispute between people all of whom call themselves "Jews",
the argument then hinges on who

- . i < s ) ~ Y ’ ) 7
Jesus told the Samaritan woman, r} currw(au e Tov oudwxinwv CoTwWv

(4:22),

As far as non-Jews were concerned, therefore, the important

question was: where was salvation to be found? But for people who

considered themselves to be Jews the vital question was:

salvation consist?

in what did

Any polemic between Jesus and *'the Jews™" should be

47«

can be considered to be the "true' Jews.

seen in the light of the second question as all partieé to these disputes

were in agreement about the answer to the first question,

In the light of this conclusion we would, therefore, agree with Allen

(op. cit., 88) that the anti-Jewish bias in the Fourth Gospel "is not

racial but theological™.
the "Jews" as a nation, as a geographical entity;

with those who have rejected Jesus as the means of and way to salvatioun.

Hence, the fourth evangelist does not attack’

rather, his argument is
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(c) Concluding Comment

This brief review of the references to )‘Ogngoﬁo§[)\ouégﬁol in the
Fourth Gospel shows that the question, "Wno are the Jews?', does not.
admit of an éasy answer. What is clear, however, is that in only some
instances does it appear to be used in a polemical way. Further, in these
instances it is used, to quote Brown's description, "for the religious
autnorities, particularly those in Jerusalem, who are hostile to Jesus"
(op. cit., LXXI). "Jews" in this sense are at times referred to by other
terms, €.g. o?ccf)\“epe?s (12:10, 18235, 19:6,15,21), or o?oaw\\eféfs Kot ©F
¢o(_f)l<ref\o| (7:32,45, 11:47,57, 18:3.), or simply of q;egem-vaoi (1:24, 4:1,
7:32,47, 8:13, 9:13,15,16,40, 11:46, 12:19,42), or ol é'%c,wes (7:26,48,
12:42), | | ' |

It is important to note that not all of the religious authorities were
condemned by the fourth evangelist, but only those who were "hostile to
Jesus", As we have indicated, the Fourth Gospel makes it clear that some

of the authorities believed in Him (cf. 12:42-43, 3:1,ff., 19:38).(9)

(2) Jesus and the Patriarchs in the Fourth Gospel

(a) Abraham

Abraham is mentioned by name in only one passage of the gospel, namely
8:31-59. It is in the context of a discussion between Jesus and "the Jews"
about their ancestry. When Jesus claims that the truth will make them free
(8:31) they counter by saying that they are descendants of Abraham (cnéfrU*
‘xFP“iP') and that they have been in bondage to nobody. The Jews take Jesus'!
words in a political sense whereas he meant them to be understood on a
spiritudl level, as he explains (8:34,ff).(10) Jesus does not deny the
Jews! claim to be the "descendants of Abraham" (8:37). However, he does
contest their right to call Abraham'and God their *father®, Rather it is
the devil who is their %father® because their will is to do his desires
(8:44). The discussion continues in a haphazard sort of way with the Jews

resorting to an argumentum ad hominem, claiming that it is Jesus, and not

they, who is possessed. Jesus tries to bring the discussion back to the

point from which it had begun by telling the Jews that if any one keeps his
word that person will never see death (8:51, compare with 8:31). But once
more the Jews take Jesus' words literally and ask him if he is claiming to.
be greater than Abraham and the prOpheté who have died (8:52,ff). Jesus

does not immediately answer their question but notes that Abraham rejoicued
to see his "cay". Yet again do the Jews take Jesus' words literally (8:58)

s0 that Jesus is forced to state his superiority over Abraham unequivocallys \
, ' 11

> > . /

"Truly, truly I say to you, before Abraham was, I am (eytaeh}L( Yo" (8:5&),
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In brief, this passage brings out two points in particular about Jesus!
relationship to Abraham: ’
i, he considered himself to be superior to Abraham, and

ii. it was a superiority which Abraham had recognized and

about which he was “glad".

It was the Jews who had failed to see the true nature of this relationship

because they would not accept his *word".

(b) Isaac
Some scholars believe that it is possible to find in the Fourth Gospel an
Isaac-Christ typology even though Isaaé is not specifically mentioned by
name, Tovsupport this view 3:16 is usually appealed to, where we read,
"For God so loved the world that he gave his only Son (SoTe Tow Uidv Tov
v‘H°V°1é“ﬁéL&JKeV) that whoever believes in him should not perish but have

eternal life,"

The éSwkev of this verse, coming as it does after the saying about the
lifting up of the Soan of Man (3:15), is interpreted to refer to the handing
over of Jesus to death. If this is the correct interpretation of this
verse, then the other similarities with the Isaac-sacrifice f£all into place,

These may be summarized as follows:

i. 1In both instances it is the fathers (i.e. God and Abraham)

who offer their respective sons in sacrifice,
ii, Each son is an "only" son (cf. Gen. 22:2,12)S12)

iii, Jesus was sent so that *the world might be sqved through
“him (3:17); similarly, God tells Abraham, "by your
descendants shall all the nations of the earth bless them-

selves, because you have obeyed my voice" (Gen. 22:18).(13)

() Jacon
Jacob is expressly mentioned in 4:12 in connection with the well that bore
his name, Here Jesus' request to the Samaritan woman for a drink serves
to introduce a discussion about the merits of the "living water® (Ud&ap {Ov)
which Jesus can give in comparison with the water that can be drawn from the
well given by Jaccb. Just as the *living water® which he gives is far
supérior to that provided by the well, so too is Jesus far greater than

Jabob. (14)

Fo-M. Braun (op. cit., 183,£) believes that there is also a reference in
Jn. 1:50,f. to Jacob's dream of the ladder reaching up to heaven and on
which the angels of God were ascending and descending (cf. Gen. 28:12,f£f).
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Other scholars would agree in seeing such an allusion here, However the
meaning which the fourth evangelist is giving to it in the context under

discussion is not so clear.

(3) Jesus and the Hoses-Exodus Theme in the Fourth Gospel

It is frequently claimed that one of the 0ld Testament themes that plays

an important roleé in the Fourth Gospel is that of Moses and the Exodus story.
However the actual extent of the use made of it by the fourth evangelist is -
debatable. In discussing this theme, therefore, it is necessary to
distinguish clearly between:

(a) those instances where explicit reference is made to it, and

(b) ‘those instances where it is possible that some aspect of this theme
might have influenced the evangelist and shaped his thought on some

particular subject.

(a) Explicit References to the Moses-Exodus Theme

The name "Moses" (excluding the reference to it in 8:5) occurs twelve times
in the Fourth Gospel (1:17,45, 3:14, 5:45,46, 6:32, 7:19,22,23, 9:28,29).
Specific aspects of the Exodus stdry explicitly referred to in the Fourth
Gospel include the following: the Tabernacle (1:14), the paschal lamb
(1:29, 19:36), the 1lifting up of the serpent.(3:14),(15)

Law (1:17, 7:19), the manna in the desert (6:30,££),(16) and (probably)
(17)

the giving of the
the striking of the rock in the desert (7:37,£).

J. Jeremias in his article on Moses in the Theological Dictionary of the
New Testament says that "in general it is a mark of the Moses/bhrist
typology- in Johnts Gospel that it emphasizes more strongly than other early
Christian literature the contrast between Moses and Christ* (op. cit., 873).
Such a statement can be misleading especially if it is interpreted to mean
that the fourth evangelist's main concern in this regard is to highlight
the differences and “contrasts" between Moses and Christ. It is true that
this aspect is treated in the Fowrth Gospel as will be noted below.

However, it 1is, perhaps; more accurate to describe the evangelist's attitude
to Moses as one of ambivalence, At times he does appear to be depreciating
' him, but on other occasions it seems to me that the evangelist wished to
emphasizé both the importance and gfeatness of Moses, This last statement
should, however, be seen in its correct perspective, The fourth evangelist
was not primarily interested in Moses for what he was in himself, Rather
by exalting the person of Moses the evangelist thereby emphasizes the

importance of Jesus also. There is no doubt in the evangelist's mind that



Jesus is superior to lMoses. Hence the greater it can be shown that Moses

<«

was, the greater does Jesus in the process become when compared to him.

It is important to note that the fourth evangelist does not set up Jesus

in opposition to loses as if the important thing for him was merely to

show how they were different from each other., It is true that in comparing
them he does also contrast them; but this is understandable for, as
Glasson (op. cit., 24, n.2) notes, “every comparison involves an element
of contrast". At the same time he qualifies this statement by adding,
quite rightly, that *it is impossible to contrast two objects or persons
unless they have much in common". It is against this background that we
must examine what the Fourth Gospel has to tell us about the relationship

between Jesus and Moses,

The reader of the Fourth Gospel cannot fail to note that the evangelist
always views the importance of Moses in terms of his relationship to the
person and work of Jesus. Thus Jesus tells the Jews that if they believe
Moses they will believe him also because Moses wrote of him (5:46), a

fact recognized by Philip when he tells Nathanael that they had found.
"him of whom Moses in the law and also the prophets wrote" (1:45). But
because the Jews in general do not believe Moses! writings they do not
believe Jesus' words either (5:47). It is as if belief in the former is

a necessary condition for belief in the latter., This unity that exists
between Moses ard Christ is emphasized yet again when Jesus tells the Jews
that there will be no need for him to accuse them to the Father because
Moses himself will do this (5:45). Moses will identify himself with Jesus
against,thé Jews even though they claim to be “disciples of Moses"™ (9:28).
In 3:14 Jesus describes his own "exaltation' in terms of the lifting up of
the éerpent by Moses in the wilderness, the latter being a "type" of the
former., Finally, in 7:19,ff. Jesus once again shows that between himself
and Moses there is ﬁO'OppOSitiOn in spite of the Jews! attempts to set one
against the other. Appareﬁtly because of the sign he had performed on the
sabbath (cf. 5:2,ff) Jesus believed that the Jews wanted to kill him since
in their view he had broken the law given by loses. In reply to their
accusation Jesus notes that what he had done was of far greater importance
than circumcision which the law permitted on the sébbath. For this reason
he cannot be considered to have broken the law and as a consequence to have
set himself up in opposition teo Moses.(18)

This brief review of the tekts listed above in the previous page serves

tc emphasize the positive nature of the relationship between Jesus and



Moses that is portrayed in the Fourth Gospel. - It should however be noted
that even though the relationship is viewed as being positive, nevertheless
it is a relatiomship in which Jesus! superiority to Moses is highlighted.

It is in the light of this last comment that one should understand 1:17:
“For thevlaw was given through Moses; grace and truth came through Jesus
Christ.” Here the evangelist is not setting up "grace and truth" in
opposition to the Law.-as such, In itself he sees the Law as being something

o 19) .
positive and of value.( 2 Yet when compared with the Y“grace and truth*
which came with Jesus it is as if the Law pales into insignificance, being

replacad by something that is far superior to it.(zo)

That a certain tension does exist in the Fourth Gospel between the persons
of Jesus and Moses cannot be denied. However the cause of this tension
lies in the misrepresentation of Moses! rcle by the Jews. It is this mis-
understanding of theirs that the fourth evangelist seeks to eﬁphasize and
rectify. The most notable example of this is the events surrounding the
multiplication of the loaves and fish, As a fesult of this miracle the
people appear to identify Jesus with the prophet-like-Moses (6:14, c£.
Deut, 18:15,£f) whom they in turn identify with the Messiah.(21) For this
reason ihey attempt to make him king (6:15). The similarity between the
miracle Jesus had just worked and the feeding of the people in the
wilderness with manmna is obvious. R. Brown (op. cit., 265,f) quotes the
evidenée to show that there was a popular eXpéctation thatAin the last days
there would be a repstition of the miracle of the manna and that this
miracle would be worked by the Messiah, It is against this background
that 6:25,ff., should be seen, Jesus first of all puts Moses! role in
providing the manna into its true perspective by noting that it was not
Moses who gave the bread from heaven but rather God (6:32a).(22) Having
corrected their misunderstanding on this point Jesus then proceeds to
explain to them the superiority of the '"bread"” which his Father gives

(62:32b, ££),

(b) 1Implicit Refersnces to the Moses-Exodus Themes

Some authors have claimed to have found similarities between the Moses-
Exodus theme and the Fourth Gospel that are not confined to isolated
references in the text but rather cover the contents of wholes sections and
even books of the 0ld Testament. According to R.H. Smith ("Exodus Typology
in the Fourth Gospel®) J.J. Bnz, for example, believes that it is possible
-té parallel the contents of the Book of gxodus with the contents of the

Fourth Gospel. H. Sahlin extends the parallelism to include even the first
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eight chapters of 1 Xings. . B.P.Y, Stather Hunt, on the other hand,
cmphasizes the similarities that exist between the miracles of Jesus and
those that Moses worked in the wilderness. R.H. Smith himself takes up

the question of Jesus! miracles but believes that "the most likely place
where one may seek an exodus typology of major proportions in the Gospel

of John. is not in the traditions concerning the Hebrews after they departed

)

from Egypt but in those concerning them before their departure and up to it,
i.2, the materials of Exod. 2:23-12:51" Qgp. cit., 333). He believes that a
correlation can be established between the signs to be found in Exodus 3-12

and those in the Fourth Gospel which he summarizes thus:

YHWH's (Moses!') Signs in Egypt Jesus! Signs

I Water turned to blood (Ex0d e——————— I Water turned into wine
' 7:14-24) : (John 2:1-11)

II Onslaught of frogs (7:25-8:15)
III Onslaught of gnats (8:16-19)
IV Onslaught of flies (8:20-32)

V Plague on animals (9:1-7) —————1II Healing of Official's son

(4:46-54)
VI Disease of boils (9:8-12) ———————1III Healing of the lame man
' (5:2-9)
VII Hail and thunderstorm. IV Feeding of the multitude
(9:13-35) ' (6:1-15)
VIII Onslaught of locusts V Stilling of the storm
(10:1-20) - (6316-21)
IX Darkness upon the land ~——————VI Healing of the blind man
' (10:21-29) (9:1-41)
X Death of the first-born ~—————-VII Raising of Lazarus (11:1-44)
(11:1-12:32) and death-resurrection of
' Jesus

The important point about the nature of the relationship between the signs
of Jesus and the Mosaic signs is that, while it is possible to establish
some sort of parallel between them, it is nevertheless one in which
inversion plays a significant role. As Smith (ops cit., 335) puts itz
"whereas Hoses demonstrated divine power by works of destruction, Jesus
demonstrates that sameﬂpower by beneficial acts'. When we examine the

various signs in the light of this statement we get the following results:



(a) 1In the case of the first Mosaic sign we find Hoses "creating
death-dealing blood" whereas at Cana Jesus "creates life-

(23)

giving wine®,

(b) vSmifﬁ admits that the points of similarity between the fifth
Mosaic sign and Jesus'! second one are 'mot very strong", but
he believes that it is nevertheless possible to establish some
dégree of similarity. "In both signs the affliction leads to
death. There is also an element of indirectness in the
suffering, for the Egyptians are not afflicted in their own
bodies and the official himself is not ill.'" As far as the
element of inversion is concerned, '"Moses brings about the
extinction of valued possessions, Jesus sustains life in that

.which is treasured".

(c) In the sixth sign of Moses and the third of Jesus “direct
personal affliction is involved", "In the one, Moses brings
physical debilitation, while in the other, Jesus brings

retoration to health" (336).

(d) 1In the seventh Mosaic sign and the fifth of Jesus '"Moses
conjures up a storm to bring destruction’” whereas "Jesus, by

implication, stills a storm and brings calm®,

(e) The onslaught of the locusts in the Book of Exodus (the eighth
Mosaic sign) *"leaves the people without agricultural sustenance®
resulting in famine; Jesus on the other hand provides an

abundance of food to those who are hungry (4th Sign).

(£) Whereas the ninth Mosaic sign resulted in a darkness over the
1aﬁd that was so deep that people, according to the Rook of
Exodus (10:21-29), behaved as though blind, Jesus brings sight

to one who sits in darkness (6th Sign).

(9) 1In both the tenth sign of Moses and the seventh sign of Jesus
“death is the dominant thought.... but in the former God
brings death where there was life, whereas in the latter Jesus
brings life where there was death"™. The same two themes of
death-life are also to be found in the death-resurrection

sequence of Jesus,

The similarities between the signs of YHWH-Moses and those of the Fourth
" Gospel are not limited merely to their content. There is the similarity

in the language used to describe them <0W}Feﬁn); further, the_aim'of the
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cigns in both cases is the same - "o bring the recipient or observer to
a recognition of the power of the deity™; in the gospel .Jesus is -
wpreluctant to perform signs (4:48)" just as "VHWE seems reluctant to loose
'his afflictions upon Egypt"; and finally the ®hardness of heart" of
Phiraoh is paralleled by the disbelief of 'the Jews" in the face of Jesus'
signs.(24) R. Brown (John, 529) also comments on the similarity in the
ending of the Bock of Deuteronomy (34:11) with that of the Fourth Gospel
(20:30), while Num. 14:22 connects God's glory with his signs Just as

Jesus! signs show his glory (2:11, 12:37,41).(¢5)

smith also notes that the end result of the signs of VHWH-Moses in thé
Book of Exodus was usually destruction of one kind or another, However in
the case of Jesus' signs the main emphasis is on restoration: "whereas
Moses demonstrated divine power by works of destruction, Jesus demonstrated

that same power by beneficial acts.* (op. Cit., 335).

gimilarities between the portrayal of Moses in various books of the€ 0ld
Testament and the fourth evangelists's portrayal have been noted by some

scholars. In the Pentateuch, for example,

i. God tells Moses that he will teach him what to say (Ex. 4:12),
while in the Fourth Gospel Jesus states that he speaks as the.

Father taught him (8:28).

ii. Moses did "as the Lord commanded him" (Num. 17:11); Jesus

also claims to do "as the Father has commanded me" (14:31).

iii. Jesus claims that what he speaks he has been commanded to
speak by his Father (12:43, 14:24); such statements appear
to echo the words of Deut, 18:18, ".... and I will put my
words into his mouth, and he shali speak to them all that

I command him,*

ive The Fourth Gospel's view of the commandments (12:49-50,
13:34, 14:31, 15:10,12-17) has scme similarities with that

of the Book of Deuteronomy (4:5, 5:33, 6:1-6).

v. Repeatedly Jesus claims to have been sent into the world by
the Father (e.g. 3:17,34, 4:34, 5:37, 10:36, 11:42, 12:44,
15:21, 17:3); similarly we are told that Moses had been
sent by God to the people of Israel in order to deliver

them (e.g. Bx. 3:10,15, 4:38, 5:22, 7:16).(26)

Again, some schelars believe that there are similarities between Ben

Sirat's description of Moses and that of the Fourth Gospel. Ben Sira
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(Ecclesiaéticus 45:4-6), speaking of Moses, says, "For his loyalty.and
gentleness he (i.e. God) sanctified him, choosing him alone out of all
mankind;* (cf. Jn. 1:14,18, 3:16,18), "he allowed him to hear his voice,"
(cf. In. 8340, 12:49-50), "and led him into the darkness; he gave him the
commandments face to face, the law of life and knowledge” (cf., Jn. 14:16),
"to teach Jacob his ordinances and Israel his decrees.” (cfe Ine 322, 7316,

8:28’40’ 12:49-50, 14:24) L]

Perhaps the one thing which, more than anything else, tends to undermine
attempts to find parallels between different books of the Bible, or even
parts thereof, is that these attempts are usuvally selectiVe. This means
that there is always the danger that a high degree.of subjectivity is
present in the making of such parallels., Or, to put it differently, such
an approach, while emphasizing the smilarities, tendsto gloss over the
differences. Alternatively, the degree of probability to be attached to
the different similarities is not made sufficiently clear. Both of these
criticisms are, I believe, true in the case of those who set out to draw
parallels between the Fourth Gospel and the Moses-Exodus fheme, especially

as portrayed in the Book of Exodus,

This.does not mean that all the claims of these scholars are to be rejected
~ far from it. But it does mean that their claims should be treated with
circumspection and evaluated on their individual merits, For example, it
is not necessary to accept Smith's correlation of the Johannine signs with
those of the Exodus to accept that the Johannine use of the concept *sign®
is definitely intelligible against the background of the use made of it

especially in the Book of Exodus.

That the author of the Fourth Gospel was familiar with the biblical

- tradition behind the Moses-Exodus theme cannot be doubted in the light of
the explicit use he makes of it as described above, Further, because of the
detailed knowledge he shows in this regard it is not an unwarranted
assumption, I believe, that the same theme could have influenced him, if
only at an unconscious level, in writing other parts of his gospel. For

this reason the reader who had a good grounding in the writings of the 0ld
Testament wouid have found many echoes of the Moses-Exodus theme in the pages

of the Fourth Gospel. It is some of these only which we have attempted to

discuss in this sectione.

In brief: it seems to me that the evidence we have discussed shows that



the fourth evangelist s-nrlmd out the person of Moses for special
consideration in his gospel. This was nc doubt due to the impor tant place
Moses had in Judaism., However, the evangelist was not primarily interested
in the person o:'Tose; himself. Rather his concern was to explain what the
true nature of Hoses' relationship to Jesus was, While it cannot be
doubted that his treatment of this theme involved him in a discussion of
some negativse, contrasting aspects of that relationship, this approach was
appa ently dictated by misunderstanding on the part of *the Jews". But the
significance of this should be assess;d in the light of the evangelist!s
main concern which was to show that a. correct understanding of the
relationshi§ in quastion led one to see that in reality there was no
fundamental conflict between Moses and Jesus, and that to accept the latter

did not autcmatically involve a rejection of the former,

(4) The Fourth Evange llst's attitude to and use of Scripture

In their arguments against Jesus "the Jews® frequently called upon the
teachings of Scripture to substantiate the point they were making. In
view of this our concern in this section is to see whether the use made of
Scripture by "the Jews® has in any way influenced the'evangelist's own
attitude to and use of Scripture, and whether there is any indication of
the way he believes Scripture should be understood. Our discussion will
first of a1l deal with his manner of quoting Scripture; then we shall
examine the way in which he makes use of some of the more important images

of the 0ld Testament.

(a) Quotations from the 0ld Testament in the Fourth Gospel

The fourth evangelist quotes "directly" from the 0ld Testament on only
fourteen occasions (1:23, 2:17, 6:31,45, 7:38, 10:34, 12:15,38,39-40, 13:18,
15:25, 19:24,36, 37);(27) In other places he makes reference in general
terms to something that can be found in the Scriptures (e.g. 1:45, 2:22,

5:39,46, 7:42, 8:17, 17:12, 19:28, 20:9). (28)

Perhaps the most surprising thing about the evangelist's method of quoting
from the Scriptﬁres is that on only five occasions can it be claimed that he
quptes,literally. Of these five quotations, four follow the text of the
LXX, viz. 2:17 (Ps. 68:10), 10:34 (Ps. €1:6), 12:38 (Is. 53:1), 19:24 -

(Ps. 21:19). 1In the other instance, 19:37 (Zech. 12:10), he shows &

preference for the Hebrew as opposed to the LZEX.

In the other direct guotations the evangelist is sometimes close to the

LXX and /br the Hebrew text. However, it is not possible to say with any



degree of certainty whether he was consciously quoting from either of
these texts or whether he was relying on his memory. The quotations in
question and their apparent sources are 1:23 - Is. 40:3, 6:31 ~ Ex, 16:14, 2.,
Ps. 77(78):24,f., 6145 =~ Is. 54:13, 13:18 - Ps. 40(41):10, 15:24 - Ps. 34
(35):19, Ps. 68(69):5, 19:36 -'Ex, 12:46, Num. 9:12, Ps., 33(34):21. 1In
these instances a comdarison of the texts in question shows clearly that

the fourth evangelist -has adapted the 0ld Testament texts.

On other occasions the evangelist appears to disagree quite markedly with
both the LXX and Hebrew texté; e.ge in 12:15 where he is apparently
quoting Zech, 9:9, and in 12:40 where he is quoting Is. 6:10. As far as
7:38 is concerned it is difficult to say which 01d Testament text the
evangelist has in mind. It is possible he is referring to Is. 48:21,

Zech. 14:8, Bzek. 47:1,Ff., Pse 77:15-16 (LXX), or Ps., 104:41 (LXX).(29)

How is one to explain the discrepancies that exist between the texts of the
fourth evangelisf's guotations from the 01d Testament and the texts of the
Hebrew and the LXX? "It is possible," as Barrett (St John, 24) notes,
“that he also knew other versions of the 0ld Testament,.® 30) However the

. . . . 31
evidence to support such a view is somswhat thln.( )

It does not seem unreasonable to assume that the fourth evangelist felt at
liberty fo quote the 0l1d Testament in a free manner, There are scholars

who believe that he quoted "from memory".(32) Now there are two conceivable
situations in which a person would quote "from memory": (a) when the
quotation is considered to be of such value that the author feels that it
must be included in the text but it is not possible to check the exact
wordihg“because of the unavailability of the sources; and (b) where the
sources are available but in the view of the author the exact wording is not
so important provided that the general meaning of the guotation is conveyed
accurately., Because the texts of the Scriptures must have been readily

- available one presumes that the evangelist falls into the s=cond category.
Braun (op; cit., &) puts it thus: *Ce qui 1l'intéresse, est non pas la
matérialité des termes, au sujet desquels il lui eut paru vain de

spéculer, mais leur contenu". - As in the case of the "signs* the evangelist
wishes to bring out what he considers to be the true meaning of the 01d
Testament. In this regard Schnackenburg (op. cit., 122) believes that “the
decisive elemant in the choice and formulation is how useful and significant
the texts may be in Christology.” As an example of what he means this

author refers to 19:36 "where there is a definite recall of the Paschal
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lamb, of which the benes were not to be broken by thé Israelites, Exod. 12:
10,46; Num. 9:12; but the verbal fOTm(ﬁJVTP|§401?n*\ recalls Ps, 34(33):
21 (the suffering of the just man), so that this text too seems to be
prophecy of Jesus', 7:38 seems to be another case in point. In the 0ld
Testament texts that probably provide the origin of this quotation *“the
source of living water® is either the rock in the desert which Moses struck
and from which water flowed, or Jerusalem and the Temple from which rivers
of living water would flow at some future date (cf. Ez. 47:1,££,, Zech.
14:8). 1In 7:38, however, it is the view of many scholars that the fourth

evangelist makes Jesus himself the source of "“the rivers of living'water“.(33)

That all the direct references to the Scriptures in the Fourth Gospel are
centred on the person of Jesus is clear., He is the one whose advent was
foretold by Moses and the prophets (1:45’,5:46) and announced by John the
Baptist (1:23), for in him has come the long-awaited Messianic King (12:15)
who was descended from David (7:42) . Those who believe in him will receive
the *true bread" that has come down from heaven (6:31) and they will be
faught by God himself (6:45). From the very beginning of his public life
Jesus was fired with zeal for his Father and his Father 's House (2:17).

His claim to be called Son of God and therefore.call God his Father is alSO'

34) Yet he was rejected with-

indicated by Scripture (5:33, 8:17, 10:34). (
out cause (15:25) by the unbelieving Jews (12:38-40). Betrayed by one of
his own (13:18, 17:12) he died like a lamb (19:28,36,37) with his garments
being di&ided among those who crucified hinm (i9:24). However his raising
up on the cross is a glorious exaltation, leading as it does to the
resurrection (2:22, 20:9), which causes men to look on him (19:37). In

those days "rivers of 11V1ng waters® shall flow from him (7:38). <55)

Finally, in addition to what I have called "direct quotafions" (although
as we have already noted,; some of them are "direct" simply because the .
evangelist intended them to be considered as such) it is also possible to
discover in the Fourth Gospel many wturns of phrases which suggest
indirect quotations'. ( ) In this regard, however, one has to be careful

(37)

about the congecture involved in the tracing of such quotations.

(b) 0ld Testament Images, used by the Fowrth Evangelist

In composing the Fourth Gospel there can be little doubt that the
evangelist was inspired by some of the great images of the 0ld Testament
when he set out to portray his figure of Jesus for his readers, We shall

concern ourselves only with the more important of these,
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(i) The "Good shapherd® (S moipnv & .Ks*)\és) (10211, 28

The image of the shepherd is a common one in t Cld Testament. This is
understandable in view of the importance of the pastoral and agricultural
way of life, espscially during the earlier centuries of Israel's history

as a nation}v Many of the great leaders of the people were shepherds, e.g.
“the patriarchs, Hose Sy David. Hence it is not surprising that the
designation *'shepherd" should have come to be applied even to God who was
considered to be the leader of the people (cf. Gen. 49:24, Ps, 23, Ps. 78:52,
Is. 40:11, Jer. 31:10). The most extensive and developed treatment of the
sheéherd theme is to be found in Ezek. 34, Here God castigates the rulers
of his people, "the shepherds of Israel", for thinking of themselves and
their own interests instead of looking after his "sheep". Because they have
Had no one to care for them the Ysheep' have become "scattered oVer all the
face of the earth" (34:1-10). Therefore God himself will seek out his sheep
and be a shepherd to them (34:11-16)., After a reference to the gocod and bad
sheep to be found in his flock (34:17-22) God promises to "set up over them
one shepherd, my servant David, and he shall feed them and be their shepherd”
(34:23-24; ‘see also 37:24). Finally God promises to make a covenant of
 peace with his flock and to banish wild beasts from the land so that his
sheep may live securely. "And they shall know that I, the Lord their God,
am with #em, and that they, iﬁe house of Israel, are my people, Says the
Lord God. And you are my sheep, the sheep of my pasture, and I am your . God,

says the Lord God" (34:30-31). (38)

A comparative study of John 10 and the 0ld Testament tradition in general
and Ezekiel 234 in particular shows that while there are similarities between
the two there are also some differences, as R, Bultrann (John, 367) has
noted, dAt the same time, with Bultmann (oD cit.; 364, 367,ff) and Barrett
(st John, 31C), it should be noted that the Ruler = Shepherd image is not
confined to the 0ld Testament and Jewish traditions., However the '
51m11a“1L1cs between John 10 and the 0ld Testament tradition, especially
Ezekiel 34, seesm to me to be so clear as to suggest that the fourth

- evangelist drew his main inspiration from this source while at the same

time treating the theme in an original mamner, Dodd (Interpretation,

358,ff) is of the opinion that Ezekiel 34 *"must have been in the author's

mind" when composing the discourse of chapter 10,

s P N ¢
(ii) The "rrue Vine" (A suieles 4 QA NV/Q (15:1,££)
i 7 '
In the 0ld Testament the image of Israel as a vine is fairly common, =.7.

Hosea 10:1, Is. 5:1-7, Jer. 2:21, 5:10, 639, 12:10, Lzek, 15:1-8, 17:3-10,
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19:10-14, Ps., 80:8-18, Is. 27:2-5. Bultmnn, on the other hand, basing
himself on the findings of Schweizer, believes that the vina image of
John 15 has its origin in the myth of the tree of iife (op. cit., 530,

ne5) e

of the image of the Good Shepherd the fourth evangelist's

1)

As in the cas

£ the vine image bears the marks of originality. His use of

[o]

treatment
it in refersnce to the person of Jesus is obviously different from the
0ld Testament usage where it was an image of Israel, Yet even though the
fourth evangelist's use of the image is original it should be seen as a
developmant of the 01d Testament usage: Jesus is the true Israel and

therefore he is the Ytrue" (&Aq9|uuﬁ) vine,

(iii) The *"Lamb of God" (8 dpvds ToD BeeD ) (1:29,36)
1

The source of the idea/s behind the rourth Gospel's use of the designation
"lamb of God" is a much disputed point, and for ouwr purposes there is no
need to dwell on the finer details of this discussion. What is of interest
to us, however, is that all of the explanations offerad are rooted in 01d
Testament tradition. These explanations may be briefly summarized thus,

using the headings provided by Dedd (Interpretation, 233):

i. "the lamb of the sin-offering® : this explanation is based on

Lev. 16:21,£, (However, in Lév. it is a goat - the "scapegoat" -

that takes away the sins of the people);

ii. "the paschal lamb® : an explanation based on Exod. 12. (But

it should be noted that the lamb of Exodus 12 did not take
awvay the sin of the people; further, the word used by LXX in

this context is Wrgﬁd:roéf’(; Mw) and not &,NBS) ;

e

. H-
e
L]

"the uvos of Is, 53", i,e, the Suffering Servant : (against

this explanation it is pointed out that the emphasis in Isaiah
is on the silence of the Servant before his accusers and not
on the taking away of sin; fuwrther this interpretation is

13 ) ~ . . .
based on the assumption that S(pvOs  is a "mistranslation®

(39)
of the Aramaic NJS (9 which can mean both "boy"-"servant®,
and "lamb*", That such a "mistranslation' has taken place has

not yet been proved according to Dodd(op. cit., 235,f),

Bultrann, {(John, 96, n.3), and others);

) . . ~
iv.e Mthe young ram which is erpyov kel §yoimevos 1OV TPoRiTuw
L4 v T

1 -

i,e, the Messizah as King of Isracl : this is the view which

Dodd himself accepts., (Against it, it has been noted that



[
.

the word for "lamb" in the Apocalypse, to which Dodd appeals,
. ) ~ > / . - .

1s not egavoes , but u‘o\/\ov ;  further, the lamb of Jewish
apocalyptic expectation "was to be raised up by God to

destroy evil in the world® (Brown, John, 60) which is not

. Q)
the same thing as taking away the sin of the world).(4b)

A novel intérpfetation that deserves mention if only for the imaginétiveness
it shows is that of Hegiotsz and Daniel in their article, "L'Agneau de Dieu
est le Verbe de Dieu (Ad Jo. 1 29 et 36)%. These authors argue that the
 Aramaic‘word, at least in the Babylonian Talmud, for a "lamb" (*tmmera,
7ﬁp@ % emphatic state) is so close in sound, when spoken, to the Hebrew

erm for a "word" (\w&fuh. NI TIN) - "c'est & dire exactement le meme
terme que celui qui signifie ,agneau’ en aramfen® ~ that when the Baptist
spoke the phrase in question the two disciples would have ‘heard' both
"Lamb of God* and "erd of Goa", They~argue further that the phrase in
question must refer to a divine being as the Baptist had already spoken of
"the Son of God" (cf. 1:34). Now because the Fourth Gospel had already
described thé "L,0gos" as pre-existent Negoitsa and Daniel conclude that the
phrase must mean "Word of God* since there are no grounds for believing

‘that "Lamb'" in this context refers, to a divine being.

It seems to me that there are two points on which it is possible to
criticize this theory. The first is that the Baptist was speaking either
Aramaic or Hebrew at the time, and that, therefore, the two disciples would
have understood what he had to say accordingly. Secondly, there are good
reasons to believe, as we shall see later,(41) that the phrase "son of God"

on the lips of the Baptist probably does not refer to a "divine being".

Whichever interpretation one acéepts as being the most satisfactory(42)
there are probably very few scholars who would disagree with Barrett when
he says (op. cit., 146) that "it is certain that this phrase has an 0ld
Testament background...'” even though there is no general agreement about.

the exact nature of that background,

Briefly, therefore, the ‘attitude of the fourth evangelist to Scripture

is basically that of a man who believes that it has an invaluable
éontribution to make to his line of argument if correctly understood. It
is true that his manner of quoting it is sometimes loose but this does
‘not mean that it is careless. He was at times obviously more interested

in bringing out the true meaning of the quotation in question rather than



in merely reproducing the words exactly. Thus he uses the 01d Testament
to show that Jesus is both at ths centre of Scriprure as well as its

ful filment,

(5) The Fourth Evangelist's Attitude to the law

Excluding €:5 the word~ué}kos is used fourteen times in the Fourth Gospel
(1:17,45, 7:19,23,49,51, 8:17, 10:34, 12:34, 15:25, 18:31, 19:7). While
it is true to say that on the whole the evangelist's use of the term is
consistent, it is nevertheless possible to distinguish, from the point of
view of the extent of its content, various levels of meaning. Thus,
progressing from the more comprehensive to the narrower meanings we find

that VO/)LOS is used to refer to:

i. the wide of the 0ld Testament: e.g. 10:34 (where the
quotation is apparently taken from Ps. 82:6), 12:34,
15:25;

" ii, the Torah in the sense of the Pentateuch: e.g. 1:45;

iii, a specific commandment, e.g. the question of performing
circumcision on the sabbath, 7:19,ff., or a particular
"law" in the legal sense, e.g. 7:51, 8:17, 18:31, 19:7.
(It should be noted that in i. and ii, above & vdpos

becomes a synonym for ei \/P°'-¢°“,) .

Dodd (Interpretation, 76,ff) has noted that "in the Fourth GOSpei\Jépos

is used, exactly as in the LXX, to cover both the narrower and the wider
meénings of '] :ﬂh, but never in any sense which is not covered by ﬂ:\‘n‘-\.
That isato say, it never strays away from the Jewish into the Greek field of
meaingees. This in itself.is an important piece of evidence for the Jewish
affinities of this work."(43)

We have already had reason to discuss somé of the references to \/5;&05 in
the Fourth Gospel., In discussing the fourth evangelist's use of Scripture
in the preceding section, for example, we found that the evangelist uses
these quotations to show that it was to Jesus that the scrinture bore
witness. The same applied in the case of the evangelist's treatment of the

great figures of Israelt's history, a history that is contained in the %“Law",

An analysis of the rermaining texts shows a similar pattern emcrging in so

.far as the relationship between Jesus and the Law is concerined., The fowrth
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evangelist is not interested in the Law for its own sake; rather his

concern is with the light it can throw on the person of Jesus.,

_ The purpose of the Law is, in fact, to bear witness to Jesus for in hin
and his life does the Law find its fulfilment (1:45, also 5:39 where “the
Scriptures” = "the Law" as explained abeve, 8:17, 10:34,v15:25). A

correct understanding of the Law will lead to belief in Jesus. On the
other ﬁ;nd, failure to grasp thé true meaning of the Law will result in the
rejection of Jesus, It must be emphasized, however, that such rejection
cannot be attribluted to some inadequacy in the Law but arises rather from
an unwillingness on the part of the individual to read and understand the
Law correctly. To put this another way: misinterpretation of the true
meaning of the Law results in the rejection of Jesus because it is to Jesus
fhat the Law bears witness; Those who are guilty of rejecting Jesus have
so perverted the meaning of the Law that it can no ionger be called the Law
given to Moses by God but has become something of their own creation., Thus
it is that Jesus, speaking to **the Jews", can use the terms é\I-TCQ \nvAQQ
™ :’Hé‘r&'fte(8:17) and & TR ué}ug f:}-LCN(10:34). The Law as it had been
given to "the Jews" was clear; yet in these instances at least, they
refuse to make what Jesué considers to be the logical application of the
Law in so far as it affected him. It is as if Jesus is saying to "the
Jews'": "The Law which you claim as‘your own states that seeees Why
therefore do you refuse to accept what it has to say about me?"(44)
In the context of the point under discussion it is important‘tc‘note that
at times the attitude of the "Jews* themselves to their own Law was nothing
short of hypocritical. This could account for Jesus! attitude to their use
of it and his disassociating himself from it in particular instances,
Perhaps the most glaring example of the Jews! attitude in this regard is
that contained in 7:45,f£f. The Pharisees claim that the "crowd, who do
not know the law, are accursed” (7:49). Yet they themselves who do claim
to know it choose to disregard its provisions when it is more convenient
for them to do so. In the exchange between Nicodemus and the Pharisses
which follows 7:49 Nicodemus draws attention to the requirement of the Law
that an accused person should be granted a proper hearing (cf. Dt. 1:16,
13:14, 17:9, 19:18). The reply of the Pharisees to him, viz., "Are you
from Galilee too? Search and you will see that no prophet is to rise from

Galilze', no more than an excuse for not treating Jesus as the Law

is
(45)

required,



Because the purpdse of the Law 1is to bzar witness to Jesus and because.

it receives its fulfilment in him, it stands to reason that he is greater
than the Law and in a sense replaces it, For this réason Jesus describes
himself in termsc that were frequently associated with the Law by the
rabbis. He, and not the Law, is the “true light" @pEsJ&kqgnvév) (1:9,
see also €:12, 9:5, 12:35). Similarly, he is "the bread of life", the
bread which "gives life to the world® (6:33,£); he gives “the water"

that will well up to eternal life (4:14); he is the one who provides the
“good wine' as opposed to the inferior wine provided by the Law up to that
time (2:1,£f); (note that in this latter instance, as indeed in the other
:cases, it 1s a question of a difference of degree and not a difference in
the basic natura between what Jesus and the Law had to offer, although the

difference in question could rightly be called infinite.)(46)

In brief: our conclusion about the Fourth Gospells attitude to the Law
has much in common with the conclusions reached concerning the other points
we have discussed, There does appear to be an element of antagonism to the
Law in the gospel but this must be seen in its true perspective, It is not
the Law itself that is being attacked but rather the misuse and misinter-
pretation of it by "the Jews'. VWhen properly understood, the Law's
function is seen to be to bear witness to Jesus and it is in him that it
finds its true meaning. In essence therefore the relationship between
Jesus and the Law is not fundamentally one of opposition but one in which
the former takes the place of the latter, in which the lesser gives way-
before the greater, the imperfect before the perfect. And just as Jesus

is so much greater than Moses so too is the value of what each had to
offer: [S*The law was given through Moses; grace and truth came through

Jesus Christ" (1:17).

(6) The Temple, Worship, and Jewish Festivals in the Fourth Gospel

The Jewish feasts not only provide the background for Jesus'! discourses
but also provide a framework within which his whole ministry unfolds.
That this was not accidental on the evangelist!s part appears to be a
reasonable assumption. R.H. Lightfoot (op. cit., 20) expresses it thus:

A

"From the first it was a recognized part of the tradition that the Lord!s
death had taken place at passover time, and in thus spreading the
incidence of the Jewisn feasts throughowut the ministry, St John not only
does justice>in all probability to frequent visits of the Lord to
Jerusalem, but also invites the reader to sve the Lord's whole work in

close connexion with the Jewish festivals, especially the passover,"



The feasts in question are those of Tabermacles (cf. 7:2), of the
Dedication (cf. 10:22) and of Passover (cf. 2:13,23, 6:4, 11:55, 12:1,

S 1347, 18128,39,‘19:14).(47) The purpose of these feasts is admirably
‘expressed by R.H.-Lightfobf (op. cits) thﬁs: ‘#In St John's view all these
festivals in different Wajo have poianted forward to the coming of the Lord,
and in that coming they have now been 'fulfilled! (cf. Heb, 10:1-25).," 1In
other words these feasts and the events they recall point to and are
replaced by Jesus., Thus Jesus! proclamation at the feast of Tabernacles,
"If any one thirst, let him come to me and drink...." (7:37-38) should be
seen against the background of the ritual that involved the ceremonial
carrying of water from the Pool of Siloam to the Temple on each of the
seven days of the feast, The purpose of this was to remind the Jews of
the water drawn from the rock in the desert (Num. 20:é,ff). It was also a
symbol of the people's expectation of their deliverance by the Messiah

(cf. Is., 12:3, also Zech. 13:1, 14:8).(48)

When we turn to the discourse of Jesus on the occasion of the feast of
Dedication (&wvisiwis) (10:22,£f);the connection between the two, while
being a little more subtle, is still present, It is to be seen in what the
feast was recalling, namely, the rededication of the Temple in 165 B.C.
after the deliverancé of the people by Judas Maccabaeus. This theme of
dedication Jesus takes up when he refers to the fact that he has been
consecrated (r17|uJ3€sf )} by the Father (10:36). ‘It is a theme to which
he returns shortly before his death; an event which w111 mark the people's
final deliverance, In 17:19 he says: %And for their sake I consecrate
(&\f \J%w) myself, that they may also be consecrated in truth (f]\{;dc/.,teum
ey &)\«-)Oe(%)."( 49)
The Passover themes also abound in the Fourth Gospel. The first Passover
of Jesus!' public life is associated with the cleansing of the Temple (see
below). On the occasion of the second Passover the discourse and events
bassociated with it occur in Galilee, Here we find the '"ianna-True Bread!
theme 06119 develooed.(5 ) The third Passover is, of course, the final one
during which Jesus is put to death, In this regard it has often been noted
that the fourth evangelist differs from the Synoptics as regards the date
of the crucifixion. According to him Jesus died on.the cross during the
time when the Passover lambs were being slaughtered in the Temple.(51)

~J
In addition to TIabernacles, Dedication, and Passover, another festival

that receives prominence in the Fourth Gospel is, of course, the Sabbath.
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The miracle of the curing of the sick man at the Pool of Bethesda (5:2,fF)
provides Jesus with the opportunity of proclaiming that like his Father he
is entitled to *work" on the sabbath (5:17). However, the %work" that he
performs is not contrary to the Law of Moses (7:22,f), Jesus!'

superiority over the Sabbath is also brought out in the curing of the man
born blind (9:1,£F).

The Juws considered Jerusalem to be the centre of their religion and at the
very heart of the city was the Temple., This consideration alone helps one
to understand why the Jews looked to thé Temple with so much reverence; it

also explains the reason for the importance they attached to it, .

It is against this backgrouand that one should see the iews' reaction to the
cleansing of the Temple by Jesus (2:13,f) and his challenge to them,
"Destroy this temple, and in three days I will raise it up.* (2:19).
Because the Jews misunderstand his meaning, taking the words literally, the
evangelist tells us that Jesus was speaking of his body (2:21). 1In the
evangelist's view the Risen Christ would_replace the temple and its
religious functions in the life of the people, That the Ffourth evangelist
. wished to make it clear that the old order of worship was replaced by Jesus
cannot be doubted., However, the level of meaning which he intendéd to

convey is disputed by scholars. Dodd (Interpretation, 302) for example,

says that the *instructed reader” (of Ephesus) "would conclude that the new
order in religion which Christ inaugurates is that of the Church which is
His Body. That the evangelist intended this is highly probable.,.;“
Schnackenburg (st John, 357) on the other hand, believes that *a
comprehensive interpretation, which takes the *"body" of Christ as already
includiﬂg his Church, is unacceptable. While allowing for the unity
between Christ and the Church, John lays very strong stress on win with
his person (in faith), and the Church itself only comes into view in so far
as Christ's sav1ng glfts become efficacious in the Church and are

communicated through its sacraments "(52)

Of the two views outlined above it seems to me that Schnackenburg is closer
to the mark. The whole context suggests that it is the person of Jesus

that is meant here. The reference to "the raising up in three days® can
refer to nothing else but to Jesus himself, After the resurrection bf
Jesus the temple will no longer have a role to play for in those days *true'
worship will not be associated with any particular place. Rather it will

)
consist in worshipping the FathechJITveé#hwr|\Gx: &b“]GQJ«\ (4:20,f£5).
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This will be possible because of the believer's relationship with his

Risen Lord.

Briefly, therefore, owr review of the place of jewish festivals and the

temple in the Fourth Gospel has shown that the evangelist considers them

-to have considerable importance.‘ However, his reason for treating these

themes was to show that they had been replaced by Jesus., Their vaiue
—

consisted in that they pointed to Jesus; with his coming their raison

d'&tre ceases.

(C) cConclusions

Our evaluation of the evidence on which the anti-Jewish polemic theory
rests has led us to make certain conclusions about the way in which the
Fourth Gospel handled this material. These conclusions may be summarized
as follows: In the evangelist's treatment of the material which we have
been discussing we noted that there is some degree of tension in his
approach that can best be described as amhvalence, On the one hand, for
example, he appears to play down the importance of the great figures of
the 01d Testament and the value of such institutions as the Law, Jewish
feasts, the Temple and its worship. Yet on other occasions he appears to
be exalting them and using them to bolster his own.line of argument. In
these latter instances it is as if he wants to emphasize the positive side
of their relationship to Christ for it is the person of Jesus who is
undoubtedly the focal point of the Fourth Gospel. Thus, in the eyes of
theufoﬁrth evangelist the real value of the 0ld Testament, the Law, the
various Jewish feasts, the Temple with its worship, is that they all point
to Jesus and in him do they find their meaning and fulfilment. With the
coming of Jesus, however, their raison d'tre ceases as they are now
superseded by the person of Jesus. In like fashion the lives and
achievements of the great figures of Israel's history (&braham, Isaac,
Jacob, Moses) point to Jesus and the work he would do. The former were

no more than pale reflections of the latter,

Granted that there is some tension, some ambivalence, in the evangelist's
‘handling of his material, how are we to account for it? What waé it that
prompted him to treat his material in this way? In the course of owr
analysis we have hinted at where the answer is in all probability to be
found., We noted that much of the material in question was treated by the
evangelist against the background of various conflicts and controversies

with "the Jews". In this context he found it necessary to correct some
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of the misunderstandinges to which they gave expression. The "Jewish"
attitude had com2 to view loses, the patriarchs, the Law, the Temple with

its feasts and worship, etc., almost as if they werc ends in themselves,

had to depreciate them, to put them intc their true perspective. But this
did not involve a denial that these people and institutions did have an
~irherent greatness, importance, value. It was a greatness, etc., that

was relative for they were not to be considered as ends in themselves,
Rather their raison d'€tre, as we have said, consisted in that they pointed
to Jesus and it was from their relationship to him that they received any
meaning and importancé that they had. FHence the Fourth Gospel attacks not
so much the 01d Testament persons and institutions in themselves but
rather the incorrect attitude and unvarranted importance attached to them
‘by "tﬁe Jews"., In so doing it did not wish to destroy them but rather to
place them in the proper perspective vhich was a necessary condition for a
true understanding of their role and significance. Briefly, therefore, it
was because of the nature of the controversies with "the Jews" that the
évangelist found it necessary to highlight and emphasize Jesus! superiority

over thevgreat figures and institutions of the 0ld Testament.

What bearing do these conclusions ha&e on the Fourth Gospells destination
and purpose? . Before proceeding to ansver this question a few comments are
in order about the value of the nature of the material to be found in the
gospel., The problem that confronts us at this point can best be formulated
in the form of another question: 1In view of the extensive use made of the
01d Testament by the fourth evangelist as well as the prominence given to
n"Jewish" questions and controversies in the gospel, are we therefore

entitled to assume that the destination of the gospel was a Jewish audience?

First of all, in evaluating the evangelist's use of the 0ld Testament a
word of caution is in place about the conclusions that may be drawn from
this. Sanders (John, 942) notes that "the Jewish Scriptures were studied
and valued by Gentile as well as by Jewish Christians, and familiarity with
them does not necessarily argue a Jewish origin® for the Fourth Gospel.

In this connection we have stated before, but it bears repeating, that
there is a needvto distinguish clearly the two questions of the gospel's
baékground and its destination and purpose, The two are not necessarily

linked together., In a sense it was inevitable that the Fourth Gospel’
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should display Jewish material., As Bultmann (Primitive Christianity, 84)

puts it: *Jesus was not a IChristiant, but a2 Jew, and his preaching is
couched in the thought forms and imagery of Judaism, even where it is
critical of traditional Jewish piety." Jesus himself tells us that
“salvation is of the Jews" (4:22). It is therefore diffiult to conceive
of the message of salvation being preached totally independently of
Judaism. Thus a clear distinction must be drawn between the origin or
source of the material used and the purpose for which it is used in the
Fourth Gospel., This implies a further distinction between the
evangelist's own background which must have had some influence on his
presentation of the gospel message, and the background of his intended
readers., While in the case of each of these distinctions the former
could be Jewish it does not follow that the latter parf of each statement

must also be Jewish,

Now in the light of what we have said so far it seems to me that there is
little doubt that the material used in the Fourth Gospel had its origin
in_the controversies that took place between *believers" and "the Jews"
in the period preceding the composition of the gospél. At least this
seems to explain best of all the dichotomous approach of the evangeliét
to his material, It is possible to sum up the essence of these
.controversies as follows: according to "the Jews* a man had to choose
between being either "™a disciple of Moses".gzl"a disciple of Jesus® since
it was not possible, in their view, to be both (cf. 9:28). The true
(Jewish) believer on the other hand accepted that by becoming *a disciple
of Jesus" he was being true to the teachings of Moses and the 014
Teétament. Hence for him it was not a matter of accepting the former and
rejectiﬁg the latter., It is this conflict of attitude that the Fourth
Gospel seems to reflect. Bowker {op. cit., 407) sums up the point at
issue thus: '"in the first twelve chapters, John reproduces some of the
major issues whereby the new Israel came to be distinct from the old -

at any rate in his estimate, In spite of this he has suggested at almost
every point that this distinction is not to be understood as a total
divorce., Whatever the issue of the debate may be, Christianity belongs
inescapably to Judaism,” »

In view of the important role that the controversies with "“the Jews" play
in the Fourth Gospel may it be concluded that its purpose was to show how
wrong the *Jews" had been to reject Christ, a.v. that the evangelist's

intention was anti-Judaistic? I do not think so. It is hard to believe,
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and the evidence does not indicate this, that the fourth evangelist set
out primarily to attack the attitudes and arguments of *"the Jews"™ even
though, as we have seen, the material he used was shaped by conflicts
with Judaism. Lindars (op. cit., 78) expresses the point admirably when
~he writes: "In so far as it is permissable to look for polemical aims
in the Fourth Gospel, it:is Jewish objections to Christianity which are
the chief concern, and constitute the most powérful formative influence
oveerohn!s thought. But influence is not the same thing as purpose.

_The purpose of the Fourth Gospel is to bring men to faithes. "

Perhaps the most significant contribution that advocates of the anti-
Jewish-polemic theory have made to the discussion of the Fourth Gospel's
destination and purpose is to emphasizé the importance and extent of
Jewish material in the gospel. This is somefhing which we have to take
into account not only when attempting to uncover the gospel's purpose
but also its destination. As we have already noted, it is incorrect to
argue that merely because the nature of the material to be found in the
gospel can be described as *Jewish", therefore the intended readers must
also have been Jewish. Yet in the absence of any other more reliable
rindicétors it could provide us with some information about the identity
iof the original readers. Even when one makes allowances for the degree
of %Jewishness'! which one would expect to find in any presentation of the
Gospel material,. it cannot be denied that the fourth evangelist squarely
and consciouvsly situates his gospel right in the centre of Judaism and
its beliefs and practices, and that many of the. questions he discusses

would have been of interest almost exclusively to the Jews.

In brief: while thére are no convincing arguments to support the view
that the fourth evangelist!s purpose in writing his gospel was only or
even primarily to attack "the Jews", the evidence brought forward
provides us with a étrongvindication that the destination of the gospel
could have been Jewish. Finality on this last point is not, however,
possible at this stage as it will first of all be necessary to evaluate
those theories which support a Gentile destination before accepting or

rejecting the evidence to which we have referred.
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IT. A POLEMIC AGAINST THE GNOSTICS

_Introductory Ccmment

It can be stated-withoﬁt fear of contradiction that one of the most fruit-
ful fields 6f study which has been pursued by scholars in the present
century is that of the Gnostic Systems. Many have found these systems to
be of great significance for an understanding of the history of primitive
Christianity in general and of the Fourth Gospel in particular. However,
in spite of the tremendous amount of research thaf has been undertaken in
this regard, it is still generally accepted that this is.an area in which

there are many questions yet to be answered,

Because it is widely accepted that there is indeed some kind of relationship
between the Gnostic Systems and the Fourth Gospel, and that this relation-
ship could have a bearing oh the gospel s destination and purpose, it will
be necessary to investigate some of the problems involved. Traditionally,
however, the Fourth Gospel's destination and purpose have been seen by

some in terms of a refutation of various heresies that have been described
as "Gnostic", For this reason we shall discuss these first of all,
However, because in more recent times the relationship of the Fourth Gospel
to the Gnostic Systems has been viewed against a much broader background
the second part of this section will be devoted to a discussion of the
claims made by some scholars regarding the nature and extent of this

relationship.

(A) The Fourth Gospel and the "Gnostic" Heresies

The word "Gnostic®, when used to describe certain heresies, refers to a
varlety of trends or movements that have a number of tenets in common while
differing on others.(5 ) Under the above heading we shall be limiting our
discussion to three of these heresies, viz., Cerinthus, the Ebionites and

the Docetists.

(1) Cerinthus

According to Irenaeus (Adversus Haereses, III, 11, 1), Victorinus of Pettau

(Comm. Apoc., 11, 1) and Jerome (In Matt. Prolog.) the Gospel of John was

written to refute the errors of the Gnostic Cerinthus. Now our knowledge
of what Cerinthus taught - and therefore of what the Fourth Gospel was
supposed to be combatting - also comes from Irenaeus.(54) In this

connection he writess
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"A certain Cerinthus also in Asia taught that the world was’
not made by the first God, but by a certain Virtue far
separated and removed from the Principality which is above
all things, a Virtue which knows not the .God over all., He
added that Jesus was not born of a virgin but was the son of
Joseph and Mary, like other men, but superior to all others
in justice, prudence and wisdom. And that after his baptism
Christ descended upon him in the form of a dove, from that
Principality which is above all things; and that then he
revealed the Unknown Father and performed deeds of virtue,
but that in the end Christ flew back, leadng Jesus, and Jesus
suffered and rose again, but Christ remained impassible,
ei nature spiritual."
On the basis of what Irenaeus has to say here Grant (op. cit., 313) main-
tains that if the Gospel of John was written to refute the errors of
Cérinthus, then we would expect the evangelist to have stressed the

following points:

(a) the world was made by the first God either directly or through
. an intermediary which was not separate and distinct from him,

and one which knew him;

(b) Jesus Christ is one person and therefore the ®spiritual® Christ
- did not descend upon him at his baptism and leave him at the

‘end;
(c) Jesus Christ, one person, was capable of suffering; and

(d) and (possibly) the question of the virginal conception of Jesus.

When we examine the Fourth Gospel in thelight of these points we find that
the evangelist does indeed have something to say about each of them except
for (d). For example, the Prologue stresses the unity of the Logos with
God, as"well as his role in the creation of the world, Moreover we find
no suggestion of a division between "Jesus®™ and "Christ®™ in the gospel.
Clearly the designation, *Christ", which the evangelist uses as a trans-
lation for "Messiah® (cf. 1:41, 4:25), is a title of Jesus and not a
separate person. That this Jesus suffered and died is highlighted in
19:30,34., Finally, as far as the question of the virginal conception is
concerned, however, the Fourth Gospel does not appear to have set out to
refute the teachings of Cerinthus on this point. 1In fact in 1:45 we have
Philip, for example, referring to Jesus as "the son of Joseph", It is
probably more correct to say that this prdblem of the virginal conception

did not concern the evangelist. -

Briefly: the evidence suggests that while it is possible to argue that
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in the Fourth Gospel there is material that could be used to refute the
errors attributed to Cgrinthus by Irenaeus, it is unreasonable to assume
that the gospel was written exclusively or even primarily for this |
purpose. The evidence in question is comparatively meagre in relation
to the gospel as a whole, -Further, and more important still, there is
no indicétion in the gospel to suggest that the evangelist was

consciously aware of, and therefore refuting, the errors of Cerinthus,

(2) The Ebionites

,Jerome mentions a certain Ebion along with Cerinthus as another heretic
whose errors the Fourth Gospel was intended to combat. While there is no
conclusive evidence that such a person ever existed, it is assumed that
the views in qgestion wvere those to which the "Ebionites" subscribed.
These Ebionites were, apparently, very attached to various Jewish beliefs

(56)

and practices,

“Ebion" was, it seems, mentioned along yifh Cerinthus because the
Ebionites and Cerinthus had certain views in common. Like Cerinthus, for
example, they held that Jesus was a mere man, the son of Joseph and Mary,

(57)

on whom the Spirit descended for a limited period only.

A detailed evaluation of the hypothesis that the Fourth Gospel was written
in part to refute the errors of the Ebionites is not necessary. In so far
as their views are similar to those of Cerinthus, what we said above in

this regard will also apply in the case of the Ebionites.'

(3) The Docetists

Another theory which had much in commcn with the views of Cerinthus is that
_of Docetism.(ss) Among those who support this view, to a greater or lesser
degree, A. Wind (Destination and Purpose of the Gospel of John, 31)

includes the following: R.H. Strachan, F.W. Gro%gheide, M. Meinertz, W.F.

Howard, W. Wilkens, W. Grundmann, A. Wikenhauser, W. de Boor,.

According to the docetists matter was essentially evil. Therefore in the
view of those who subscribed to this teaching Jesus could never have come
~"in the flesh* as this would have resulted in him having been contaminated

by it. What actually happened was, according to them, that Jesus only

aépeared to take on a human form.(sg) Thus his humanity is no more than a
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figment, a phantasy. Because of this it is incorrect to say that he
suffered or died, As a consequence of this interpretation of the person
of JeSus_the docetists place the emphasis on his revelatory role rather

.than on his redemptive role,

Against this docetic understanding of the person of Jesus it is claimed
by its antagonists that the fourth evangelist clearly and unequivocally
proclaims that O Aeyos co’afg )e\/é\/e‘ro (1:14). Attention is also -
drawn to the fact that when the soldier pierced the side of Jesus the
evangelist emphasizes that blood and water came out (19:34), something
that would obviously not have happened if Jesus! body was no more than an
external appearance, Further, throughout the gospel the evangelist also
takes care to note that Jesus manifested other human.reactions, €e¢Je

tiredness and thirst (4:6,7), and sorrow (11:35).

As in the case of Cerinthus it is hard to believe, on the basis of the
evidence cited above, that the Fourth Gospel was written to refute the
errors of the Docetists., The value of this evidence must be considered -
to be somewhat suspect when it is borne in mind, as Brown (John, LXXVI)
points out, that the passages in question "are perfectly understandzble
even without the anti-~-docetic interpretation®, We are thus led to

~ conclude that there is no clear proof or even indication in the Fourth

- Gospel itself that the evangelist set out to refute the errors of Docetism.

_So unconvincing in fact is the case for the anti-docetic theory of the
destination and pﬁrposé of the Fourth Gospel that some scholars have even
claimed that the evangelist himself, far from combatting docetic
'tendencies, even shares the views of the docetists. The most celebrated

.of these scholars is E. K¥semann,

K4semann, in his book The Testament of Jesus, argues that the Fourth Gospel

adopts a docetic approach in its Christology. Not that the evangelist was
consciously aware of these tendencies in his work; as K¥semann (igig.,.26)
puts it: ™it (i.e. docetism) is present in a still maive, unreflected form
and it has not yet been recognized by the Evangelist or his community™.

The danger of falling into docetism to which he was exposed was closely
allied to the particubr emphasis of his Christology which was, in
Kdsemann'!s words, a "christology of glory". This theme of the "glory" of

Christ is one which Kdsemann himself develops, taking as his starting point
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John 17 the beginning of which, he notes, is dominated by the key word of

the "glorification* of Jesus. However this is not a theme that is limited
to this chapter- rather it pervades the whole of the gospel from the “we

have beheld his glory™ of the Prologue (1:14) right through to the very

end, even including the Pa551on itself, (60)

In his understanding of the Christology of the Fourth Gospel Kdsemann
associates himself with the "liberal interpretation® represented by F.C.
Bauer, G.P. Wetter and E. Hirsch, "which characterizes the Johannine
Christ as God going about on the earth" (ibid., 8,£). For him the
declaration of the Prologue, “The Word became flesh" (1:14) should not be
seen as the centre and pfoper theme of the gospel because in his view Jesus
is not depicted as a real man, As KZsemann puts it: "In what sensé is he
flesh, who walks on the water and through closed doors, who cannot be
captured by his enemies, who at the well of Samaria is tired and desires a
drink, yet has no need of drink and has food different from that which his
disciples seek?® (ibid, 9). We may well ask, therefore, In what sense is
Jesus *"flesh™? According to Xdsemann it doés not mean that Jesus became
man in the proper meaning of that word; rather it refers to the fact that
he came down from heaven to earth, To use Xdsemann's own words (ibid., 12) s
vHe (i.e. Jesus) does not really change himself, but only his place®. The
reason why he disguises himself in human form ("flesh") is to make
communication between him and us possible. Thus Kd¥semann does not deny
that in the Fourth Gospel Jesus is portrayed as possessing>human traits;
but these "represent the absolute minimum of the costume designed for the
one who dwelt for a little while among men, appearing to be one of them,
yet without being subjected to earthly conditions*® (igig., 10). It is
clear, {herefore, that if one agrees with Kdsemann's line of argumentation
it is also logical to accept his contention that the Christology of the
Fourth Gospel is docetic in nature. This does not mean that Johannine
Christology is to be discarded. In Kdsemannt's view it has a valuable
contribution to make to our understanding of Christ. If it is possible to
argue that the Fourth Gospel 's “acceptance into the Church's canon took
place through man's error", it should also be adm1tted that "God's

providence" was at work here (1b1d., 75) (61)

Whatever may be the merits or demerits of Xdsemann's views as a whole(62)
it clearly cannot be argued against him that because the fourth evangelist

appears to emphasize the humanity of Christ he cannot therefore be called
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docetic. As we have seen, K¥semann is well aware of the fact that Jesus
is described as possessing human traits. But the presence of these in
the gospel can, in his opinion, be éxplained quite satisfactorily without
undermining his contention that the Fourth Gospel's Christology tends |
towards docetism. Further, it is important to note that when Kaéemann
speaks of the fourth evangelist's docetism he describes it as *naive® and
“unreflected”, In other words, it reflects an early stage in the
development of docetism in which the evangelist tended to move in the
direction of a docetic interpretation of the person of Jesus as opposed

to the interpretation that later came to be accepted as the orthodox one,

Perhaps one of the most valuable contributions that XKdsemann's book has
méde to our understanding of Johannine Christology is to highlight the
important role that Jesus! divinity has in the Fourth Gospel., While in
my opinion there are good reasons for believing that K#semann has in fact
over-emphasized this aspect of Jesus! nature, it cannot nevertheless be
doubted thaf Jesus' divinity does dominate his humanity in the Fowrth
Gospel. This consideration alone is perhaps the most powerful argument
against seeing the Fourth Gospel's destination and purpose in terms of an

lanti-doce:ic polemic1(63)

(B) The Fourth Gospel and the Gnostic Systems(64)

(1) Introduction

Our discussion in the previous section leads us to conclude that it is
most unlikely that the Fourth Gospel set out to refute the errors of the
heretics mentioned. Howevef this conclusion does not entitle us to
conclude further that because Cerinthus and the docetists might have had
much in common with what has come to be known as Gnosticism the Fourth
Gospel 's destination and purpose is in no way related to this movement,
The reason for this is that what are described as the "Gnostic™ heresies
should not be seen as isolated trends that sprang up-as if from nowhere.
Rather they should bé seen as stages in a process of development the.
origins of which can, it is claimed, be traced much further back than the
heresies themselves. If it can be proved that this is indeed the case
then the question that would suggest itself is whether or not the Fourth
Gospel might have been combatting an earlier or even different form of
Gnosticism than those discussed in the previous section. For example;

Kummel (Introduction, 162) is one of those who believes that John is not

polemicizing against Cerinthus. This does not prevent him from claiming,
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however, that "John lays claim to the language of Gnosticism in order to

show to Christians that Jesus is the true Revealer®,

To be able to answer adequately the question we have posed above it is
necessary for the sake of clarity to review, if only briefly, some of the
problems that confront the student of Gnosticism, problems that seem to
beset him at every turn., For example, there is still no unanimity even
about the definitions of the basic terms. This lack of clarity can result
in misunderstandings and incorrect assessments of the work of scholars
devoted td the study of these systems. Further, while there appears to be
fairly general agreement about the dating of various Gnostic texts this
information does not necessarily throw much light on the question of when
these systems had their origin and the shape in which they initially
appeared because the Gnostic literature appears to reflect highly
developed systems for the most part. Finally, there is also the question
of the placecof origin of these systems as well as of the ideas which they
presuppose, We shall therefore turn our attention to these problems first
| of all in order to provide ourselves with a background against which to |
discuss the possible relationship of the Fourth Gospel to the Gnostic

Systems.b 8

(2) The Meaning of the terms "Gnosis", Gnosticism®" and "Gnostic"

The confusion that exists with regard to the use of these terms and the
meaning to be attached to them arises, for the most part, from the
different ways in which British and German scholars have used them, Dodd

(Interpretation, 97) pinpoints the reasons for this confusion while at the

same time indicating the way in which British scholars have traditionally‘

used the terms when he writes thus:

# The terms 'Gnostic! and 'Gnosticism! are used by modern writers
in a confusing variety of senses. If they refer, as by -
etymology they should refer, to the belief that salvation is by
knowledge, then there is a sense in which orthodox Christian
theologians like Clement of Alexandria and Origen, on the one
hand, and Hellenistic Jews like Philo, and pagan writers like
the Hermetists, on the other, should be called Gnostics; and
in this wide sense the terms are used by many recent writers,
especially in Germany. In this sense the Gospel according to
John should be classed as Gnostic. Ancient writers use the
term 'Gnostic! sometimes as the proper name of certain sects or
schools of thought, while others appear to use it loosely with
a note of sarcasm, I use it here in the way in which it has
been generally used for many years by theologians in this
country, as a label for a large and somewhat amorphous group of
religious systems described by Irenaeus and Hippolytus in their
works against Heresy (Adversus Haereses and Refutatio Omnium
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‘Haeresium), and similar systems known from other sources.,
This is a use of the term which has no warrant in these
writers themselves, or in any ancient authorities, but it
is cpnvenient, and. need not be misleading."(65)

In an attempt to overcome some of the confusion of terminology German
scholars have tried to clarify the issues at stake by using the term
“Gnosis”., It is much more comprehensive than "Gnosticism", but because
it is so comprehensivé it tends to be rather vague in meaning. R. Haardt

(Gnosis : Character and Testimony, 1) describes it as follows: "The term

#Gnosis", in modern research, has reference to an essentially non-Christian
movement occurring in late antiquity, which manifested itself in widely-
scattered communities and under many different guises." Thus, if one uses
the term "Gﬁosticism" in the way in which Dodd selects to use it, limiting
its application to certain Christian heresies of the second century and
later, it is clear that "Gnosticism" in this sense is only one aspect of

"Gnosis".

In a footnote to the English edition of W. Foerster's book, (op. Cit., 1), 
it is stated that "Gnosticism” is often used to translate the German *die
Gnosis'", It is clear that such a practice will contribute to the

confusion and‘misunderstanding. For this reason more scholars are tending
to use the term "Gnosis"™ in the way in which German scholars have
traditionally used it. In English, however, this usage gives rise to a
further difficulty, namely, thevway in which the term "Gnodic“ is to be
used since it is the adjective for both "Gnoés™ and "Gnosticism". R. McL.

Wilson (Gnosis and the New Testament, 9) notes that the use of possible

alternatives such as "pre-gnostic%, "semi-gnostic", or "gnosticising* are
not altogether satisfactory because *such terms are not always clearly
defined or precisely used". 1In all probability, however, the use scholars
make of these terms will resit in a more generally accepted usage being

established in time,

As far as the term "Gnosticism® itsélf is concerned, it should be noted,
as R.M. Grant ("Gnosticism", 404) has pointed out, that it is "a modern
term used to indicate a constellation of religious phenomena found during
the second century and latereeese Most Gnostics thought of themselves,

not as Gnostics, but as Simonians, Valentinians, Sethians, Ophites, etc.".

In sum, despite the difficulties inherent in the use of the adjective
"Gnostic® and the vagueness of the definition of "Gnosis", I do believe

that the distinction between *Gnosis™ and "Gnosticism® is the most
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satisfactory. Howéver %“Gnosis®" should then be so defined as to -include
those aspects described by other scholars as "pwe-Gnostlc“ and “proto-

(65)

Gnostic®.

(3) The Nature and Essence of the Gnostic Systems

From an etymological point of view one would expect "knowledge" (ywvois)

to be at the root of all of these systems. This, of course, is the

position. But what.cﬁaracterizes the Gnostic systems is the distinctive
nature of the content of that khowledge as well as the manner in which

the individual Gnostic comes to acquire it. Theodotus gives some idea

of the content of this knowledge when he indiéates that it seeks to find
answers to the following questions: *who were we? what have we become?
where were we? into what place have we been cast? whither are we
hastening? from what are we delivered? what is birth? what is rebirth?"(67)
Different answers to questions such as these led to the development of the

various Gnostic systems.

It is important to note that one speaks, not of the Gnostic system, but
rather of the Gnostic systems. The reason for this is that while it.might
5e possible to discern an overall schema in all of these systems such a
schema is no more than a general outline which doés not fully apply to any
particular system, This general outlihe could be described as the basic
minimum necessary for a system to be classified as "Gnostic", But in the
unfolding of their respective teachings within the context of this general
framework there is frequently a large degree of variation and many
differences in approach. On the basis of the differences that exist
between some systems and the similarities between others it is possible

to grou§ some of them into more general categories. R. McL. Wilson

(The Gnostic Problem, 69) sums up the point thus:

“The characteristic of Gnosticism in all its forms is syncretism,
blending together elements of every sort, and finding room for
every type of thought, from the highest philosophical mysticism
“to the lowest form of magic. There is in consequence no one
uniform set of ideas that may be singled out as Gnostic;

rather is it a matter of a type of thought which manifests
itself in different ways in different groups. Yet there are
certain characteristic features vhich reappear in different
forms and combinations in the different systems, ideas
assimilated from various sources and not always co-ordinated into
a con51stent scheme,*

(4) The Origins of Gnosis and Gnosticism

We have already noted that “Gnosis' in modern research generally 'has
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reference to an essentially non-Christian movement occurring in late
antiquity...".(68) 'However, to postulate a pre-Christian origin for

Gnosis and the Gnostic systems requires that two further questions be
answered, namely, Where are these origins to be soﬁght? and, What is the
status to be given to each of the constituent elements of a Gnostic system?
' In answer to the first question regarding the origins of the Gnostic
systems; it is possible to distinguish three different schools of thought

according tb where the main emphasis is placed:(69)

1, there are those who believe that Gnosis arose out of Hellenlsm,

‘ w1th partlcular reference to Greek Phllosophy. Those who
accept this view usually considered Gnost1c1sm/bnosis to be
primarily a Christian heresy. Thus, in the famous phrase of
A. von Harnack, Gnosis was a "radical Hellenization of
Christianity"., Among scholars who share this view, or a
similar one, mention may be made of F.C. Burkitt, A.D. Nock,

He. Leisegang;

ii., there are those who believe that the origins of Gnosis should

‘be sought in the Eastern religions. K. Kessler highlighted

the possible Babylonian influence while W. Bossuet and R,

-Reitzenstein looked to the religion of Iran;(7o)

iii. there are those who emphasize the Jewish elements to be found
in Gnosis, €.g. G. Quispel, R.M. Grant, K. StUrmer, and J.

(71)

- ”
Danielou,

Iﬁ.categorizing the views of scholars as has been done above there is a
very reél danger of oversimplifying the issues at stake. It must not be
thought, for example, that all of these scholars believe that it is
possible to isolate one single source that can be considered to be the
only and complete source of Gnosiss. Most scholars believe that the
Gnostic systems have many different elements but in this complex of
elements it is possible to uncover one that has made a much greater
contribution to the overall development of Gnosis than the others. R.

Haardt (Gnosis : Character and Testimony, 10) expresses the point thus:

#In the historical investigation of Gnosis, the history of themes takes
pride of place. Generally in thematic history the phenomenon of Gnosis
can be given adequate explanation by assigning, through proven affiliation,

the topoi and concepts underlying Gnostic evidential strata to those
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cultural backgrounds against which they. first appear to be comprehensible,®
WeC. van Unnik (op. cit., 28,ff) has also emphasized the syncretistic
nature of the age in which Gnosis and the Gnostic sjstems developed.
Syncretism, he notes (ibid., 30), was facilitated by the fact that *all

the countries bordering the Mediterranean Sea were held together by one

common bond: that of the Roman Empire', \

The conclusion to be drawn from the discussion of the first question posed
above is that the various Gnostic systems should be viewed as a combination
of various elements and concepts that have their origins in different
cultural environments. This brings us to the second question, namely, the
status to be given to the different constituent elements of Gnosis in
general and the Gnostic systems in particular. The point at issue here
iwill be made clearer if we restate the question thus: if it is assumed
that a Gnostic system is a combination of different elements, is one
entitled td,cail the separate constituent.: elements themselves "Gnostic",
or do they only become "Gnostic™ by being joined together with other
elements to form a unified whole, a system? Would it not perhaps be better
to describe them in terms of the source from which they were originally

. drawn, €.ge "Iranian", "Hellenistic®, "Jewish®, "Christian®, etc.? R. McL.

Wilson (Gnosis and the New Testament, 10) sums up the problem thus:

"The ideas admittedly are pre-~Christian but the combination

. of these ideas, the way in which they are blended together,
the associations which they come tohave, these may only be
Gnostic in the context of specifically Gnostic systems,

which would mean that the ideas themselves are not necessarily
Gnostic., The Gnostics adapted to their own ends the material
they took over, and it is no small part of our problem to
determine whether at any given point a particdar term or
concept carries the Gnostic connotation, whether in the New
Testament, for example, a word which is a technical term in
the second-century Gnostic systems should be given a Gnostic
meaning, or whether this Gnostic meaning is in fact a
secondary development."(72)

.The problems posed by our second question have not yet been answered with
" any noticeable degree of unanimity, and it will be necessary for us to

return to them in the course of our discussion,

(5) The Fourth Gospel in the light of Gnostic Studies

(a) Introduction

Among the scholars who accept that there is some relationship between the

" Pourth Gospel and the Gnostics the most widely known theory suggests that
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In this context Mandaism and Manicheism are considered to be of
considerable significance, The writings of the Mandaeans have been
brought to the attention of scholars primarily through the work of M,
Lidzbarski, R. Reitzensfein'and Lady Drower., However it is to Rudolph
Bultmann that the greatest share of the credit must go for having
attempted.to establish a relationship between these writings‘and the

- Fourth Gospel, Meeks (op. cit., 10) expresses the point thus: "Indeed
it is no exaggeration to say that he (Bultmann) has carried the field in
Johannine studies, at least in the sense that the question of the extra-
‘biblical background for the christology of John has become unavoidable®.
Because of the importance of his theory and the impact it made on other
scholars it is necessary for us to examine briefly the main tenets of

that theory.

(b) The Question of Sources in Bultmann's Theory

Fundamental tp Bultmann's understanding of the Fourth Gospel and its
background is the origin of the material that has been used in its
composition., Bultmann believed that he had discovered in the gospel
itself evidence which indicated that the evangelist had made use of a
number of written sources, independent of the Synoptics, These sources,
as well as the contributions of those responsible for the Fourth Gospel
as we now have it, he distinguished one from another - mainly on the
~grounds of styiistic‘and contextual considerations. The most important

of these are the following:

(i) The "Semeia-Quelle” (Signs Source)

In positing the existence of such a source behind the Fourth Gospel
Bultmann was dependent upon the work in this field undertaken By other
scholars, Of particular importance here is the contribution of A. Faure
who in 1922 claimed to have discovered what he called a "Wunderquelle®

~ from which he co?jeitured that the evangelist had taken all of his

73

miracle stories,

Like Faure, Bultmann belieyes that the miracles narrated in the Fourth
Gospel were taken from a Semeia-Source by the evangelist, That there
were other signs in the source which the evangelist did not make use of
is borne out by the assertions made in the gospel that there.were indeed
other signs, apart from those recorded in the gospel, of which the

évangelist was aware (cf. 2:11, 4:54, 12:37, 20:30). The material from

83.
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this source that was used by the evangelist is concentrated in the first

part of the Fourth Gospel (i.e. chapters 1-12).
According to Bultmann the source itself was written in a Greek style that
shows Semitic influence, However he does not believe that it was a

translation from the Aramaic.(74)

(ii) The “0Offenbarungsreden” (Revelation Discourses)

In an article published in 1923 entitled "Der religionsgeschichtliche
Hintergrund des Prologs zum Johannes-Evangelium® Bultmann suggested that
the Prologue of the Fourth Gospel had probably been a Baptist hymn which
had'originally glorified John the Baptist. The evangelist, Bultmann
argues, took this hymn over and applied to the Logos what had originally
been said of the Baptist. Further, in an attempt to down-grade the
Baptist he made various insertions, in prose, which amountéd to an anti-

(75)

Baptist polemic.

In anofher article published in 1925 entitled *"Die Bedeutung der
neuerschlossenen mandtischen und manichdischen Quellen fur das Verstdndnis
des Johannesevangeliuwns® Bultmann claimed that the polemic against the

" Baptist was not confined to the Prologue but could be found elgsgére,in
the gospel. Moreover the discourses recorded in the gospel hagtmany
stylistic similarities with the Prologue. These considerations led him to
suggest that the Prologue and the Discourses came from the same source to
which he gave the name *"Offenbarungsreden". Now since the Prologue had
its origin among certain followers of the Baptist, and since the Prologue
and the Discourses were stylistically similar, Bultmann proposed that the
‘source in question ;s a whole must have originated in the same milieu as
the Prdogue, This milieu he described as Gnostic in outlook for it was in
the Gnostic writings, especially in those of the Mandaeans and Manichaeans,
and in the Odes of Solomon, that he found the closest parallels to the |
-discourses of Jesus, Taking his argument one step further Bultmann
postulated that the origins of the Mandaeans themselves should be sought
among the followers of John the Baptist.

As far as the source itself is concerned, Bultmann is of the opinion that
it had originally been written in Aramaic but was translated into Greek
with the rhythmic and antithetic style of the original being retained in

(76)

the Greek translation.
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'(iii) The Passion Source

Like the Semeia=Source and the Offenbarungsreden this source was also a
written one and was independent of the Synoptic Gospels even though there
are obviously some similarities between the account of the Fourth Gospel
and that of the Synoptics. This source formed the base ;f the‘Fburth
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Gospel 's passion-resurrection narrative (18:1-19:14).(

(iv) Other Sources and Traditions

In addition to the above sources Bultmann believes that he has also

. detected the presénce of other sources and traditions in the Fourth Géspel
which are not as extensive as those mentioned already. Among these mention
may be made of those which appear to be parallel to the Synoptic accounts

' of various incidents without being dependént on them (e.g. 2:13-22, 12:1-11,
12:12-19, 13:2?;30). The section 13:1-20 (the washing of the discipies'
feet) is ascribed to a “traditional written source® while 3:22-30 is

(78)

attributed to a Baptist tradition.

The actual composition of the Fourth Gospel as we have it today is the work

of (at least) two people, namely, the evangelist and the "ecclesiastical

redactor®,

(v) The Evangelist

Bultmann is of the opinion that the evangelist probably was a member of a
Baptist sect and later became a Christian., Bultmann does not believe that

the evangelist was an eyewitness of the events recorded in the gospel.

It was the evangelist's task to weave together the various sources, or at
least material from them, so that the Gospel would give the appearance of
being a unified whole, This he did by adding his own comments and inter-
pretations at various points to the souwrce material, Bultmann has tried
to disentangle the evangelist'!s contributions by establishing a set of
criteria which he maintains were pecullar to the evangelist, These are

mainly stylistic, contextual and theological in nature, (79)

(vi) The Ecclesiastical Redactor(so)

The "ecclesiastical redactor" was responsible for adding to the gospel
various sections and comments the purpose of which was to make the gospel
more acceptable to Christian readers, Bultmann believes that it is
possible to isolate these additions primarily by examining their content

rather than by a consideration of their stylistic characteristicse. In
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the main, the additions of the redactor are contrary to what Bultmann

holds to be the correct theological perspective of the evangelist,

D.M. Smith (op. cit., 214,f) groups these additions into five general

categories:

a) the sacramental (e.g. 3:5 - the words UdecToS kel = po 138, n.3,(81)
6:51c-58, pe. 218f; 19:34b, p. 677, £3)

b) ‘the futuristic eschatological (e.gs 5:28-29, p. 161; 6:39.40,44
p‘ 21 8’f);

c) those which attempt to harmonize the gospel with the synoptic
tradition (e.g. 1:22-24,26,31,36, p. 84,ff; 3:24, p. 171, n. 2;
20:9, p. 684, n. 6; chapter 21, p. 685, f);

d) those which lay claim to apostolic and eyewitness authority for
the évangelist and therefore for his gospel (e.g. especially
19235, Pe 677,£);

) e). a miscellaneous group (e.g. 4:22, p. 189, n. 6; 7:38b,39b, p. 303,
Ne 5; 10:34—'36, Pe 389; 18:32’f, Pe 640’ 653)0(82)

Besides making additions the ecclesiastical redactor was also responsible,
according to Bultmann, for the present disordered state of the gospel,
Apparently it came into the redactor's hands in a confused condition and
he unsuccessfully tried tc restore its original order. Where he failed

to do this correctly Bultmann himself has undertaken to reorganize the
text 0(83)

It should be noted, at this stage, that from the standpoint of the Fourth
‘Gospel fs destination and purpose the contribution of the redactor in
Bultmannts theory is of paramount importance since he it is who is
responsible for the Fourth Gospel as we now have it. What has to be
established here is whether or not this redactor has retained the gospel's
original destination and purpose or whether he has confused the issue by
attempting to reorientate it to meet different ends. R.E. Brown ("The
Kerygma of the Gospel According to John', 394, n. 13), speaking of the
redactort's work in the Fourth Gospel, sums up the alternatives by asking,
"Was he a 'Johannine Redactor', faithful to John's thought, preserving
stray Johannine material, and working to bring out ideas that were implicit
.in John? Or was he an 'Ecclesiastical Redactor?!, foisting on the Gospel a

theology that was foreign to it in order to make it ‘safet! and acceptable

to the Church?* It seems to me that there is little doubt that in view of
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the additions made by Bultmann's redactor he intended to give to the
gospel a direction which it did not originﬁlly possess.- This can be seen
‘most clearly in the sacramental and eschatological additions as listed
above.(84) If Bultmann's theory were, therefore, found to be the correct
one we would have reason to believe that the gospel in its original form

had a ‘destination and purpose different from that intended by the redactor.

(¢) The Gnostic Redeemer Myth and the Fourth Gospel

On the basis of the research undertaken by scholars such as Lidzbarski,
Reitzenstein and Bossuet, Bultmann postuwlated that behind the Fourth Gospel

there stands a redeemer myth which it is important to recognize if one

wishes to understand the gospel correctly. This myth, traces of which can
be found in the Gnostic literature, the evangelist took over and portrayed

Jesus along similar lines by using its terminology.(ss)

In his article of 1925 Bultmann set out to establish that the myth to be
found in the Fourth Gospel aid the Gnostic literature was identical, 1In
Sﬁpport of his theory he listed 28 characteristics of the myth for which
there were close parallels in the gospel and the Gnostic literature

(86) C

referred to.

Thus, even thouéh he relied heavily on the work of other scholars in the
field, "it was®, as Yamauchi (op. cit., 24) puts it, "Rudolf Bultmann who
distilled the classic model of the Gnostic Redeemer myth", In this context
it is important to note the aptness of the word "distilled* as the myth in
question was not taken from one particular Gnostic work or system. Rather
it is something that has been constructed on the basis of what is to be
found in all of the Gnostic works, when taken as a whole, to which we have

referred in the course of our discussion,

It is now time to turn our attention to the content of this Gnostic myth.
According to its more common form man is composed of three elements, namely,
the "real self", the *soul" @+“’Kﬁ) and the body. The "real self* is divine
in nature being"a spark of light that had its origin in another, heavenly,
world of light. Now, however, the %real self" finds itself imprisoned in

this world. This is so because at the beginning of time there was a fall by

a "primaeval® or “Primordial® Man who had his origin in the world of light.(87)
After his fall Primordial Man was overpowered and divided up by the powers

of this worid of darkness which include the demiurge and his archons. The

sparks of light thus formed were used to give order to this world of darkness
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which was in a state of chaos. The world of darkness was then set up in

opposition to the world of light,

Because the world of darkness would revert to its original chaotic state if
~the sparks of light were to be withdrawn, the demons try to make the "real
self" (i.,e., the sparks of light) forget its heavenly origin by stupefying
it., -This they do by means of the "soul*, Thus unaided the "real self™
cannot free itself primarily because it is not consciously aware of its

present condition.

In the world of light, however,'there exists a supreme Deity who is
‘diametrically opposed to the world of darkness and to its demonic powers,
‘This Deity is unknowable by man except in so far as he chooées to reveal
himself to them.(88), He takes pity on mankind and sends into this world
another heavenly being ffom the world of light, his Son, who bears his
image. This Son assumes human form so as to escape the notice of the demons.
His mission is to preach the knowledge (yvles) that will save mankind, to
reveal to them their true'origins and to teach them the way to return to
their heavenly home by conveying to them the secret passwords they will
require to take them past the various spheres through which they will have
to pass on their journey back. Not all men, however, accept what he has to
say; it is only his own" who listen to him and believe in him. (89) Once
his work on this earth has been completed this heavenly Redeemer returns to
the world of light. In so doing he prepares a way in which "his owﬁﬁ can
follow after him. However his work is not finished once he returns to his
heavenly home. It is his task to gather together all the sparks of light
into their original form prior to the fall of Primordial Man. Once this has
been done the world of darkness will return to the state of chaos which it

knew before the original fall. (90)

It will have been noted that, as described above, there are two different
elements in the "Gnostic myth® that in a sense complement each other. The

first of these can be described as "cosmological* : it attempts to explain

the origin of the world in which it now finds itself, and the relation that

exists between the two. The second element may be called "soteriological" :

it deals with the manner in which the *real self" is to be saved.(91)

In general it is the soteriological aspect that is of primary concern in the

Gnostic systems, It is in this area also that scholars have found the

greatest number of similarities between the “Gnostic myth" and the Fourth
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Gospel. It is to these that we must now briefly turn our attention. They
have been worked out in great detail particularly by We Baﬁer and Re.
Bultmann in their commentaries on the Gospel of John as well as in other
books and articles.(92) An examination of the evidence led Bultmann to
conclude that Gnostic traits are not confined to one particular part of

the Fourth Gospel. He writes: "Gnostic terminology places its stamp
mainly on the words and discourses of Jesus, but it is by no means confined
to the Revelation-discourse source whlch presumably underlies them; rather

it runs through the whole Gospel and Epistles" (Theology, II, 13). (93)

The first point that strikes the student of the Fourth Gospel and of the
Gnostic systems, especially the ,later, more developed systems such as
‘Mandaism and Manicheism, is the general similarity there appears'to be
between the figure of Jesus as portrayed by the fourth evangelist and that
of the myth of the Gnostic Redeemer /'Revealer. For example, each is sent
into the world by the Father where both appear as men to do the work which
the Father has given them to do., Not everybody, however, accepts their
word; this leads to a division among men with the "™world" hating and
despising both Jesus and the Gnostic Redeemep/kevealer. When their work

in this world is over both “ascend" to where they were before, In so doing

they prepare a way so that their ®own® are able to join them.(94)

- Within the general framework of the fourth evangelist's portrayal of
Jesus some scholars believe that it is possible to find certain specific
Gnostic traits. The more significant of these may be briefly summarized

as follows:

ie” the dualistic terminology, e.g. light-darkness, truth-false-
hood, above-below, freedom-slavery, spirit-flesh, life-death.(95)

ii, the discourses in general'and the great "I am® sayings in
partlcular (eege light of the world, good shepherd, true vine)

can be paralleled in the Gnostic literature, (96)

iii. the Logos title which, it is claimed, can be explained in the

light of the Gnostic writings. (57)

(6) Evaluations and Concluding Comments

It can hardly be doubted that there are verbal and possibly conceptual
-gimilarities between the Fourth Gospel and the Gnostic myth as outlined
above, - This, however, is not the crux of the problem. The point at issue

is not so much concerned with the content of the myth as this is reasonably
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clear., What is debated is the»validity of the methodology used to establish

the connection between the Gnostic systems and the Fourth Gospel. Dodd

(Interpretation, 98) makes the very important point that "there is no

Gnostic document known to us which can with any show of probability be dated -
at any rate in the form in which we have access to it - before the period of
‘the New Testament", The construction of the Gnostic Redeemer/Revealer myth
is dependent upon the developed Gnostic systems of the. second and third
centuries and the literature of Mandaism, especially the Ginza, the Book of

John, and the Qolasta, which were compiled in the seventh and eighth

centuries,(98) in addition to that of Manicheism, In this regard R, Haardt
(op. cit., 373) writes: ‘*Manichaeism is said to contain the purest Gnostic
tradition, so that Gnosis is sometimes described to a great extent in terms
of Manichaeism, for example by R. Reitzenstein and R, Bultmann, who find
there the paradigm of the myth of the Urmensch (primordial Man) as saviour“ggg)
In the light of this evidence those scholars who do not believe that the
Fourth Gospel has been influenced by the Gnostic systems afgue that any
similarities between the two are due to the fact that the Gnostic systems
themselves were, in all probability, influenced by the Fourth Gospel and
not vice versa, However such an obvious objection has not gone unnoticed
or unanswered by those who maintain that the Fourth Gospel is in som2 way
dependent upon the Gnostic systems. They readily admit that the Gnostic
literature known to us is to be dated in post-New Testament times., But
they argue that this literature represents the terminal point in a process
of development the origins of which aré to be sought in pre-Christian
‘times. This is a position that is widely accepted by scholars today. It
means that Gnosis is wider in scope that the heretical systems of the
second and third century which were known to the Church Fathers. Further,
these séme heretical systems cannot be considered to be mere deformations
of the teachings of Christianity. Thus on the one hand it may be
legitimate to argue that this literature represents the terminal point in
a process of development and that various forms of Gnosticism and Gnosis

in all probability existed long before the appearance of the written
documenfs known to ué. However when one attempts to trace the wvarious

. stages of development as well as to situate these developments in a
specific period of time all such attempts are no more than conjectures and

must therefore remain largely hypothetical.

The problems surrounding the use that can be made of this Gnostic
literature to prove a particular point are particularly acute when we come

to examine the Gnostic myth of a Redeemer., This, as we have already noted,
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was based on the research done by Bossuet, Lidzbarski and Reitzenstein in
particular, and was used by R. Bultmann in his approach to the Fourth
Gospel. Not only is the literature on the basis of which this myth has
been constructed to be dated in the post New Testament era, but - and
this, to my mind; is just as serious an objection - the myth as it has
been used by scholarsvdoes not appear in its constructed form in any one
particular Gnostic work or system. If, as has been assumed by the
scholars concerned, the myth played such a fundamental role in these
systems, one would expect it to shine through umambiguously and with

great prominence. This, however, is nét the case, In fact, more and more
scholars are coming to the view that the case for the existence of a pre-
Christian form of the Gnostic Redeemer myth has by no means been proved as
yet. Any indications in the Gnostic literature we pdssess which seem to
point to the existence of such a myfh should,”{h-the opinion of many, be
seen as a post New Testament development. In this instance the Gnostic
literature is considered to have been influenced by the Christian
literature rather than vice versa. This line or argument is summed up by

R.M. Grant (Introduction, 203) thus: "There seems to be no evidence for

the existence of a Gnostic redeemer~revealer before the rise of
Christianity. It is therefore probabie that Christianity was an important

factor in producing Gnostic systems,”

While this is a view to which I myself would subscribe for the reasons
listed above, a word of caution'is in order about this line of argument.
The fact that there might be *"no evidence for the existence of a Gnostic
redeemer-revealer before the rise of Christianity" does not,.in itself,
rule out the possibility that it could have existed. For example the
discovefy of new material could radically change the picture. However as
there are no real indications that such undiscovered material does exist,
it seems to me to be the more reasonable approach to use the material we
do have on which to make conclusions. Schnackenburg devotes the first
part of his excursus on *The Gnostic Myth of the Redeemer and the
Johannine Christology" in his commentary (St John, 544,ff) to an examination
of the available evidence and this leads him to note by way of conclusion
“how difficult it is to speak of a "Gnostic Redeemer Myth" prior to

- Christianity in a clear and definite form", (op. cit., 548). It is
because of investigations like the one undertaken by Schnackenburg and the
conclusions that these investigations suggest that a scholar like R. Mcl.

Wilson (Gnosis and the New Testament, 27) can claim that “this theory (i.c.

of the Gnostic Redeemer-myth) is no longer so central to the modern debate
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as it formerly was". 1In his opinion (op. cit., 28)

mthe real flaw is the idea that the myth of the Gnostic
Redeemer originated at some time in dim antiquity,
somewhere in the remoter East (vaguely conceived as
'Iran'), and then passed across the world and down the

. centuries, leaving behind scattered fragments in
different circles of tradition until at last it was
reconstituted as a unity in Manicheism and finally
disintegrated into its several components in Mandeism,
Rather should we conclude, with H.M. Schenke, that
there was no Redeemer-myth in the full sense before
Manicheism. It is the climax and culmination of the
long process of development, not its original starting-
point o

A'in addition to the methodological difficulties involved in the construction
of the Gnostic myth there are other aspects of it which make it a far from
satisfactory eXplanatibn for the origin of the Johannine approach to the
person of Jesus in particular and as the background for the Fourth Gospel
as a whole. In the statement of his purposé (20:30-31) the fourth
evangelist, as we shall see, places great emphasis dn the role of "“signs"®

"in his scheme of things. It follows, therefore, that a satisfactory
explanation of the purpose of this gospel must take each of these signs
-into account and show that they are meaningful for the readers for whom the

gospél'was intended.

We have had occasion to comment elsewhere(1oo) on the close connection that
exists between the narrative and discourse material in the Fourth Gospel,
Bultmann, however, as we have already seen, believes that it is possible to
separate these two groups of material and because of the differences that
exist between them it is his opinion that they have beéen drawn from
different sources. According to Bultmann it is the Offenbarungsreden
source which shows the greater degree of Gnostic influence, *"Gnostic
terminology places its stamp mainly on the words and discourses of Jesus,
~but it is by no means confined to the Revelation-discourse source which
presumably underlies them; rather it runs through the whole Gospel and
Epistles" (Theology II, 13). It seems to me that within the context of the
Gnostic conceptual framework against which Bultmann interprets the Fourth
Gospel it is difficult to do full justice to the importance which the
evangelist apparently attaches to the "signs" in the pursuit of his
purpose. As we shall see below this is particularly true of the healing of
the man born blind of John 9. On the whole "signs" do not appear to have

played any significant role in the Gnostic systems,
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These comments lead us to the further conclusion that it is possible to

explain and understand the Fourth Gospel only in part in the light of the

Gnostic Myth in particular and the Gnostic systems in general, The
Redeemer of the Gnostic Myth bears only a general similarity to the Jesué
of the Fourth Gospel, This similarity is limited to the general outline

of the presentation of their respective central figures. When one begins

" to analyze specifié points then the similarities become somewhat forced.,
This is attributable, at least in part, to.the-fact that the Fourth Gospel
undoubtedly makes extensive use of the 01d Téstament - something which even
Bultmann wouldaimit. Very few scholars, if any, would deny that some of
the Gnostics at least were also acquainted with the 01d Testament. However
their knowledge was confined for the most part to the opening chapters of
the Book of Genesis whereas the fourth evangelist!s knowledge and use of
the 01d Testament and also Judaism is considerably far more extensive than
this. Bultmamn would account for this with the hypothesis that the author
was probably an ex~Gnostic who had belonged to a Baptist sect (op. cit.,
10, £f; also John, 18). While an hypothesis such as this about the
identity of the author of the gospel no doubt fits neatly into Bultmann's

overall theory there is, nevertheless, no real evidence to support it.

At this point it should be noted that Bultmann's overall éheory has been
considerably underhined on two counts by the investigations of other
scholars. The first of these concerns the origin of the "Offenbarungsreden®.
It will be remembered that Bultmann postulated a Baptist origin for the
Prologue and then subsequently for the whole of this source. In recent
times, however, it has been argued, and this is a view that appears to be
winning“wide support, that the Prologue was originally a Christian hymn

(101) If it can be proVed that this is indeed the

and not a Baptist one.
case then it would follow, according to Bultmann's line of argument, that
the whole of the "gffenbarungsreden' must have originated in a Christian
milieu, Moreover, the difficulties surrounding this source are not limited
to the question of its origins, Problems are also encountered in
ascertaining its extent in the Fourth Gospel. D.M, Smith (op. cit., 113)
summing up the results of his investigation of Bultmann's source theory,
writes:; "“Bultmann's hypothesis of a pre~Christian Offenbarungsreden source
presents the greatest problems, not only because of the difficulty in
separating it from the evangelist‘s work, but also because of its lack of

intrinsic probability”.

Secondly, the cennection between the Mandaeans and a sect of John the

Baptist's followers, which Bultmann accepted as having been established,
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has also been seriously questioned, especially by K. Rudolph.(102)

In our discussion of the Gnostic systems we had occasion to refer to the
problems surrounding the use of so-called "Gnostic* terminology in the
Fourth Gospel. That there are terms which appear in both the gospel and
the Gnostic literature is clear. The question which concerns us is
whether these terms mean the same thing in each case, In this matter,

as in so many others where the Gnostic systems are concerned, there is

no unanimity among scholars. It seems that the answer which an individual
scholar will give to this question will depend very much on his views
regarding the relationship of the Fourth Gospel to Gnosis and Gnosticism
in genefal. In other words, it has to be admitted that it is possible to
interpret these terms in the light of the use made of them in the Gnostic
literature. Such an'interpretatiOn, however, brings us back to the
problem of the validity of using post-New Testament literature, a problem

which we have already discussed,

What scholars who follow a Gnostic interpretation of these.terms have to
realize is that this interpretation is not the only one possible Ffor these
terms; nor should they automatically assume that their presence in the
Fourth Gospel is sufficient to situate the whole of this gospel in a
Gnostic environment., There is a great difference between saying (a) that
the Fourth Gospel drew upon thé teachings, e3pecially that of the myth,
of the Gnostic systems or that it was written to refute their erras, and
(b) that the author could have been familiar with terminology that was in
common usage among educated people at the time., D. Mollat (St. Jean, 12)
explains this latter point thus: "Cependant plusieurs traits de
l'évangile johannique pourraient stexpliquer par un contact avec une
pens€e et une culture qui semblent avoir dcette €poque largement p&nétré

certains cercles du Judaisme.”

When discussing this problem of terminology Wilson (op. cit;, 47) notes
how important it is to distinguish between the descriptive use of the
term "Gnostic" and its derivative use., The latter use of "“Gnostich
indicates that "the term, motif or concept involved was taken over from
pre-Christian Gnosis" whereas its descriptive use implies that *the motif
in question is Gnostic in the second century, although earlier and in a
non-Gnostic context it miéht not be Gnostic at all* (op. cit., 24). The
issues this poses for the Fourth Gospel are summed up by Wilson (0p. cit.,

48) thus:
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"In short, we must ask whether John's Gnostic terminology
" is Gnostic only in the descriptive sense, in which case

the later Grnostics may have borrowed from John; or
implies derivation, either in the sense that John is
combatting the incipient Gnosticism of his opponents with
their own weapons or, more generally, and more vaguely,
that he is using the language of his period, a language
marked by the tendencies broadly characterised as Gnosis.
And further, we must consider whether John's use of such
terminology is in fact Gnostic, or whether this terminology
only becomes Gnostic in a strictly Gnostic context."

There seems to be little evidence to support the view that the terminology
of the Fourth Gospel can be described as "Gnostic" in the derivative sense,
As we have already'seen, some of these terms appear in sources other than

the Gnostic systems, sources to which the evangelist was undoubtedly close

and from which he could therefore have drawn his inspiration.(1o3)

Of particular interest in this whole discussion of the terminology of the

Fourth Gospel are its alleged affinities with the Qumran literature. Many

scholars have, apparently, appealed to these writings on the assumption
that if it could be established that these similarities were more
convincing than those of the Fourth Gospel and the Gnostic literatwre, it
would undermine the attempt made by Bultmann to situate the Fourth Gospel
in a Gnostic milieu.(104) It is interesting to note, however, that
Bultmann himself believed that the Dead Sea Scrolls testify to the
existénce of a *pre~Christian gnosticizing Judaism".(105) In the light of
these apparently conflicting views about the valué of the Dead Sea Scrolls
for indicating the milieu in which the Fourth Gospel came to be composed
it is necessary for us to discués, if only briefly, the deductions we may

make on the basis of this body ofvliterature.(106)

Ever since the Dead Sea Scrolls were discovered scholars have noted the
similarities between them and the Fourth Gospel in particular. In the
early days there is no doubt that some scholars overstepped the mark in
this regardband(weri.guilty of what Hunter (op. cit}, 13) refers to as
107

"*Scrollomania®, " However, time and a closer study of the texts have
resulted in a more realistic appmisal being made of the similarities as
well as an awareness that there are also considerable differences between

the two.

As in the case of the Gnostic literature it is possible to draw up lists

of concepts and phrases in the Fourth Gospel that have parallels in the

Qumran literature.(108) Thus, phrases the same as or very similar to the
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following Johannine phrases have been found in the Qumran literature:
"to do the truth" (Jn 3:21), “witnesses to truth"™ (5:33, 18:37), "the
spirit of truth® (14:17, 15:26, 16:13), "sons of light" (12:36), “the
light of life" (8:12), "life eternal™ (3:15,16,36, 4:14,36, 5:24,39,
6:27,40,47,54,68, 10:28, 12:25,50, 17:2,3,), "to walk in darkness"
(8:12, 12:35), "works of God" (6:28, 9:3), "the Holy Spirit" (14:26,
20:22), “the wrath of God* (3:36), "the eyes of the blind" (20:21),
"full of grace" (1:14), "men ... their evil deeds® (3:19). Attention
has also been drawn to the dualism of good and evil in the Fourth Gospel
and the Qumran writings which is expfessed by means of the dgreat
 antitheses of light-darkness, truth-error(deceit), spirit-flesh, love-
hate., The dualism of the Fourth Gospel and Qumran is usually described
as "modified” in that it is monotheistic and ethical, unlike the

metaphysical, ontological dvalism of Zoroastrianism and Gnosticism.(109)

On the basis of similarities like the ones listed above, {ig’onefentitled
to conclﬁde that the Fourth Gospel might have been dependent upon the

Dead Sea Scrollsy if not for its theology, then at least for some of its
concepts and terminology? I do not think so. First of all the actual
similarities are comparatively few when one takes the whole of the Dead
Sea literature into account. In fact there are undoubtedly more differences
than similarities.(11o) These differences, as one would expect, arise from
the different subject matter, For the Fourth evangelist the all-important
consideration is, of course, the persdn of Jesuse. It is this that colours
his treatment of his subject matter and makes it so different from the
writings of Qumran. However, what is perhaps a more important point for
the purposes of our discussion is that many of the linguistic similarities
betweenuthe Fourth Gospel and Qumran can also be found in other books of
the New Testament (especially the Synoptics and the Pauline Letters).
Further, it is possible to trace other similarities back to sources older
than the Dead Sea Scrolls and therefore to sources from which the authors
of the Dead Sea Scrolls could have themselves borrowed ideas and terms,

For example, in some of its writings the Qumran community relied on and
 was obviously influenced by the writings of the 01d Testament. It is also
possible to trace aspects of its dualism to Iranian ideas.(111) Finally,
other features that are common to both the Qumran writings and the Fourth
Gospel can be found in the works of Judaism, especially in its apocalyptic

literature, which itself had been influenced by Zoroastrianism.(112)

L. Mowry postulates that ideas and terminology common to the Fourth Gospel

and “early Judaism", as‘well as Iranian dualism came to the Fourth Gospel
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primarily via the "Dead Sea Covenanters*". According to Mowry, it is as
if the evangelist has borrowed his ideas from their writings, but in

doing so has radically modified them.(113)

However, thefe seems to me to be no conceivable reason why the fourth
evangelist could not have drawn on and been influenced by the same sources
as the authors of the Dead Sea Scrolls. Such an explanation would account
for their (limited) similarities as well as the differences in their
respective presentation of themes, This is the point which Driver (22;
Cit., 549) is making when he states that "all these resemblances between
the Scrolls and the Johannine literature, whether matters of language or
matters of substance, argue some connection between the authors of these .
Very different collections of writings. At the same time, the differences
between them cannot be disregarded; they seem to preclude direct
borrowing on either side. The relationship then will rather be one of
using a common source or common SOUrCes. In other words, the Scrolls are
not 'the native soil of the Gospel of St John' (Dupont-Sommer) but another

plant growing frém the same-soil."(114)

The overall picture that emerges from our discussion of fhe Johannine
terminology is that its antecedents cannot be confined to a specific body
of literature, e.g. Gnostic, Judaistic in general or Qumran in parti;ular.
There is evidence to suggest that the Fourth Gospel has points of contact
with all of this literature without there necessarily being any literary

dependence,

The suggestion of E.M. Sidebottom (The Christ of the Fourth Gospel, 18, ff)

concerning the existence of a "common pool" of technical terms from which
the fourth evangelist and others probably drew appears to be the most
satisfactory explanation of the evidence. It would help to explain why
certain concepts could appear in and be familiar to readers of the

115 o e s
(115) At the same time it is important to

different bodies of literature,
note that there is evidence to suggest that Gnostic ideas had penetrated
Judaism itself. This interpenetration of ideas seemingly influencedthe
shape of both movements. As far as the Qumran literature is concerned
Bo Reicke (“Traces of Gnosticism in the Dead Sea Scrolls?") for example
believes that *there are certainly good reasons to look upon the scrolls,
and especially the Discipline of Qumran, as a stage on the way to Jewish

gnostic speculations® (p.141).(116)
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Yamauchi (op. cit., 184) concludes his review of the relevant evidence

by stating that *we have seen how the imposing scholarly edifice of
Reitzenstein's and Bultmann's pre~-Christian Gnosticism is but little more
than an elaborate multi-storied, many-roomed house of cards, whose
foundations have been shaken, some of whose structures need buttressing
and others have collapsed, leaving a mass of debris with but few solid
timbers fit for use in reconstruction®, While such a view is perhaps a
somevhat extravagant assessment, it cannot be.doubted that the views of
Bultmann and others who share them are to a large extent hypothetical and
cannot either be proved or disproved conclusively on the basis of
available evidence., However in view of the arguments and observations
above, it seems unlikely that the purpose and destination of the Fourth
Gospel is to be explained in terms of Gnosticism in geheral and the

Gnostic myth in particular,
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III. A POLEMIC AGAINST DISCIPLES OF JOHN THE BAPTIST(117)

(A) 1Introduction: Statement of Theory

It was W. Baldensperger who, at the end of the last century, popularized
the view that the fourth evangelist's primary purpose in writing his
gospel was to oppose the claims of certain followers of John the Baptist

who were claiming that he, and not Jesus, was the Messiah.(118)

While there does‘not appear to be any recent scholars who would go so far
as Baldensperger does in maintaining that a Baptist polemic was the main
purpose of the Fourth Gospel, many are prepared to accept that it was a
secondary or subsidiary aim of the evangelist. They base their arguments
for this on the evidence of the texts in the gospel which refer to the
Baptist. Among this group of scholars we may mention R.H, Strachan (225
Fourth Gospel: Its Significance and Environment, 109,f£), Wikenhauser
(Introduction, 308), Howard (St John, 450,f), Schnackenburg (St John, 167,

also "On the Origin of the Fourth Gospel®, 227), and Brown (John, LXVII).
Barrett (st John, 142, 182, etc., and The Gospel of John and Judaism, 34)

also admits that it is possible that the evangelist was conducting an
anti-Baptist polemic in the texts which refer to him.' Fina11y, Bultmann
too accepted that there vas evidence of an anti-Baptist polemic in the
Fourth Gospel. For him, however, it was one element in his theory about
the origin of the gospel as a whole, He proposed that the evangelist
himself had been at one time a disciple of John the Baptist but iater
came to believe in Jesus. In writing his gospel he took over from the
Baptiét‘sect a source which provided him with both the Prologue and the
discourées which in their original form had exalted the Baptist, To make
this material suitable for his own purposes the evangelist had to make

various alterations, additions and excisions.(119)

The evidence for the existence of a sect of disciples of John the Baptist

consists of certain references in the Acts of the Apostles and in the

Pseudo-Clementine Recognitions., For example, Acts 18:25 tells us that a

certain Apollos, before he came to Ephesus, "knew only the baptism of
John"., Acts 19:1.7 describes how Paul "baptized in the name of the Lord
Jesus" a group of about twelve disciples of John the Baptist., The author

of the Recognitions, a third century work that probably contains material

from earlier sources, is also awvare of the existence of such a sect. It

also states that this sect held that their Master, and not Jesus, was the

Christ,
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As far as the evidence of the Fourth Gospel itself is concerned it is
claimed that the evangelist only emphasizes those aspects of the life
and work of the Baptist which show his inferiority to Jesus. Thus, it
is not the Baptist but Jesus who is "the true iight that enlightens
every man" and to this "light" the Baptist is merely a witness (1:6-9).
The Baptist emphatically denies that he is the Messiah,(120) or Elijah,
'op the Prophet (1:19,ff)., The difference between John and Jesus who,

we are twice told, existed before John (1:15,30), is so great that the
‘Baptist states that he is not even worthy to untie the thong of his
sandal (1:27). Jesus' superiority is further accentuated by the fact
that whereas John baptized *"with water® Jesus baptizes "with the Holy
Spirit® (1:32-33). Because he is no more than "the friend of the bride-
groom" the Baptist is quite prepared to see Jesus "increase" while he
himself “decreases" (3:28-30). For this reason he accepts that Jesus

is apparently more successful than he is in attracting followers (cf. 3:26,

121)
4:1). Finally, we are told that John, unlike Jesus, "did no sign® (10:41).(121/

Almost as important for the line of argument under discussion here are
those things about John the Baptist which the evangelist fails to mention
in compérison with the Synoptics! accounts of his activities., These, it is
claimed, tend tovportray‘the Baptist in a more favourable light and could
even be used as an argument in favour of his superiority over Jesus. For
ekample, the fourth evangelist makes no mention of John's preaching and
the impact that he had on large sections of the population. Nor is the

actual baptism of Jesus by John referred to.

It is evidence such as this that leads Wikenhauser (Introduction, 308)
to state that "this portrayal of John is intelligible only if the Gospel
contains a polemic against circles which see and venerate in John the

figure ofLMessianic salvation.”

(B) Evaluation of the Evidence

It is clear that in the first instance the anti.-Baptist polemic theory is
based on the belief that there existed at the time when the gospel was
written a sect of the Baptist's disciples who had set temselves up as rivals
of the disciples of Jesus, That the Baptist's disciples continued to exist
as a recognizable and distinct group after his death is, it seems to me, a
well-founded assumption, especially when we take the evidence of the Acts

of the Apostles into account. However this evidence must not be used to
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prove too much. ,What.it has to tell us is that there were at Ephesus, the
generally accepted place of composition of the Fourth Gospel, disciples of
the Baptist who had not heard of Christ. Initially there appears to be no
evidence of a conflict between them and Christians, at least if ve are to
believe what Acts has to say. This is borne out by the fact that on being
told about Christ and the relationship of the Baptist to him, both Apollos
and the twelve disciples of John willingly accept what they are told, the
latter being baptized in the name of the Lord Jesus.(122)

What significance are we to attach to the evidence of the so-called

Clementine Recognitions regarding the existence of a Baptist sect which

had set up its Master as Messiah in place of Jesus? Robinson ("Elijah,

John and Jesus", 49, n. 49) notes that the evidence in question is limited
to two passages, the historical value of which he believes is questionable
-in view of other inaccuracies which appear in the work. Further, it is not

possible to corroborate from any other source what the Recognitions has to

say for, as Robinson points out, *'none of the Fathers mention the disciples
of John in their lists of heretics", Dodd (Tradition, 298, n.1) is more

forthright in his rejection of the Recognitions as having any value. He

writes, "To base a theory upon the evidence of the late and heretical
Clementine romance is to build a house upon sand". There are, however,

some scholars who are prepared to accept that the Recognitions do have

some historical value., Hughes (op. cite, 194, n.2) for example, rejects
Robinson's arguments as "unconvincing".(123) Schnackenburg (St John, 168)

is another who accepts the testimony of the Recognitions., He writes,

"Now it can be proved historically (from the Pseudo-Clementine writings)
that at. the beginning of the second century the disciples of John revered

their master as the Messiaheeeo.™e

It seems to me that the arguments brought forward by Robinson do carry
some weight at least. For this reason it must be admitted that the external
evidence for a Baptist sect rivalling the Christians is by no means

conclusive., As we have noted, the Acts of the Apostles knows nothing of the

alleged rivalry., This means that we are entirely dependent upon what the

Clementine Recognitions has to say, the historical value of whose claims are

at least open to question in the opinion of some scholars. These
conclusions do not, however, rule out the possibility that such a sect
might in fact have existed. They merely state that the evidence we have of
.such rivalry is far from substantial and certainliy not convincing, Further

evidence would be required to make this a plausible hypothesis.
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In this respect the evidence of the Fourth Gospel itself could make a very

valuable contribution but orly on condition that it was not possible to

explain the texts in question in any other way except in terms of an anti-

Baptist polemic, Failure to observe this condition could mean that one is

indulging in nothing more than a circular argument, namely, that because
there is evidence of an anti-Baptist polemic in the Fourth Gospel a sect

must have existed which propagated the views which are condemned therein,

The observations made in the last paragraph lead us to ask whether it is
possible to explain the references in the Fourth Gospel to John the Baptist
in a way other than that of an anti-Baptist polemic. A satisfactory answer
to this question requires that we bear in mind the procedures adopted by

the evangelist in the handling of his material,

Thus, the evangelist has used certain general themes about which he groups
his material and wich gives a specific direction to it. - In our discussion
of the anti-Judaistic polemic theory, for example, we had occasion to refer
time and again to the fact that he goes to great lengths to emphasize the

superiority of Jesus over te great figures of Israel'!s history and its

institutions, At the same time he also wished to show that when correctly
understood there was no real opposition between these and Jesus.
Reconciling these two aspects resulted in a certain amount of tension in
the way the evangelist handled his material., It seems to me that we find
the same tension, the same ambivalent approcach on the evangelist's part

in his treatment of the Baptist for here too it is necessary, in view of
the gospel!s stated purpose, to proclaim unequivocally that Jesus is

superior to the Baptist.,

There is, howevef, another general theme which the evangelist uses in the
unfolding of which the Baptist plays an important role., This theme is

that of "witness".(124) It is as if he selects his material on the basis
of the value it has as a "witness"to Jesus. As far as the Baptist is
concerned, therefore, the evangelist is only interested in those aspects
of the Baptist's life and work that can be used to “bear witness*® to

Jesus. Thus it seéms to me that this theme of #witness" underlies the
qhoice of material made by the evangelist while at the same time providingb
-the connecting link between the various references to the Baptist in the

Fourth Gospel,

In the light of these observations it is now necessary to examine what

the Fourth Gospel has to say:
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(a) 1:6-8,15 |

If it can be proved that these verses are indeed additions fhat interrupt
the flow of the Prologue'!s thought, then this would undoubtedly be a
factor in favour of the anti-Baptist polemic theory, though by no means
conclusive evidencé of it. While it is not our intention to mview all

the arguments and theories brought forward by scholar's to explain the
origin and literary form of the Prologue there is little doubt that the
weight of scholarly opinion at present favours the view that these verses

were indeed added to a hymn when the Prologue came to be composed.(125)

For our purposes it is possible to leave aside a discussion of the
question of the literary form of the Prologue, What we are interested

in is the Prologue in its present form and whether the verses in question
do interrupt or not the development of its theme., 1In this connection it
must not be assumed that because these verses appear to interrupt the
literary flow of the Prologue it follows that it must also interrupt the
logical unfolding of its thought. Such an assumption is not warranted as
these two aspects of the problem should be viewed separately, Hence while
it is indeed possible that they may indeed have been added to some hymn
it is nevertheless conceivable that they serve to bring out or emphasize
more Clearly the meaning of the Prologue's thought. If it can be shown
that this is indeed the case then they should be‘considered to be integral

parts of the Prologue and not mere "parentheses" as Brown calls them,

One scholar who argues that these verses are not mere "parentheses" is
M. Hooker, She (op. cit.) maintains that their function becomes clearer
when we bear in mind that the evangelist is not interested in the Baptist
for his‘own sake, but only in so far as he is valuable as a witness.(126)
This is the role in which he is cast in the Prologue, with his testimony
being used to confirm what is being claimed there for the Logos. Thus in
1:6-8 we are told that the Baptist came to "bear witness" to the *"light",
one of the dominant themes not only of the Prologue but also of the Gospel
as a whole. The significance of John's witness is that it clearly ‘
indicated who the "true light" was. 1In 1:15 we see the Baptist béaring
witness td two other qualities of this "light" viz, his pre-existence and
superiority. In so doing he confirms the truth of what we are told in 1:14,
viz. that the Word became flesh and dwelt among us and that this Word had

the glory *as of the only Son of the Father".(127)

Thus it seems to me that the witness of the Baptist in the Prologue, rather

than interrupting its thought, serves to confirm the themes which it
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develops. The Prologue itself emphasizes Jesus'! pre-existence and
supefiority. It stands to reason, therefore, that if the Baptist's witness
in this context was to be meaningfulvit must- of necessity emphasize the same
themes, When seen in this way his witness becomes an integral part of the
Prologue's proclahation about the Logos. Therefore to account for these
verses by describing them as *rude interruptions"(128) is to.misunderstand
the role of the Baptist., Further it results in an unnecessary fragmenting

of its thought,

(b) 1:19-36

‘The dominant theme in this extract is also that of witness, Despite the
attempts of the Jewish envoys to find out who he was the Baptist is only
prepared to define himself in terms of his relationship to Christ: *I am
the voice of one crying in the wilderness,e." (1:23). Thus his identity is
completely subordinated to his role of witness (cf. 1:19-23). He even turns
his inquirers! questions about the reasons why he baptizes into a form of
witness to Jesus, emphasizing the latter's superiority over himself (1:24-
27).' Howévef7his most explicit witness to Jesus! identity and work, and
his own relationship to him, occurs in the verses which follow (1:29-36).
He tells us that it is Jesus who takes away the sin of the world (and
therefore, by implication, not himself or his baptism) (1:29). After
repeating his previous testimony concerning Jesus! pre-existence, he claims
that his own function was to reveal him to Israel (1:30-31), for the one to
whom he bears witness is the one on whom thé-Holy Spirit descended. Thus
it is that Jesus baptizes with the Holy Spirit wheréas he himself only
baptizes with water (1:32-34),

Briefly: in this extract we see the Baptist bearing the witness for which
he was sent (cf., 1:6-8). It is a witness that emphasizes Jesus' identity

1 . . ..
( 29) his pre-existence and superiority. He bears

as God's 'Chosen One!,
witness before official Judaism (1:19-28), before all Israel (cf. 1:31),

and before his own disciples (1:35,f).

(c) 3:22-31

in 1:35,f. we see the first concrete results of the Baptist's witness,

Two of his disciples follow after Jesus as-a result of John's testimony,
When we come to 3:26 we are told that *“all are going to him" even though
we must make some allowance for exaggeration in the use of "all" (cf. 4:1
also). This is something that apparently upsets John's disciples. But for

‘the Baptist it is a sign that his witnessing is meeting with success. For
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him, therefore, the fact that "all" are géing to Jesus instead of to himself
is a cause for joy. As '"the friendAof the bridegroom" he *"stands and hears
him, rejoices greatly at the bridegroom's voice" (3:29). The measure of

the extent of his success as a witness is the degree to which Jesus "increases"

while he himself "decreases" (3:30).(130)

The value of. these vefses lie in what they have to tell us about the nature of
the relationship of the Baptist to Jesus. It is true that the Baptist's
disciples appear to be concerned at the increasing success of Jesus and the
decreasing influence of their .own Master. However I believe that it is
possible to explain it apart_ffom the alleged rivalry between the followers
of the Baptist and those of Jesus., This is a point to which we shall return

in our conclusions.

(d) 10:41-42
- "And many came to him, and they said, 'John did no sign, but everything that

John said about this man was true's. And many believed in him there,"

These two verses, apart from highlighting once more Jesus? superiority over
the Baptist in that Jesus did signs whereas John did not, corroborétes the
picture of the relationship between them which we described in the previous
section, This it does in the following manner. it is not an unreascnable
assumption to make that the people referred to in these verses were either
disciples of the Baptist or, at the very least, had been greatly impressed
by him. This is borne out by the fact that what he had said about Jesus
had carried considerable weight with them., But in spite of their respect
for thelBaptist or, more likely, because of it, we are told that many of them
believe& in Jesus. It is clear that they came to believe in him not only
because of the signs they may have witnessed, but also because veverything
that John said about this man was true". 1In other words, once more we see
people coming to believe in Jesus through the testimony of the Baptist and

this, as we have seen, was the sole reason why he had been sent,

Thus the mferences to the Baptist in the Fourth Gospel open and close by
~alluding to the reason why he had come, viz., to bear witness, and to the
purpose of that witness, viz. that all might believe through him. It is the
same two themes that dominate the other references also where we see different

aspects of the Baptist's witness being spelled out,
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(e) The problem of 'omissions! in the Fourth Gospel

Here we are concerned primarily with the reasons why the fourth evangelist
makes no mention of the baptism of Jesus by John. In omitting any reference
to this is the evangelist deliberately playing down the role and importance
of the Baptist? Undoubtedly this could be a possible explanation. But it

is not the only one,

The féct of the matter is that the fourth evangelist has incorporated into

his gospel what was for him the important'aspects about John's baptism in
general and his baptism of Jesus in ﬁarticular. Like the Baptist himself,

his baptism also Vas made to serve the purpose of witnessing: "for this I
came baptizing with water, that he might be revealed to Israel" (1:31).
According to the Fourth Gospel Jochn's baptism was not centred on repentanée

for it is "the Lamb of God who takes away the 'sin of the world" (1:29) and

not the Baptist. The fourth evangelist appears to have recorded the

yitness" aspect of Jesus! baptism by John in 1:32,ff. These verses

describe how the Spirit descended as a dove from heaven and rested upon

Jesus, .This was the sign by which the Baptist recognized who Jesus was, and
on the basis of what he saw he has "borne witness that this is the Son of God".
Granted that this is a corfect understaﬁding of the evangelist's»thought(131)
concerning thevpurpose of John's baptism, there would have been no humiliation
'on Jesus' part in submitting himself to it. Hence to say that the fourth
evangelist omits any reference to Jesus! baptism by John becéuse it could
have been misinterpreted as an indication that he was inferior to the Baptist
is not correct when seen égainst the Fourth Gospel 's understanding of the

significance and purpose of John's Baptism,

(C) Conclusions

If our understanding of the texts we have discussed is correct, there can be
little doubt that the primary interest of the fourth evangelist was not in the
person of the Baptist himself but in his value as a witness to the claims
which he (the evangelist) makes for Jesus throughout his gospel. 1In this the
Baptist is not alone for as we saw in the first section of this Chapter the
evangelist makes use of a variety of witnesses for the same purpose., But the
Baﬁtist's testimony would have been of particular significance to many of the
Jews because of the great impression which he abpears to have made upon all
sections of the population and the respect which, as a consequence, he had

won from them,
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In his witness the Baptist emphasized both Jesus' superiority and his pre-
existence, While it is possible that this could have been prompted by the
claims made by a rival Baptist sect this is not the only explanation possible
for these emphases; as we shall see, Further, when the whole context of the
Gospel is taken into account it is difficult to see how these aspects of the
Baptist's witness could have been omitted without making that witness
meaningless. As we saw when we discussed the anti-Judaistic theory these

same themes are witnessed to in other parts of the gospel, e.g. Jesus'
superiority over the patriarchs, the Law, etc., as well as his claim to pre-
exist Abraham (8:58). It should also be borne in mind that the fourth
evangelist is not alone in emphasizing Jesus' superiority over the Baptist

for the Synoptics also describe how John spoke of one "mightier® than himself
and who would come after him (cf. Mt 3:11, Mk 1:7, Lk 3:16). At the same time
.it is true to say that in a sense the Baptist appears in the role of a witness
even in the Synoptics in so far as it was an integral part of his function to
prepare the people for Jesus! coming, It'is in the Fourth Gospel, however,
that these aspects of the Baptist's role and ministry are exploited to the

full.

What éignificance do'these observations and conclusions have for the question
of the Fourth Gospel!s destination and purpose? First of all it seems to me
that we are on surer ground when we see a more positive purpose in the
Baptist's witness than in reducing it to the level of a mere polemic. The
evidénce, both external and internal, on which this theory of an anti-Baptist
‘polemic is based is not convincing. Moreover because it is possible to
explain the references in question in a more positive and satisfactory manner .
in the light of the gospel as a whole, this polemic theory should be rejeéted
as one 6? the explicit purposes of the Fourth Gospel, even as a secondary one,
At most it could be classified as an 'indirect! purpose in that the Fourth
Gospel could have been used to counter any exaggerated claims that might have
been made at a.later date for the Baptist. But such an approach is to read
into the gospel a purpose which it did not originally have, nor was

consciously intended by the fourth evangelist.(132)

However, in ruling this theory out as a satisfactory explanation of the
purpose of the gospel, even a secondary one, it does not follow that we must
of necessity also rule out the disciples of the Baptist as a possible
destination for the gospel. Because this statement might, at first sight,
give the impressién of contradicting itself it should be understood correctly.
It is not being suggested, for example, that the Fourth Gospel was written

for the Baptist's disciples alone. Yet there appears to be no reason why
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they could not have been'a.EEEE of its destination. Presuming that the
great majority, if not all, of these disciples were Jews, and presuming,
for the momenf, that the gospel Qas addressed to a Jewish audience, these
disciples would have beenAparticularl; impressed by the recorded testimony
of their Master to Jesus. But, as we have noted, the Baptist made a deep
impression on avmuch_wider circle of Jews than those who could be called
his disciples. For this reason they too would have found the witness of

the Baptist appealingvand significant.

When viewed from this angle the Baptistfs witness should be seen as one
éxample among many of a theme that runs through the gospel, for the other
witnesses to Jesus employed by the evangelist would have appealed to the
‘Baptist's disciples also. Secondly, the example of the Baptist would have
been in stark contrast to that of *the Jews" who had made an end in them-
selves of theif patriarchs and inétitutions, instead of having seen them as
a means to an end, as pointing to Christ, The Baptist on the other hand
submerges himself so completely in his work as a "witness" that he tells us
absoluteiy nothing about himself except what can be defined in terms of his
relationship to Jesus. Thus it is from Jesus and in terms of him that the

Baptist!s own life receives the meaning and value that it'has.(133)

In brief: if one accepts the line of argument which we have been pursuing,
and it seemé to me to be a reasonable one, the indications are that if the
audience to which the Fourth Gospel was originally addressed was Jewish,
then it is more than likely that 'the disciples of the Baptist would have
made up a part of that audience, This conclusion is, however, a long way
from asserting that the purpose of the Fourth Gospel was to undermine claims
made for its Master by a Baptist sect that had set itself up in 6pposition

to and as rivals of Christians.,
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IV. A POLEMIC AGAINST THE CHURCH AND SPECIFIC ASPECTS

OF 1ITS LIFE

The Fourth Gospel has been seen by at least one scholar as a polemic against
the way in which the Church was developing at the time when the gospel came
to be composed. Others prefer to see it as a polemic againét certain
specific developments within the Church. Of particular significance here is
the gospel's attitude towards the sacraments. In this section we shall
discuss each of these theories, beginning with the more particular and then

proceeding to the more general.

.(A) A Polemic Against a False Understanding of the Sacraments(134>

1. Introduction

some scholars are of the opinion that the fourth evangelist set out to
oppose Christian teachers who were giving too much importance to the
sacraments, or, alternatively, were playing down their significance,
According to Morris (op. cit., 38) among those who support the first view-
point are J. Kreyenblthl, E,C. Colwell and E.L. Titus, while advocates of

the second include 0, Cullmann and K. and S. Lake.,

The arguments underlying each of these two opposing theories centre on the
amount and nature of éacramental teaching that there is in the Fourth
Goépel. Thus, those who claim that the fourth evangelist was opposing the
tendency. of those who gave excessive attention to the sacraments argue that
he countered this attitude either by limiting or excluding references to
the sacraments, In this argument particular significance is attached to
the féqt that the evangelist does not record any account of the institution
of the sacraments. On the other hand those who believe that the evangelist
wished to emphasize the importance of the sacraments in the life of the
Christian are inclined to see sacramental refererices aﬁd allusions through-

out the whole of the gospel,

R.E. Brown (New Testament Essays, 51,f) describes the first viewpoint

referred to above as the non-sacramental (or in some instances, anti-

sacramental) one, and the latter as the ultra-sacramental view, In order

to evaluate the theories in question it is now necessary to examine the
arguments brought forward by each of these viewpoints in support of their

respective positions.,
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2, The Non-Sacramental /Anti-Sacramental View

This is the view of R. Bultmann and many other German scholars, In
Bultmann's opinion there are only three passages that cante interpreted
sacramentally, namely, 3:5 (referring to Baptism), 6:51b-58 (referring to
the Eucharist), and 19:34-35 (the water and blood flowing from the side of
Christ, referring to both Baptism and the Eucharist). Outside of these
passages Bultmann does not believe that it is possible to find any

allusions fovthe sacraments., Even the sacramental references contained in
the passages cited above cannot, in truth, be said to represent the views

of the evangelist for they were, according to Bultmann, in all probability
additions to the Gospel made by an ecclesiastical redactor, For Bultmann

it is the "word" of Jesus that is of over-riding importance. What other
scholars might claim for the sacraments he attributes fo this *word". In
his commentary on the Fourth Gospel (John, -472) he writes: "The truth is
that the sacraments are superfluous for him (i.e. the Evangelist): the
disciples are "clean" through the word (15:3), just as they are *holy"
through the word, according to the prayer that takes the place of the Lordf's
Supper (17:17)." However, this does not mean that Bultmann denies that the
Evangelist was not aware at least of the existence of the sacrament of
" Baptism, "John tells us without hesitation that Jesus baptized, just as the )
Baptist did (3 22; 4: 1), furthermore, the combination of PuﬂeqjﬁLS o
Trol€jv  and @anwgtIV' in 4:1 seems to show that entry into the circle of
disciples was bound up with the reception of baptism, But 3:22 and 4:1

are far from being stressed, and the sacraments play no part in Jesus!
proclamation, One can therefore explain the facts only by concluding that,
while the Evangelist came to terms with ecclesiastical practice in regard
to baptlsm and the Lord‘'s Supper, it remidined suspect to him because of its

misuse, and that this is why he has made no mention of it." (op.cit. )( 35)

According to this line of reasoning, therefore, the evangelist wished to
emphasize the over-riding importance of the *word'"; to it he attributed
many of those functions which were, seemingly, attributed by others to the

(136)

sacraments.

3. The Ultra-Sacramental View

Perhaps the best known recent representative of this viewpoint is 0.
Cullmann. This author works on the assumption that the.fcurth evangelist's
readers would have been familiar already with the basic outlines of the
sacraments of Baptism and the Eucharist since they were integral parts of
_early Christian worship. With the new and clearer understanding that came

to believers as a result of the coming of the Holy Spirit, Cullmann is of
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the.éﬁinion that believers in the post-resurrection period were in a

' position to grasp more fully the deeper meaning to be attached to the
sacraments, He claims that it is some of their more ‘'hidden!' aspects
which the fourth evangelist wished to emphasize in the allusions he makes

to Baptism and the Eucharist in his gospel,

Cullmann himself, in his book, Early Christian Worship (59,ff) attempts to

pinpoint what these allusions were, He finds them in the following episodes:

(a) to Baptism: 1:6-8,15,19-34 (the witness of the Baptist to Jesus
and the relation of the former‘s baptism to that of the latter);
2:1-11 (the marriage feast at Cana); 3:1-21 (the conversation
with Nicodemus); 3:22-36 (the last witness of the Baptist to
Jesus); 4:1-30 (the conversation with the Samaritan'woman);
5:1-19 (the healing miracle at the Pool by the Sheep-~Gate,
Bethesda); 9:1-39 (the healing of the man born blind at the

 Pool of Siloam); 13:1-20 (the washing of the disciples!' feet);
19:34 (thé spear thrust and the water and blood from the side of
- Christ); and, A '

(b) to tﬁe Eucharist: 2:1-11 (the marriage feast at Cana);

' 2:12-22 (the clearing of the Temple); 6:1-13,26-65 (the
miracle of the feeding of the multitude and the subsequent
discourse); 13:1-20 (the washing of the disciples! feet);
13:31 = 17226 (the Farewell Discourses, especially the
allegory of the Vine); 19:34 (the spear thrust and the
water and blood from the side of Christ)., '

It would”seeﬁ that most scholars have not been blessed with the same degree
of 'understanding' that follows as a consequence of the coming of the

Spirit which Cullmann would claim for himself as very few would be prepared
to see sacramental allusions in all of the references which he lists.(137>
Most scholars would, in fact, accuse him of eisegesis; as R. Brown (Egz

Testament Essays, 55) puts it: “he (Cullmann) often seems to fall back on

the principle that since a passage could have been understood sacramentally,

it was intended sacramentally."

of particularvimportance in attempting to ascertain whether there are any
sacramental allusions in the Fourth Gospel, - and if so, how many - 'are the
'syﬁbolsbthat came to be used to describe the sacraments. Now while it is
true that such symbolism can be found in the writings of the Church Fathers

and on the walls of the catacombs it is by no means certain that the fourth
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evangelist's original readers themselves made any such associations. It
cannot be doubted that in the first few centuries of Christianity?s
history there was considerable development in the understanding of many
aspects of doctrine. This is true in the case of the sacraments. However,
by reading the Fourth Gospel through the eyes of a third or fourth century
Christian there is the danger of giving to it an interpretation that the
evangelist did not necessarily intend or which would have been beyond the
grasp of his original readers. As Lindars (op. cit., 52) puts it: *What
we know as baptismal or eucharistic themes from more developed theology
and liturgy were not necessarily recdgnized as such in Johnt's day." As an
example, we may cite the case of "water“'aﬁd the cleansing effeCtléf both
it and Baptisme. The association between the two appears to have assumed
greater prominence with the passage of time, But it éannot be argued, as
Dunn (op. cit., 183,ff) has pointed out, that all the references in the
Fourth Gospel to *water' (1:26,31,33; 2:1-11(4:46); 3:5,22-26; 4:7-15; 5:2-9;
7:37-39;.9:7,11; 13:1-16; 19:34) must necessarily be interpreted as
sacramental allusions.(138) By way of illustration this author finds
Cullmann's interpretation of Jn. 5 "incredible", Dunn (op. cit.,) writes:
"the whole point of the story is that the water of the pool did not heal
the man and did not even contribute to his healing, The healing was

accomplished solely by the word of Jesus (cf. 15:3)."

4., An Analysis of the Sacramental Texts of the Fourth Gospel

Most scholars occupy a position somewhere in between the two extreme views
outlined above, But even among these scholars there is no general

agreement about which passages should be accepted as being sacramental. As
has alréady been noted, the problem of identifying such passages centres on
.the natﬁre of the symbolism employed by the evangelist, as well as the
difficulty of ascertaining which of the possible allusions to the sacraments
were either consciously intended by the evangelist or would have been under-

stood by the readers for whom the Gospel was originally intended.

The objective we must set ourselves in this chapter can best be achieved by
limiting ourselves to those passages that are generally recognized as being
sacramental in nature by the great majority of scholars. These are 3:1-15,

6:26,ff, 19:34-35,

(a) 3:1-15 - The Conversation with Nicodemus

That this passage is discussing at least one aspect of the nature of baptism
is generally accepted by scholars even though the actual word does not
appear. The main point of Jesus'! remarks to Nicodemus is that if a man

wishes to "see the Xingdom of God"™ he must be "born dvubev (3:3)", if he
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wishes to enter the Kingdom of God, he must be "born of water and the Spirit"
(ég Varos ke Tvedp=<Tos ) (3:5)s In 3:3 the word &vw@ev can be trans-
lated in two ways, namely, "from above" and "again", According to Barrett
(op. cite, 171) both meanings are probably intended by the evangelist,
Schnackenburg (op. cit., 367) notes that both translations have had their
supporters among the Church Fathers and modern scholars. In the light of
the usage of this word in other places in the gospel he himself is of the
opinion that '"the only justifiable translation is tfrom above!'," The
context makes it clear, however, that Nicodemus takes it to mean “again®
and therefore misunderstands the meaning of Jesus, This is in keeping with
the evangelist's frequent custom of using a misunderstanding to bring out

the true meaning of Jesus' teaching,

Aparf from these two references it is pbséible to interpret the whole
discourse as referring to baptisme. The idea of a *"new birth" and the manner
in which this takes place is the central motif of the whole section, It is
.'also one that was frequently used in the early Church as an image for

bapglsm (cf. 1 Peter 1:3,23)., (139)

Finally, the situation of thiS'chapter in the gospel as a whole would seem to
be a further indication of a baptismal context for the discourse with
Nicodemus is followed. immediately by the re-entrance of John the Baptist and

the remark that Jesus was baptizing in Judaea (3:22).

(b) 6:26,ff - Jesus, the Bread of Life

The recollection of the sign of the multiplication of the loaves and fish
which, we are told, took place near the time of the feast of Passover (6:4),
serves as an introduction to the discourse on the "bread of llfe" (140)
This is a discourse that has traditionally been understood as referring to-
the Eucharist., On this point O, Cullmann writes (op. cit., 93): *“The

long speech which Jesus makes in John's Gospel, after the miracle of
feeding the multitude, about the meaning of this miracle, has, since ancient
‘times, been considered by most exegetes a discourse on the Eucharist. The
use of characteristically eucharistic words such as Y AOV&J LJHEP etf1t£

ol P, Gty ey, ruue,v supports this interpretation.”

Jesus tells the pecple that they must not labour for the bread that will
perish, but rather for the bread that endures to eternal life, bread which
he alone can give beéause he is this bread: "I am the bread of life" (6:35,

48). Two suggestions have been put forward by scholars regarding the nature

of this t'bread'. The first of these has been described by Brown as the
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"sapiential® according tO'WhiCh it refers to the revelation by and in Jesus
or his teaching., The second interpretation is the sacramental one according
to which ‘the "bread" refers to the eucharistic bread, Some scholars believe-
thatlboth themes are present throughout the Vhole of the discourse; according
to other scholars both appear but at different stages, while still others
favour -either the one or the other as being sufficient to explain the meaning

(141)

of the discourse in its entirety,

It is when we come to 6:51,ff. that the eucharistic theme really comes to the
 fore, "I am the 1iving bread which came déwn from heaven; 1if any one eats
of this bread, he will live for ever; and the bread which I shall give for
the life of the'wbrld is my flesh.'" This challenge of Jesus is taken up on a
literal level by the Jews who ask: *"How can this man give us his flesh to
eat?" (6:52). On other occasions when the Jews had misunderstood Jesus'
words and had therefore failed to grasp their real meaning Jesus had gone to
great pains\to explain to them what he meant., Here, however, he appears to
be aware that the Jews had understood his words in a literal, cannibalistic,
way. Yet he does nothing to correct the interpretation they have put onto

h His'ﬁofds. 'In fact he seems to be reinforcing it in 6:53-58 where he
elaborates on what he has already told them, Not only must one eat the flesh

of the Son of Man; one must also drink his blood if one wants to have %life"

(6253)

Many of Jesus' disciples find his. teachlng to be quos Xoyos and as a
consequence "drew back from him and no longer went about with him® (6 61)
Jesus makes no attempt to hold their loyalty by watering down what he had
said. This seems to suggest that these disciples had correctly understood

Jesus ! words.,

There seems to me to be good reason, in view of the precise and exact nature
of the language used, for believing that the Fourth Gospel wished to counter
any tendency there might have been to .explain away the Eucharist or to -
reduce its role to insignificant levels. At the same time, however, it is
~clear that he also wished to avoid the impression that the eucharist was
~ some sort of magical rite by emphasizing the role that faith has to play
(eege compare 6:47 with 6:54). Cullman (op. cit., 95) notes that the
celebration of the Eucharist "was always considered a most offensive thing
by those outside the Church in the early days. In the evangelist's day also
‘there may have been many to whom the word about eating the bread seemed

01;)1F65 thard' (v.60) and who took offence at it (v.61). It is against
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these that what is said about the necessity of faith is directed. Without

faith, which is a gift of God, this eating of bread has’no.effect." .

Ohe final point that should be noted is the use of the word<n£¢§ in 6:63
where we read: "It is the spirit that gives life, the flesh is of no availj;
the words that I have :spoken to you are spirit and life.," How is one to
reconcile this apparently derogatory remark about "flesh®” with the discourse
that has preceded it? Is it possible to see in this verse an indication of
an anti-sacramental attitude on the part of the evangelist? "In answering
this question it is important to bear in mind.that cxipfv is an éttribute
not only of men butv also of Jesus himself (8 )\é\,os céfg éyévc—-ro )e In
the context under discussion thecmifg of 6:63 refers not to the "flesh" of
Jesus_but‘to that of his discipies. In their case it is seen as an obstacle
to their true understanding. In fact the whole verse, which Bultmann (2222,
446) believes "sounds like a citation", seems to echo the thought of 3:6
where we read, "That which is born of the flesh is flesh, and that which is

born of the Spirit is spirit."

(c) 19:34 - The Blood and Water from the Side of Christ

Barrett (op. Cit., 69). states that "it is difficult to doubt that here _
. there is at least allﬁsion to the Chistian sacraments in the blood and water
that issued from the side of the dead Jesus (cfe 1 John 5:6-8)." This is a
view with which most scholars would agree, -even Bultmann, However this
last-mentioned scholar believes that this verse could be the work of an

ecclesiastical redactor,

As'in Chapter 6 the evangelist wishes to emphasize that what took place on
this occasion was something that was real and therefore must not be inter-
préted merely in a symbolic fashion. The reality of the blood and water
flowing from the side of Jesus is stressed by the emphasis put on the

testimony of him who saw it (19:35).(142)

5« Evaluation of the Fourth Gospel's Sacramental Teaching

In evaluaﬁing the fourth evangelist's sacramental teaching it is necessary
to bear certain points in mind., The first of these is that nowhere does

the evangelist refer to their institution. That this was an accidental
omission is highly unlikely. After all he does describe what must have been
the Last Supper, But in the Fourth Gospel the "Farewell Discourses" occupy

the place of the institution of the Eucharist as related in the Synoptic

gospels.
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Secondly, if one accepts that the events described.in 3:1-15 and 6:26-58

‘are historically accurate in every detail, then .one can only feel a certain
degree of sympathy for Nicodemus and the Galilaean crowd. 1In the case of
Nicodemus one can appreciate his difficulty in understanding what Jesus!
meaning was. In the Fourth Gospel this conversation between him and Jesus
takes place towards the beginning of the latter's public ministry. If one
assumes that this is historically accurate then Jesus and his teaching

would have only been in the process of becoming known. No doubt Nicodemus
would have been able to comprehend the references to the Spirit as his out-
pouring had already been foretold by the 0ld Testament prophets (cfe Is 32:15,
Joel 2:28,f.; Ezek 36:2§,f). But rebirth by water was somethihg that was
without precedent., A similar situation épplied.in the dééerf the "bread of
life" discourse, It is too much to expect that the audience which had
witnessed the multiplication of loaves and fish should have been able to
grasp fully Jesus! claim to be the "bread of life" himself whose "flesh"
they must eat and whose *blood" they must drink if they wished to have *life"

in them,

Considerations such as these about what the fourth evangelist omits abocut
the sacraments - important points at that, such as their institution as well
as the *unreality" that surrounds the two episodes described above - leads
one to the conclusion that the evangelist is assuming that his readers are
already in possession of the basic facts about the sacraments in question,
and that they are familiar with the Churchl's practice in this regard., For’
these reasons he does not feel the need to cover ground Qith which his

readers were familiar,

Theologically speaking, however, it is possible to cffer other explanations
for the evangelist's omission of any account of the institution of the
sacraments, For example, Barrett (op. cit., 71) suggests that "the truth
(in John's view) seems to be that they hang not upon one particular moment
or command, but upon the whole fact of Christ in his life, death, and
exaltation, and that they convey nothing less than this whole facteess NO
one, when John wrote, questioned that Jesus had willed, and thus instituted,
the sacraments; what was important was to safeguard them from petty and
partial interpretations."‘ J. Jeremias (op. cita, 125,f£f) takes a
completely different view, 1In his opinion "the fourth evangelist

consciously omitted the account of the Lord!s Supper because he did not

want to reveal the sacred formula to the general public" (underlined words

in italics in text), an hypothesis he sets out to prove in the pages which
follow.(143) However, according to E. K¥semann (op. Cit., 33) the main
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argument that can be brought against the view of Jeremias is that it has not

yet been pfoved that the disciplina arcani already existed when the Gospel

vas composeds

‘Lindars (op. cite, 61,f) is another scholar who disagrees with Jeremias
regarding the reason why the fourth evangelist failed to mention the

institution of the eucharist, He maintains that the disciplina arcani "can

scarcely be the reason" in view of the fact that the evangelist had made
open use of words usually associated with the eucharist in 6:51-58, This is
 something to which Cullmann has already drawn attention, as we noted above,
The reasons which Lindars gives for the omission of any account of the
institution of the Eucharist is that in chapters 13-~17 the evangelist is

" concerned with the theme of the meaning of discipleship and not with the
eucharist, Presumably, therefore, he selected only that material which
suited his'purposes. The value of Lindars' viewsis that while they do
justice to the chapters in question they also tie in'with what we have said
concerning the knowledge about the sacraments which the evangelisf seems to

presume the feaders=of his gospel already possess.

If one accepts the general conclusions suggested so far concerning the
nature of the fourth evangelist's sacramental teaching, it is not a big
jump to the further conclusion that the evangelist could have been incor-
porating catechesis into his gospel for the benefit of those who were
familiar with the basic teaching of the Church concerning Baptism and the
Eucharist, This catechesis could have had its or1g1n in the preaching of
the Apostle John or his dlSC1plES.( 4) Is there any textual evidence to

support; such a view?

It can be argued that in the discourse of chapter 3 Nicodemus is used to
set the scene, so to speak, for the unfolding of the evangelist!s teaching
on baptisme. Graduvally he disappears out of sight, being mentioned for the
last time in 3:10. It is significant that in 3:11 the verbs change into
the plural: "Truly, truly, I say to you (sing.),_xg speak of what we know,
and bear witness to what we have seen; but you (Pl.) do not receive our
testimony." No doubt most scholars would agree that the plural "you" is
used in reference to those whom Nicodemus represents, i.e, "the hal f--
Eelieving Jews who were impressed by Jesus! signs but had not reached‘an
adequate faith in him" (Barrett, op. cit., 176). However there is no
‘unanlmlty about the use of "we!" and for whom it stands ( 45) RBoth Dodd
-and Barrett see the influence of the Church at work in this verse, - For

example, Dodd (Interpretation, 328, n. 3) writes: "The 'testimony! of
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iii.11 is that 6f Christ, but, as occasionally elsewhere, the evangelist
betrays the fact that it is mediated corporately by the Church.ﬁ(146) 1f
we are to accept such an explanation of the “we" - and it seems to be

the most reasonable one ~ then it is quite possible that the discourse asg
"a whole is patterned on the style of catechesis given by the Church.
This, of course, is not to deny that this teaching has its origins in that

of Christ himself.,

As far as the Bread of Life discourse is concerned we have already noted
the difficulties involved if one accepts that Jesus spoke in these exact
‘terms to an unprepared Galilaean audience, The whole of the discourse,
but especially 51,ff., would definitely have been more intelligible in the
post«ressufection situation where people were_already.familiar with the
‘basic points about the nature of the Eucharist and its institution., The
discourse in question builds on this knowledge by attempting to bfing out
its inner meaning, its essential nature and purpose, as well as the

attitude of faith with which the believer must approach it,

6. Conclusion

Our analysis of the sacramental teaching of the Fourth Gospel suggests
that there. is much to support-the view that the evangelist assumed that
his-readers were already familiar with the basic facts concerning the
sacraments from other sources, For this reason he did not consider it
necessary to repeat what was already known. Further, as far as the
omission of any account of the institution of the eucharist at least is
concerned, there is good reason to believe, as Lindars has noted, that in
that section of the gospel where we would expect to find this, viz;, the
Last Supper, the evangelist is apparently treating a different theme

147) that material which

altogether. 1If we accept that he usually selects(
suits his purpose it is clear that he 1s, in fact, being consistent by not
including an account of the institution of the eucharist at this point.

It seems to me, therefore, that it is false to argue that merely because
the evangelist did not mention the institution of the sacraments he was

thereby Opposing those who attached too much importance to them,

Af the same time it must also be acknowledged that the evangelist did not
take the existence of the sacraments so much for granted that he felt |
that no reference to them was needed, What he attempts to do is to give
to them an added dimension by explaining something of their purpose and
heaning especially in so far as this had a bearing on the believer!s

relationship with Christ, the focal point of the whole gospel, Lindars
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(op.'cit., 63) explains the point thus: "John has no wish to belittle the
importance of either baptism or the eucharist. They are practices with
which his readers are expected to be familiar, s0 that he can simply take
their exiétence for granted. What does concern him is that those who are
brought into fellowship with Christ through baptism should have a true
‘understanding of what is implied by the confession of faith;(148) and that
those who meet for the celebration of the eucharist should fully comprehend
the moral obligations implicit in the act of communion with one another and

the glorified Christ., To this end the preaching of the word in connection

vith these sacramental acts is indispensible."

It is possible that by adopting this appfoach the é&angelist was countering
a tendency to play down the significance and role of the sacraments in the

1ife of the believer, But there is no clear evidence that this was in fact
his intention. It seems to me that those passages that can be accepted as

being genuinely sacramental® are too few and too limited in compass on

which to base a claim that this was the evangelist's purpose in composing

his gospel.

In brief: from the point of view of the purposé of the Fourth Gospel the
.evidence is unconvincing that the evangelist set out to oppose the views of
- those who were giving either too much or too little attention to the
sacraments. However, as far as the destination of the gospel is concerned,
it seems that the evangelist?'s treatment of the sacraments lends wight to
the view that the Fourth Gospel was intended for readers who were familiar
with the beliefs and practices of believers in this regard and must,
therefore, have been either “believers® themselves, or at least well

acquainted with the way of life of “believers",

(B) A POLEMIC AGAINST GENERAL TRENDS IN THE CHURCH

E. X¥semann, in his beok The Testament of Jesus, 39,ff. argues that the

Fourth Gospel should perhaps be-seen as *the relic of a Christian
conventicle existing on, or being pushed to, the Church's periphery“.

This conventicle, together with the gospel that came to be composed in its
midst, was not therefore in the mainstream of the developments that were
taking place in the Church at the time and to which the other writers of
the New Testament preswmbly bear witness. This does not mean that the
author of the Fourth Gospel and the conventicle to which he belonged had
no contact with the situation being experienced in the rest of the Church.

There was indeed some contact, but it was limited., Kdsemann compares the
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relationship between them with that of "a side tributary apart from the
general stream, yet connected with it*". The nature and extent of this
contact in twrn provides Kdsemann with a clue to the gospells purpose,

He writes (ibid., 39): 'the fact that only occasional glancés are cast
in the direction of the Church!'s situationvand_that many points at’issue
run counter to it should be interpreted as polemic on the part of John",
Thus the.Fourth Gospel may be seen as a sort of protest against the Church
at large and in particular against the way it was developing. 1In this
context Xdsemann notes that the evangelist stresses, against the growing
institutionalism and organization which he felt was enveloping the Church
at the time, that *the Church is basically and exclusively the fellowship
of people who hear Jesus! word and believe in him; in short, it is the

communitj under the Word® (ibid., 40).

Kdsemann does not deny that the Fourth Gospel has an ecclesiology. But it
is important to note that John's "ecclesiology is not designed on the basis
of the forms of church organization® (ibid). KXdsemann is aware of the fact
that 'no universal church organization existed at the end of the first
century"; rather there were %"independent and divergent communities®, But
these communities *were pressing toward unity and did so in various ways,
“with'varYing clarity of purpose and varying degrees of speed® (igig., 39).
It is this sort of development in early Catholicism which K¥semann believes
the Fourth Gospel was opposing while at the same time remaining in contact

with that Catholicism,

In support of his contention that the Fourth Gospel was opposing trends
towards, institutionalism and organization within the Church, Xd#semann had
previously (ibid., 27,ff) drawn attention to the fact that in the Fourth
Gospel there is no significant emphasis on church organization as such or
on aspects usually associated with it, e.g. forms of worship, the
sacraments and the ministry. Ecclesial terms such as *Church%, the
- Wfamily* or "People of God", the "heavenly building%, and "the Body of
Christ" are not mentioned in this gospel., However Xdsemann does admit
that the Fourth Gospel "presupposes an organized communal life" in which
some have ministerial functions to perfdrm, but these "ministerial
functions are not yet connected with privileges® (igig., 29). 1In other
words, these "functions" cannot be used to argue in favour of the existence
of a hierarchical structure in the Church of the Fourth Gospel. Thus even
" Peter's role as leader of the Twelve is, seemingly, played down by the

fourth evangelist, while the apostles as a group are described simply as
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“disciples"”, a term which is used to describe other believers also.
-Kdsemann argues that the use of this term to describe all the members of
the Johanniné community undermines any attempt to differentiate between
them on other grounds. On the basis of this understanding of itself by
the Johannine community K#semann believes that "it becomes evident that
the community is viewed primarily not from the aspect -of its corporateness,
but rather from the aspect of its individual members, while the general

trend of later times is to incorporate the individual into the realm of

the Church by organizational, sacramental and cultic means" (ibid., 30,f).

Thus the Church is not, according to the fourth evangelist, "the institution
of salvation® (ibid., 44,f) but “the community under the Word". All its
characteristic features such as its worship and its sacraments must be seen

as related to the Word and are to be interpreted in the light of that Word.

The -question of the nature, extent and even the existence of the Fourth
Gospel 's ecclesiology is perhaps one of the most important and widely
diécussed questions in the field of Johannine studies at the present time,
That Xdsemann hés made a significant contribution to this debate cannot be
doubted, though whether there are many scholars who are prepared to accept

his theory in toto is open to question,

In my opinion his interpretation of the ecclesiological evidence does not
prove conclusively or even convincingly that the Fourth Gospél arose in a
community which existed on the periphery of the Church and was in some way
opposed to the developments taking place therein, On this score Kdsemann's
views must remain conjectural and hypothetical, Further, the fact that the
fourth evangelist does not stress the organizational aspects of the Church
is not, in itself, proof that he was ogposing them, It could equally be

(149) that he is tdking knowledge of these for

argued, as some scholars do
granted in his readers, while he concerns himself with the problem of the
nature of the relationship of believers to Christ and to one another no
matter what their position or function may be, within the framework of

wearly Catholicism%,



V. CONCLUDING COMMENTS

This chabter has been a long one, involving as it has a discussion of much
of the material that is basic to any proper understanding of the Fourth
Gospel as a whole, For this reason it is clear that it is of vital |
importance for the problem of the gospel's destination and purpose. This
discussion has been nécessary not only for the purpose of formulating
meaningful conclusions regarding the various theories we have been
examining in this chapter, It has also provided us with the opportunity
of arriving at certain evaluative judgments about the nature of the material
in question, These judgments will.in turn stand us in good stead in the
chapters which follow for any worthwhile investigation into the Fourth
Gospel ts destination and purpose must take account of those aspects of the

gospel which we have examined in this chapter.

-But to returﬁ to the "polemical® theories themselves, It is clear that
none of the theories we have discussed in this chapter offer a satisfactory
ekplanation of the Fourth Gospel's destination and purpose., The most - that
may be claimed for two of them, viz., the polemic against the Jews and

that against the Gnostics, is that these trends might have had some
influence upon the way in which the material or traditions used by the
evangelist in the composition of the gospel came to be shaped, This is,
however, a far cry from the claim that the Fourth Gospel itself was written

to refute the errors of either of these groups,.

The inherent weakness of all polemical theories, when they are analyzed in
isolation, is that they can never be anything more than a partial
ekplanation of the Fourth Gospel's destination and purpose. The reason
for this is that while a "polemic"” may succinctly be defined as a

1 .
( 50) it should be added that a person usually

“controversial discussion®
engages in a polemic for a specific purpose, Now there is no reason why
it should have been otherwise in the case of the Fourth Gospel. Thus it
is most unlikely that the fourth evangelist entered into a discussion of
this nature merely to destroy the opposition. Rather, if it were possible
to prove that there are polemical features in the Fourth Gospel then the
assumption must be that the evangeiist, in using these, hoped to achieve
another, more positive, end. The question that concerns us is the nature
of this end, Vas it, for example, his intention to vindicate the .claims

of believers against one or more of the groups we have mentioned? If the

answer to this question were to be in the affirmative, then it would be
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better to describe his purpose as "apologetic", being geared to strengthening
the faith of believers in the face of the attacks made by these groups. If
on the other hand the polemical approach was used by the evangelist in an
attempt to win over the groups which he was attacking, then his purpose would

be better described as "missionary" rather than polemical in intention,

Thus, while it might be convenient to group a number of theories together
wnder the heading of "polemic" such a title and the approach implied by it
must be considered to be -unsatisfactory in that it cannot offer a compre-
hensive explanation of the Fourth Gospel's destination and purpose. Rather,
the polemical features of the gospel, if it can be proved that these are
indeed present - and arr conclusions suggest that this is probably only true
in the case of the "Jewish® material - should be seen as a characteristic
of the method and style used by him to achieve his true purpose which,
because we have now eliminated the polemical group of theories, must have
been either "missionary" or edifying”. It is to these, therefore, that

we must now turn our attention.
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CHAPTER THREE : A MISSIONARY DESTINATION AND PURPOSE

Introductory Comment

Having shown in'the'previous chapter that the Fourth Gospel is not to be
seen primarily as a polemidal work, the question that suggests itself now
is whether the gospel.should rather be seen as a work intended not to
‘destroy but rather to win over, Hence we must now turn our attention to
that set of theories that can best be described as *missionary", These
theories can be grouped together under the headings of "the Jews", "thé

Gentiles* and "the Samaritans®.
I. THE JEWS

(A). R.T. Fortna

In our 1ntroductory chapter we observed that a view which appears to be
w1nn1ng 1ncrea31ng support is that behlnd the Fourth Gospel there stands

a "“Signs Source" from which the evangellst drew some of his materlal.

If it is accepted that this is indeed the case then the uncovering of this
source material and the examination of its contents could have a
significant bearing on the gospel's purpose and destination. One question
that would require investigation would be the reasons why the evangélist
chose this particular source., Next, and of vital importance for the
gospel 's purpose, would be the manner in which he handled the source
material. Did he, for example, alter it in such a way that he used it for
a purpose different from that intended by its original author? Or did he
simply take over verbatim a source which he found to be already suitable
for andein agreement with his own purposes in writing his gospel? Among
those who have supported the former view is R, Bultmann whose views we
have already discussed, and many of those who have been infiuenced by
this scholarts work.(1) However one scholar who came to very different
conclusions concerning both the number of sources behind the Fourth

Gospel as well as the way in which the evangelist handled the source

material is R.T. Fortna.(z)

One of the most important differences between Bultmann and Fortna is that
‘whereas the former envisaged a number of distinct sources and traditions
behind the Fourth Gospel, the latter speaks only of a single source which( )
(3) ’ 4
( . . .

he calls a "Signs Gospel®, This he considers to have been a written

: . s 5 . .
narrative source, independent of the Synoptic Gospe;s,( ) which includes

‘not only the material to be found in Bultmann's "Semeia Source" but much
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more besides, e.g. the passion-reswrrection narrative, In extent Fortna's
“Signs Gospel® comprises about a fifth of the total size of the Fourth

Gospel.(s)

Fortna believes that his "Signs Gospel" sprang from a Jewish-Christian

milieu" (ibid,., 223). Its author and audience, he claims, appear to have
been bilingual, a conclusion he reaches on the basis of both Aramaic and
Greek words which are not translated, or alternatively, are used inter-

(7)

changeably.

Unlike Bultmann Fortna attributes a negligible role to the redactor., It

is for this reason that he finds it possible to reconstruct the source in
.such great detail.‘ And because he has been able to reconstruct it with,

in his own opinion at least, such a high degree of probability the question
that interests us is whether the "Signs Gospel", presuming that Fortna'fs
reconstruction of it is substantially correct, has its own destination and
purpose, and whether the evangelist has retained these in the final form of
the gospel. Fortna himself has no doubts about the answer to the first
part of the question posed above when he tells us that the *Signs Gospel*'is
a missionary tract with a single end, to show (presumably to the potential
Jewish convert) that Jesus is the Messiah" (ibid., 225; see also 234).
Everything contained in the source is geéred to demonstrating the truth of
this statement.  For this reason Fortna can describe his source as being

“frankly and simply christological"-(ibid., 228, with the underlined word

being in italics in the text).

Whether the purpose of the "Signs Gospel" is also the purpose of the Fourth
Gospel as a whole is a question that is beyond the scope of Fortna's work,
though he believes that his characterization of the source does not rule

out the possibility that *John may have had a similar purpose (among others)®
to that of the "Signs Gospel" (ibid., 234, n. 1).(8) It has been left to
other scholars to show, though independently of Fortna's work, that the
Fourth Gospel could have a destination and purpose very similar to that
vhich Fortna believes the "Signs Gospel™ to have had., Among these
particular mention must be made of J.A.T. Robinson and W.C. Van Unnik.
‘These two scholars were not the first to propose, at least in more recent
times, that the Fourth Gospel was addressed to Jews in an attempt to convert

them, That honour goes to K. BornhZuser who elaborated this theory in his

book, Das Johannesevangelium, eine Missionsschrift fir Israel (1928). But
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his arguments did not win much support and as a consequence the theory
itself was not given a great deal of attention. However Bornhduser's
theory, if not all of his arguments, has been revived by the two scholars

. 9 . . . s
mentlonedg It is to their views vthat we must now turn our attention.

(B) ¥.C. Van Unnik and J.A,T., Robinson

(1) An Outline of their Theories and Arguments

(a) van Unnik, after having discussed what he considered to be the
important evidence, concluded that "the purpose of the Fourth Gospel
was to bring the visitors of a synagogue in the diaspora (Jews and God-

fearers) to belief in Jesus as the Messiah of Israel.,” In his view,

therefore, the Fourth Gospel was primarily *a missionary book for the Jews™ .

who still had to be won over (op. cit., 195),

This author begins his argument by drawing attention to the importance that
must be attached to the evangelistl!s own statement of his purpose in 20:30-
317. In his discussion of the various elements of this statement Van Unnik
pays particular attention to the way in which the Fourth Gospel understands
and uses the term "Christ" (ibid., 174,ff). He attempts to show that

“Christ" is not merely a name for Jesus but rather a meaningful title, and

B _one that is used in the same way throughout the whole of the Gospel except

in 1317 and 17:3. Because "Christ"™ (or "the Anointed One", as Van Unnik
would prefer to translate it) is no more than a translation of *Messiah"
this author believes that it is a title which "brings us into the Jewish
sphere” (ibid., 175) since this is a concept that the Jews alone would
have understood. As he says, '"To the Greeks it was quite unintelligible”
(Egig.,*176). This argument, Van Unnik claims, seems to be *a strong
indication that the gospel has something to do with Jews or Jewish

Christians to whom the title 'the Anointed One! was important® (ibid.).

In the pages which follow (ibid., 177,ff) Van Unnik takes up W. Bauer's
contention that nc importance should be attached to *Messiah™ and "the
king of the Jews" in the Fourth Gospel since John is merely heaping upon
Jesus all the titles that were current in the Christian Church of his day.
According to Bauer, John.was not thinking in Jewish categories because by
that stage the Church had broken away from Judaism. This contention leads
Van Unnik to examine the way in which the theme of kingship is handled in
‘the Fourth Gospel and its relationship to that of "Messiah™. His analysis

leads him to conclude that *although the nationalistic Messianism is not
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shared by John, he stands on the ground of Jewish messianic belief*" (ibid.,
180). 1In other words, like the term "Messianh”, "the king of the Jews"

would have been meaningful only to the Jews.

After discussing the evidence of the Acts of the Apostles, Hegesippus, and

‘the Dialogue of Justin Martyr that can be used in support of the view that

the phrase **that Jesus is the Christ® is one that *has its roots in the
Christian mission among the Jews! (igig., 182; see also 180-183) and the
value of the theme of *witness" and the "éigns" for proving Jesus'!
Messiahdiip (ibid., 184-188), Van Unnik turns his attention to the other
elemeht of the evangelist's stated purpose in writing his gospel, namely
the term "Son of God* (ibid., 189). He argues that it is a separate title

and one that points to the divinity of Christ (cf. 5:18, 10:33,ff).

Van Unnik's final argument that the Fourth Gospel was addressed to Jews is
centred on the background of the gospel. He writes: *Who else in the
Roman world could be interested in the question whether the Messiah had
appeared in Jesus of Nazareth except Jews or people very strongly‘?ttached
to Judaism, the "God-fearers™ of the synagogues? The whole background of
this gospel is packed with Palestinian stories and conceptions; it smells
of the soil of Palestine." (ibid., 191). At the same time, however, he
notes that there is also in the gospel "much that is strange to Palestine',
ﬁ'fhis leads him to discuss the particular situation for which the Fourth
Gospel was written., This he sees to be "the synagogue where Christians
come with their message", a fact which he believes to be corroborated by
the gospel's interest in the synagogue as such. However, "the synagogue
with which John had relations did not exist in Palestine, but in the
Diasporé" (ibid., 192), a conclusion which Van Unnik reaches on the grounds
that (i) the evangelist explains various ‘'Palestinian' customs, (ii) his
language contains not only semitic elements but also some f'typically Greek
expressions”, and (iii) his interest in the "scattered ones". If the
synagogue in question is not to be situated in Palestine, then where was
it? Van Unnik believes that we must seek the answer to this question in
the gospel's references to Jesus'! going to "the dispersion of the Greeks"
(igig., 193). 1In his view this reference can only be explained in the
light of the evangelist's special interest in that part of the world. This
interest can also be seen in the reference to "the Greeks" at the feast

(12:20).

Thus it is that Van Unnik comes to the conclusion that the Fourth Gospel

was a book used by Christians in a synagogue in the Diaspora of. the Greeks



with the purpose of winning over the Jews to belief in Jesus as the

Messiah and the Son of God.

(b) Robinson, who readily acknowledges that his position is substantially
the same as that of Van Unnik (op. cit., 108), believes that the
Fourth Gospel in its present form is "an appeal to those outside the Church,

to win to the faith that Greek-speaking Diaspora Judaism to which the author.

now finds himself belonging as a result (we may surmize) of the greatest
dispersion of all, which has swept from Judaea Church and Synagogue alike,
His ovérmastering concern is that *the great refusal' made by his countrymen
at home should not be repeated by those other sheep of God's flock among
.whom he has now found refuge” (ibid., 125; underlined words appear in italics

in the text).

Robinsbn begins his argument with a consideration of the statement that St
John's Gospel is the most anti~Jewish of the four,. While he admits that
there are undoubtedly anti~Jewish elements in the gospel, he warns against
assuming,'for this reason alone, that the Fourth Gospel should therefore be
considered to be pro-Gentile, He *himself believes with J.B. Lightfoot that
t'thié‘g03pel 'is the most Hebraic book in the New Testament, except perhaps

the Apocalypsel,

In support of this contention Robinson afgues first of all that Judaism is
not condemned "from without’ but *"from within', Further, not only is Jesus
portrayed és a Jew in the Fourth Gospel; *the world of the Gospel narrative
is wholly a Jewish world" (igig., ﬁ09). Unlike the Synoptics where the

" centre pf'the stage is also occupied by the Jews but where "we are conscious
always of the Gentiles pressing in on the wings" (ibid., 110), 'the Gentiles!
get practically no mention at all in the Fourth Gospel, The term itself does
not appear, there are no Gentile witnesses to Jesus, nor is there any
.mention of a mission among or an appeal to the Gentiles in spite of the
frequent use of the term Kéc}aos (cfe €egey 1:29, 3:17, 7:4, etc.).(1o) The
only Gentile to be mentioned in the Gospel is Pilate and he was "hérdly the

figure by whom to commend the Gospel to the Gentiles* (ibid., 109)&11)

Robinson argues that, unlike Paul, John is not concerned with the relation.
between Jew and Gentile, but rather with *the relation of Judaism to the true
Israel, the true vine - and that means, for him, to Jesus as the Christ., For
to John the only true Judaism is the one that acknowledges Jesus as its

Messiah, Becoming a true Jew and becoming a Christian are one and the same
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‘thing” (ibid., 113). Following Van Unnik*s lead, Robinson pays attention
to the ﬁeaning to be given to the terms "Christ" and “Son of God" in this
context. Further, the 0ld Testament images which Jesus uses to describe
himself - the Manna (6:32-35), the Light (8:1), the Shepherd (10:11-16),

the Vine (15:1-6) = all "represent him in his person as the true Israel of

God" (ibid., 114). These considerations lead Robinson to discuss what he
- believes is the problem which John set out to answer, namely, how can a

Jew believe in Jesus while remaining loyal to his traditional faith,

Because of the absence of any evidence of interest in the Gentiles, Robinson
suggests that *the Heimat of the Johannine tradition, and the milieu in

which it took shape, was the heart of southern Palestinian Judaism® (ibid.,
116)« Thus in his view "John's is essentially an Aramaic-speaking background".
But in spite of this Robinson believes that the Gospel is for a Greek-
speaking public; to be precise, for a Jewish Greek-speaking public. He
arrives at this conclusion after an examination of the references to "the
Greeks" in the Fourth Gospel, He argues that the phrase "the diaspora of

the Greeks" in 7:35 means nothing other than "the Jews of the Greek Diaspora”.
#The 'EAAnves are for him the Greek-speaking Jews living outside Palestineﬁ
: (ipid., 116,f). For Robinson, therefore, the division in the Fourth Gospel
is not between Jews and Gentiles but rather between "Jews" (i.e. the Jews

of Palestine) and "Greeks™ (i.e. the Jews of the Greek Diaspora). It is

this division which contains the clue to the evangelist!s purpose in writing
his gospel, In itself it is an indication of the tension that existed

within Judaism itself, énd the pejorative use of the term "the Jews" should
be seen in this context as referring to Palestinian Judaism (ibid., 118).
Now, because the gospel must be seen as addressed to Jews and Palestinian
Judaism as rejecting Jesus, it is logical to éssume, in Robinson's opinion,
that it must have been directed at the Judaism of the Diaspora. In support
-of this argument Robinson appeals to 11:51,f., where we read: %He (Caiaphas)
did not say this of his own accord, but being high priest that year he
prophesied that Jesus should die for the nation, and not for the nation only,
‘but to gather into one the children of God who are scattered abroad.™ He
believes that *nation" (&Owvos ) refers to "metropolitan Judaism™ and "the
children of God (Tékw Tod Beod ) who are scattered abroad® refers to the
Jews of the Diaspora. He also argues that the “other sheep that are not of
this fold" but which must be gathered in by the Good Shepherd (10:16) is a
reference to the Jews of the Diaspora. In similar fashion does he interpret

the phrase, "that they may be one" which recurs in chapter 17 (ibid., 120,f).

Finally, those aspects of the Fourth Gospel that could perhaps be used to

undermine his theory, namely, the cxplanation of various Jewish titles and
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customs by the evangelist, Robinson explains either as Aramaic-speaking
Judaism being interpreted for "those who knéw nothing of its language and
ethos'" or as an attempt by the evangelist to exploit as fully as possible
every detail that could be significant in showing Jesus as the true |

fulfilment of Judaism (ibid,, 123).

(2) Evaluation of the Evidence

"It would be impossible in a general discussion of this nature to examine

~each and every argument which Van Unnik and Robinson use to prove their
theory. Some of the material used by them we have discussed and evaluated
elsewhere, in different contexts. We shall therefore, concentrate oﬁ
those aspects that appear to be of vital importance to their theory and on

which the rest of their argument is built.

The new element fhat this theory introduces into our investigation of the
Fourth Gospel's destination and purpose is its attempt to prove that this
gospel was addressed to the Jews of the Diaspora., These authors believe
that it is possible to understand the gospel as a whole in the light of
- this contention, The important point, therefore, is whether or not the
““levidence brought forward in support of this destination is convincing. It
is to this that we must first turn our attention, This evidence is primarily
centred on certain specific texts in the gospel, the more important of which
- we shall now discuss,
(a) “The Jews said to one another, t!Where does this man intend to go
that we shall not find him? Does he intend to go to the Dispersion

among the Greeks and teach the Greeks?" (7:35).

Robinson (ibide, 112, ne 7) believes that the phrase, "the Dispersion among
the Greeks" (ﬂ QlucﬁToﬁl'dluthxﬁvvﬁl) is ambiguous., It could mean, he
says, 'the Greek-speaking Diasporat, (i.e. the Jews); in this case !the
Greeks?' of the second part of the verse would be an abbreviated way of
referring to the same group. Or, it could mean the ‘Diaspora resident

among the Greeks', in which case, he says, ‘the Greeks! would be Gentiles,
Because of the lack of conclusive evidence of the meaning intended, Robinson
_beiieves_that "the decision between them can in fact only be made in the

light of the Johannine context as a whole".(12)

The final comment of Robinson just quoted absolves him, in his own eyes,

of any need to justify his preference for the former interpretation of "the

dispersion among the Greeks' on contextual groundse. However, the context



131,

of the verse does appear to weigh against Robinson's interpretation. After
all, as Brown (Johm, 314) points out, what would have been the point of
these Jerusalem Jews suggesting to Jesus that he should rather go off to
some other Jews who happened to speak a different language. There is
nothing to indicate that he would have got a better reception from them,
If, on the other hand, one accepts that the Jews were suggesting to Jesus
that he should go and teach the Gentiles such an interpretation would
capture both the irony and the disdain of the question which the context

seems to suggest was intended.,

(b) *Now among those who went up to worship at the feast were some

Greeks* (12:20),

As we have seen, Van Unnik (op. cite, 193) believes that "the Greeks" in
question were %"Greek pilgrims, Jews or at least very much interested in
Judaism", Robinson (op. cit., 111,f) unhesitatingly accepts that *they
are Greek-sPéaking Jews®, He believes that *there is no suggestion that
they are merely t'God-fearers! or even that they had once been Gentiles",
In adopting this interpretation these two authors find themselves_in the
minority since most scholars are of the opinion that these "Greeks! were

(13)

non-Jewse,

It seems that both Robinson and Van Unnik, on the assumption that "Greeks"
in 7:35‘refefs'to Jews, feel that they are entitled to make the same '
conclusion in this instance, This, of course, is no more justified here
than it was in 7:35. There is absolutely nothing in the context to
suggest that the "Greeks* at the feast were "Jews", Van Unnik notes, it
is true;vthat special attention is given to Philip in this episode who,
together with Andrew, are the only two disciples bearing Greek names. "It
is he (Philip) who brings the Greeks to Jesus" (op. Cit., 194).(14) ‘This
leéds Van Unnik to speculate whether perhaps the readers of the Fourth
Gospel might have had close relations with him., Clearly, even if this
might have been the case, such an argument does not tell us anything at
all about the identity of *the Greeks®” for even if they had been Gentiles
there is no feason why they too could not have a special relation with

Philip, as proposed by Van Unnik.

(c) We have noted above the way in which Robinson in particular uses 10:16,
11515,f., and 17:11,21, etce.; to bolster his argument that the Fourth Gospel

was written for Greek-speaking Jews of the Diaspora. Again, however, these

verses by no means indicate this. Rather it is a question of Robinson,
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working on the hypothesis that the Fourth Gospel was written for Jews of
the Diaspora, then sets about interpreting these verses in such a way as

to make them fit in with that hypothesis.

A general criticism, therefore, of the attempts of Van Unnik and Robinson
at establishing the destination and purpose of the Fourth Gospel is that
they appear to start with the hypothesis that the gospel was written for
Jews of the diaspora in an effort to win them over., Then they attempt to

fit the evidence into the framework of that hypothesis,

What both authors appear to have overlooked, however, is that it is

pssible to explain the evidence they bring forward in other ways and
probably even more satisfactorily. For example, granting for the sake of
argument, that the Fourth Gospel contains much that would have been
intelligible and of interest to Jews alone(15) these two authors have not
shown why the Fourth Gospel could not have been written for Christian Jews
in the Diaspora as opposed to unbelieving Jews. It seems to me, and this

is a point to which we shall return in the next chapter, that there is much
in this gospel that makes sense only if it is seen as being addressed to
believers, In our discussion of the sacramental polemic theory, for
example, we saw there that the evangelist seems to presume that his readers
are already familiar with certain basic facts about the sacraments. Further,
‘even Van Unnik (ope Cite, 195) is rced to concede that perhaps John 13-17
wvere written for Christians. There is very little doubt that these chapters
are centred around the question of the believer!'s relation to Christ and to
the world and to one another, and that it is not possibleAto interpret them
in term; of a missionary purpose for the gospel, Since these chapters form

a substantial part of the gospel they cannot be overlooked,

Robinson himself comes very close to the truth about the Fourth Gospel, and
,in so doing undermines his own position, when he states (op. cite., 113)
that for John *the simple question is the relation of Judaism to the true
Israel, the true vine -~ and that means, for him, to Jeéus as the Christ.,
For to John the only true Judaism is one that acknowledges Jesus as its
Messiah., Becoming a true Jew and becoming a Christian are one and the same
_ thing." Clearly, therefore, the real division should be between those who
afe the ¥“true" Jews and those who are not. This is a division which surely
must transcend purely geographical boundaries as is implied by the terms

"metropolitan Judaism" and "diaspora Judaism® (op. cit., 118).(16)

It can, in fact, be argued against Robinson that his division of Judaism

into these two clear-cut categories is somewhat arbitrary. H. Marshall, for
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example, in his érticle, Palestinian and Hellenistic Christianity @

. Some Critical Comments" notes how difficult it is to make a hard and fast
distinction between Palestinian and Hellenistic Judaisme. In his opinion
nthe distinction bétween Aramaic-speaking and Greek-speaking Jewswas a fluid
one* (op. citas, 279). Whatever might be the merits of this view, it must be
accepted as being most unlikely that the two groups referred to by Robinson
were so separate and cut off from each other that it would have been
necessary to explain those aspects of "Aramaic-speaking Judaism" and the
'ofher Jewish customs to which Robinson refers (op. cita, 123).(17) Further,
and this to my mind is a very importént point which neither Van Unnik nor
Robinson adequately explains, the Fourth Gospel makes it very clear that’

" even within what Robinson calls "metropolitan Judaism" there were in

addition to those who did not believe in Jesus, those who did believe.(18)

Finally, when Van Unnik (op. cit., 191) says that #the wayvin which John
formul#ted his purpose brings us into the sphere of the synagogue where
Chrisfians come with their message® he fails to take into account the
references in the Fourth Gospel to the qﬁestion of exclusion from the
synagogue (9:22, 12:42, and 16:2)s He aiso appears to be unaware of the

introduction of the Birkath-ha-Minim into the Shemoneh Eshreh in

approximately 90 A.De If this development made it very difficult for
believers evén to attend the synagogue, it certainly meant that they would
nevér-have been allowed openly to preach belief in Jesus in the synagogue
itself, as Van Unnik seems to presume, for the profession of such belief
would have resulted not only in exclusion from the synagogue but also from

Judaism itself.(19)

(3) Conclusion

There is much in the arguments of Van Unnik and Robinson concerning the
nature of the contents of the Fouwrth Gospel with which we could agree,
e.ge the meaning to be attached to the terms, "Christ®™ and "Son of Gog",
the place of anti-Jewish elements, etc, However, tnese authors are far
from convincing when it comés to the guestion of the destination 6£ the
gospel. Their arguments here are, for the most part, nothing but
conjectures, while at the same time they fail to take into account other

important aspects of the gospel.
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IT.  THE GENTILES

.(A) Tntroduction

The previous section of this chapter concentrated on those theories which
suggest that the Fourth Gospel was written with a view to converting the
Jews, Qther schelars have, howevér, proposed that this gospel was
addressed not to Jews but to a Gentile audience.(zo) In their view the
evangelist set out to explain and interpret Christianity in a way
meaningfﬁl and intelligible to such an audience, Thus, ina attempt to
win these people over to Christianity it is suggested that the fourth
evangelist used current religious and philosophical terms and concepts
with which the Gentiles would have been familiar, E.F. Scott (The Fourth
Gospel, 6) elaborates the point as follows: *In order that the religion
might naturalise itself in the larger Gentile world to which, since the
- days of Paul, it had chiefly appealed, it required to find expression in
the Hellenistic modes of thoughtee.. The writer of the Fourth Gospel, not
content with employing a'Greek idea here and there, attempts an entire re-

statement of the Christian message in terms of current philosophy*.,

The scholar who has pursued this approach the most thoroughly is undoubtedly

C.H. Dodd. 1In his book The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel he writes

that this gospel was “addressed to a wide public consisting primarily of
devout and thougntful persons (for the thoughtless and religidusly
indifferent would never trouble to open such a book as this) in the varied
and cosmopolitan society of a great Hellenistic city such as Ebhesus under

the Roman Empire”, Dodd (ibid., 8) believes that it is a non-Christian

public to whom the evangelist wishes to address his appeal., He does not,
of course rule out that Christian readers would also have made great use
of this gospel. On the contrary, a Christian, after his conversion and
having become familiar with the life and beliefs of the Church, would

“find in it vastly more than had been obvious at a first reading".(21)

In the first part of his book Dodd examines the Hermetic literature, the
writings of Philo of Alexandria, Rabbinic Judaism, Gnosticism and Mandaism
in order to see whether it is possible to establish a common background of
thought and language between any of‘them and the Fourth Gospel, and
whether it is likely that they could have influenced the way in which this

gospel was composed,

Following Dodd we shall, in this section, discuss the evidence for
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possible affinities between the Fourth Gospel and the Hermetic literatwre
and the writings of Philo.(22) However, because it has sometimes bheen
claimed that there are also affinities between Greek PhilbsoPhy and the
Mystery Religions and the Fourth Gospel we shall also include a brief

discussion of these in our inquiry.

(B) The Evidence

(1) Greek PhilosoPhy(23)

It has been claimed thattraces of Platonism and Stoicism in particular
have been found in the Fourth Godspel., Hence a brief word is necessary-on

each of these,

(a) Among other things Plato is famous for the theory of ideas which he

developed. According to this theory there are two general categories
of objects, viz., those that can be perceived by the senses, and objects
of thought ("ideas"), For example, a person sees one particular triangléi
that has a specific size and shape out of a possibly infinite number of
triangles. This means that the object perceived by the senses is both
limited and imperfect. It is limited in that it is only one of many
similar objects that is perceived; it is imperfect in that it is subject
to change, But in addition to what is perceived by the senses the
individual also possesses an "idea" of a triangle.. This *idea® is

considered to be both perfect and immutable in that it covers all possible

triangles. According to Plato, therefore, objects that are perceived by
the senses are less perfect than the "idea®™ that a person has of that
object. Hence greafer reality must be attributed to the world of ideas
than to the world of senscry objects. The latter is, in fact, no more
than a reflection of the former, Thus in the search for true reality

one must go beyond sensory data.

When we turn to the Fourth Gospel we find Jesus at times emphasizing
that that which the people perceive is not the "true" reality; rather
does it point to something else. By way of example we may refer to the

following:

(i) 1In Chapter 4 we see Jesus discussing the relative merits of
: natural water and the water that he gives,; water that wells

up to eternal life,

(ii) 1In Chapter 6:25,ff, he compares the manna given in the
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wilderness -with the f'true bread from heaven"_(T%»tieTowféﬂ-
To O chcwoG Tow &)«q@:\/civ ). Unlike the manna, this
'bread” gives life to the world.
(iii) 1In Chapter 11:25 Jesus tells Martha that "he who believes
. in me, though he die, yet shall he live.* Here the

contrast is between ordinary human existence and "eternal®
o (24) :
‘life,

(iv) Finally, it is possible to see Platonic influence in the
fourth evangelistls use of contrast between that which is
_%above" and what is "of the earth" (3:31), and between the

“spirit*™ and the “flesh" (3:6, 6:63).

(b) As far as Stoicism is concerned, the Fourth'Goépelis closest contact
with it is supposed to be in the use it makes of the concept /\éyos.
In the Stoic system the /\67(33 represented a divinefreaéon that was
immanent in the world as a whole, i.e. in both nature and man, It was
considered to be the creative source of the unity and perfection that
existed in the world, For this reason it was referred to as )u§7os
GTET?bikaos. Because'its task was to regulate all thi@gs it came to be'_'

identified with Fate.(zs)

(2) Hellenistic Judaism : Philo of Alexandria(zs)

Philo of Alexandria (ca 20 B.C. - 49 A.D.) was a contemporary of Christ.,
He set out to reconcile the faith of Israel and the ténets of Greek
Philosophy; as Wilson (op. cit., 36) puts it : *Philo seeks to show that
Judaism, so far from being merely a vain superstition, is nét incompatible
with philosophy, but in fact embraces all that:is beéf'in pﬁiiosopﬁy - if
it be approached in the proper way." ' This he attempted to demonstrate
mainly by expounding and interpreting in an allegorical fashion the
writings of the 0ld Testament.(27) Howard (St John, 452) tells us that
fthis Alexandrian Jew was a prolific author whose books were for the most
part allegorical expositions of the Pentateuch, in which the thoughts of
Moses were interpreted according to Platonic or Stoic teaching. Others
were either philosophical dialogues or apologetic works."<28)

C.H. Dodd (Interpretation, 73) is of the opinion that *"whatever other

elements of thought may enter into the background of the Fourth Gospel,
it certainly presupposes a range of ideas having a remarkable resemblance

to those of Hellenistic Judaism as represented by Philec.' The more
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important of these resemblances mayibe brieflyAsummarized as follows:

(a) The mbét'frequently noted resemblance is the use of kéﬂcs by the
Fourth Gospel and Philo. While it is confiééd.to the Prologue of the
Fourth Gospel it is to be found about 1300 times in the wrltlngs of Philo.
It appears that he gives to the term a vide variety of meanings which make
it difficult todve a full and“yet consistent description of what he under-
stood by the term. Howard (St John, 453) sums uwp the main points of
Pnilo's teachings concerning the Logos thus: *The Logos is both the reason
and the word of Gdd; the intermediary acting in the cfeation of the
visible world; the image of God through whom the whole universe was
framed; -thé revezler of God who enlightens men, distributes his gifts to
them, and sustains their spiritual life; the high priestly mediator and
intercessor (Paraclete) for men with the Father of the world.“(zg)
One further point that should be noted at this stage is that Philo's
concept of the Logos has been influenced to some extent by the Wisdom
Literature with which Phllo would have been very familiar, 11v1ng, as he

was, in Alexandrla.(So)

Having outlined the nature of Philo's Logos Dodd then sets out to
establish the extent of Lhe parallellsm between PhllO and the Fourth
Gospel which he descrlbes as’ "renarkable“ (31) While it is true that the
term Logos only appears in the Prologue_of the Fourth Gospel, Dodd (3252"
279) is of the opinion that “the»substéhée of a Logos-doctrine similar to
that of Philo is present all.through the gospel, and that the use of the
actual term )vgyos in the Prologue,.in-a sense corresponding to that
doctriné, though it is unparalleled in tbe rest of the gospel, falls

readily into place;"

While the possible affinity between the Fourth Gospelt!s and Philo's use

of Logos is certainly the best known, it is not the only one,

(b) Dodd (ibid., 55) believes that there is "a real affinity" between
the fourth evangelist and Philo in their use of symbolism, "There
~is", he says, "an important range of symbolism common to both." In this
context he refers to the use that both authors make off"light*'as a
symbolef Deity in His relation to man and the world"™; the *symbolism
centred in the ‘idea of God as the Fountain from which life-giving water

streams"; and the symbolic use of the *shepherd” image*., Dodd (ibid.,
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57) concludes this discussion with the important observation that "all
these symbols have warrant in the 0ld Testament, and this will be found
to be true generally of the symbolism both of Philo and of the Fourth
Gospel"”

~(c) -Dodd (ibid., 58-66) also sees some similarities in the approach of
the fourth evangelist and of Philo to the question of knowledge of
" God, For both "to know God is the chief end of man and his highest
blessedness” (ibid., 58). According to the fourth evangelist the "way"
to this knowledge is Jesus himself (14:5,f) whereas for Philo it is
wisdom or philosophy. This does not mean that Philo believes that a man
comes to a knowledge of God through the workings of the human intellect
alone, Rather, he believes that God revealed himself‘particulariy to the
prophets, the greatest of Which was Moses whose writings are to be found
in the Pentateuch., 1In his search for God man makes use of this revealed

knowledge,

Two other aspects of this knowledge that both Philo and the fourth evangelist
stress are fiighiand love, Knowledge of God results in a man becoming a
"son of God" not in a literal sense but at most by adoption, according to

, ;Philo;‘ similarly, to know God is "eternal life" - an idea developed by

both Philo and the fourth evangelist. In the course of his discussion

Dodd shows that the source of mahy of the ideas listed above can be found

in the writings of the 0ld Testament,

(d) Bernard (op. cit.) has also drawn attention to certain similarities

between Philo and the Fourth Gospel; for example,

(i) In Jh 4:23 we read: "But the hour is coming and now is, when
the true worshippers will worship the Father in spirit and
truth,  for such the Father seeks to worship him." 1In Philo

(Quod Deterius Potiori insidiari soleat, 7) we find the words,

"Genuine religious services are those of a soul offering the

plain and only sacrifice; viz. truth® (Befnard, ibide, I, 149).

(ii) Jn 5:19 tells us that the Son cannot do anything except what -
.He sees the Father doing. Philo, on the other hand, speaks
of the TpesRbrTuTes OIds  or Weuxréyovas as one *who

-imitated the ways of the Father and, seeing archetypal

patterns, formed-certain species™ (De Confusione Linguarum, 14,

quofed in Bernard, ibid., I, 239) .
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(iii) As in the case of Jn 15:15 Philo similarly distinguishes the
¢ihot of God from his do3Not . (cf. Bernard, ibid., II, 487) .

v (iv) while many Jewish commentators developed the idea that manna
was a symbol of heavenly food Phi}o alone, it seems, compares
it to the 9@?0{ Aéde’ . This comparison could conceivably
have had some influence on the saying found in Jn 6:35:12713

NS é’tfﬂ‘cs T3S “YusAs (cf. Bermard, ibid., I, 196,f).

(3) Egrmeticism(Sz)

Some scholars (33) have searched the pages of the Hermetic literature for
‘evidence of possible influence on the Fourth Gosﬁel. These writings,
frequently referred to collectively as the “Hermetica® or the %Corpus
Hermeticum", consist of a series of tractates or libelli, written by
different authors, that deal not only with religious énd philosophical
questions but also with astrology, magic or alchemy.(34) Scott (op. cit., 8)
wrifes as follows about the overall nature of this literature: ®There is no
one system of Hermetic philosoﬁhy or theology, no one body of fixed dogmas;
each of these numerous writers had his own manner of thinking, and looked

" at things from his own point of view; and there are wide differences
between the teaching of one libellus and that of another. But underlying
all these differences there is a certain general similarify, such as would
naturally result from similar training and a common environment.* Thus
‘they all show points of contact with Greek Philosophy, especially Platonism
“and St01c1sm( ) while there is also some evidence of contact with Judalsm(36)
Most of the tractates are in the form of dialogues in which various . .
"revelations" are given usually by Hermes Trismegistus. While there seems

to be no doubt that they are Egyptian in origin these 11be111 were never-

theless written 1n Greek, (37)

It seems more than likely that these tractates, as we know them, wvere
written in the 2nd and 3rd centuries A.D.(38) It is most probable, there-
fore, that in this form they began to be circulated after the appearance of
the Fourth Gospel. This fact has led some scholars to.enquire whether it

is possible to uncover traces of Christian influence in these writings. As
far as the Fourth Gospel is concerned, the two tractates that provide the
closest similarities to the language of this gospel are the first,
"Poimandres", and the thirteenth, Mepi ”m/\IYY(»‘_vC—_c-z,oLS . While it cannot
Be doubted that the Genesis account of creation has influenced the author of

“Poimandres', Dodd (Interpretation, 33) agrees "with Reitzenstein and Scott

that there is no sufficient reason for suspecting any Christian influence,"
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While Dodd (op. cit., 52) is unwiIling to admit that there is evidence of
Christian influence in fjef‘ ne<%(77e;mtcﬁﬁs, he does not rule out this
possibility. F.M, Braun (op. cit., 290) believes that we are entitled to
think that Asclepius, another Hermetic work, was composed in a milieu
that had already been penetrated by Christian influences and in which the
Fourth Gospel had been exploited by the Gnostics. In fact, he believes
that there are indications that this work was anti-Christian in purpose,
However the apologetic motive, he notes, appears to be absent from
Poimandres, Hence what might be true of Asclepius cannot be applied to

Poimandres as the nature of each work is so different.

As a general conclusion, therefore, it can be stated that those tractates
that concern us here (I and XIII), while they may have received their
written form after the publiéation'of the Fourth Gospel, do not show signs
of having been influenced by this work., In the case of Poimandres it is
clear that the author has, in part, used material that pre-existed the
Fourth Gospel, namely, the Septuagint. Further, there is no intrinsic

reason why other material in the Corpus Hermeticum could not have been in

existence prior to the Fourth Gospel, even if only in an embryonic form.
On this point Dodd (op. cit., 12) writes: "Most of these writings are
probably later in date than the Fourth Gospel, though the earliest of
them may not be very much later. But the type of religious thought they
. represent can be traced to an earlier period, In particular, its
essentials seem to be presupposed in Philo, for while the non-Hebraic
strain in Philo's-thought often recalls the Hermetica quite strikingly, I
can find no grounds for concluding that they were directly influenced by

Philo."

It is now time to turn our attention to the two tractates which, as I
have already mentioned, show the closest affinities to the Fourth Gospel.

These are Poimandres (I) and ﬂeFT ﬂu)xtyyexlé—_c‘{eks (X1I11),

(a) Ppoimandres

The Ffirst part of this tractate attempts to explain how the world came to:
be, and the origin and nature'of man, Poimaﬁdres,'"the Mind (Nous) of the
Absolute% (2) undertakes to do this‘by means of a revelation. This
revelation is followed by an explanation of how man can ascend to the
Father, Once this revelation has been completed the authqr himself goes
out to enlighten other men., Some accept him and these he instructs, but

others reject him thereby gidng themselves up to deathg39)
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The similarities between Poimandres and the Fourth Gospel that some scholars
claim to have uncovered can be grouped under two headings, namely, *verbal'

and "thematic",

(1) Verbal Affinities

Dodd believes that “there is an unmistakable 'Johannine! ring (if we may put
it so) about much of the language" of Poimandres, In support of this
contention he provides a list of "the more striking parallels to the Fourth

Gospel! (Interpretation, 33).(40)

(ii) Thematic Affinities

1. Perhaps the most striking similarity, on the thematic level, between

. /
Poimandres and the Fourth Gospel concerns the use of the term Ac»fos .
It is true that much of what Poimandres has to say about the kéycs could

find an echo in the Genesis account of creation. As Dodd (Interpretation,

41) puts its: "Its appearance in the creation myth of the Poimandres is
probably due to the Jewish doctrine of the creative word of the Lord, since
the Hermetist is here folldwing the myth of Genesis as interpreted in
Jewiéh—Héllenistic exegesis.' However the Aéycs of Poimandres does appear
at times to be described in terms closer to the Prologﬁe of the Fourth

' Gospel than to Genesis, For example, the Aéyos of Poimandres is said to
be *"luminous® (4x476nﬂ55;6) (compare Jn 1:4); it is also called UioS
BecG (6) (compare Jn 1:18); by his }«;fos God "has constituted what
exists" (31) (compare Jn 1:3).(41)

2, Poimandres (12,ff) tells us that "the Father of all, the Nous, who is
life anq light, bore avMan (7&A}fuﬂTos ) who was like him, whom he loved as
his own child.® God handed over to Man all his creatures. Man was not
satisfied with this as 'he himself also wanted to creéte, and his Father
allowed him." As a result of this he descended into the creafed sphere and
came to be united with Nature. Poimandres (15) concludes: “That is why.
man, unlike all the living things on earth, is twofold: mortal because of

the body, immortal because of the essential Man (otxru—s&‘s gwefuﬁos, ).

While at times it is difficult to obtain a clear picture of”ﬂvGFanoS as

understood by Poimandres, Dodd (Interpretation, 43, f) nevertheless

< CIRY - '
believes that the expression G J(0OS 'R3gz&v9fuﬂkn)as used in the Fourth

o)

b Y)
Gospel *bears some sort of relation to the Av@{aunos of Poimandres, The
Son of Man is God's Son, beloved by His Father, and like Him; He is the
light of the world and the life of men; He descends é,n TOV avdd » and

takes on a material body. He ascends again to His Father, and those who
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are united with Him have knowledge of God and enter into life and 1ight.‘
The differences are obvious and will be discussed later, but it is surely
clear at least that the Son of Man in the Fourth Gospel has more affinity
with theW%JQEL:Wos of Poimandres than with the Son of Man of Jewish

Apocalyptic."

3. It has already been noted that an important element in the Hermetics
_ is the role played by "revelation". Closely associated with this is the
concept*fmSctS and the significance to be dtached to the acquiring of the
same,  This is also an important concept in the Fourth Gospel though the

noun itself is not used by the evangelist.(42)

. , ,
(b) DNepi Nedyyevesies (C.H. XIIT)

As the title itself indicates, this tractate deals with the question of
rebirth. It takes the form of a dE ogue between Hermes and his son, Tat.

According to Dodd (Interpretation, 44) there are indications in.the text

that this tractate "is dependent on the Poimandres, and is intended to

supplement its teaching.”

When a man becomes divine it is because he has been born again., Tat asks
- Hermes from what womb a man can be born again, and from what seed., It is
explained to him that in this rebirth the father is the will of God, the
womb is wisdom, the seed is -the real Good and the‘off5pring is a god, a
childvof God. Even though he himself has been reborn he cannot explain
the process to Tat. However it falls to Hermes to assist Tat to
experienée the same rebirth through which he himself has passed. To be
born agéin a man must cleanse himself from "“the irrational torments of
matter®., As each of these “torments", which include ignorance, grief,
lust, incontinence, injustice, etc., is expelled it is replaced by the
power of God which is the opposite of the particular “torment™ that has
been expelled, ' These *“powers" together constitute the Logos within man,
This Logos constitutes a new organism within the reborn man that is
~divine. Once this stage has been reached the process of rebirth is
completed and the reborn man is fit to worship God.d};‘ro:>)éyou (i.e.

through the divine powers within him - Dodd, Interpretation, 48).

The passage of the Fourth Gospel that most readilysprings to mind when
‘one seeks similarities between it and Tractate XIII is the discussion
between Jesus md Nicodemus on the question of rebirth (Jn 3). However

the similarities between the two are not limited to this chapter of the
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Fourth Gospel., Dodd (Interpretation, 50,f) provides a list of these as

also does Braun (op. cit., 295).

Conclusion

Our brief review of the important Hermetic literature in so far as the
Fourth Gospel is concerned has shown that there are certain verbal
affinities or similarities between the two as well as a degree of
similarity in their respective approaches to some themes, especially those
of '}\c'Yos) 0i0s To0 L’Lv@f:uﬂoo /’;thﬂunos and rebirth, The question,
however, about which scholars are likely to disagree is the extent of the

similarities and the ultimate source of the language and concepts used.

(4) The Mystery Religions(43)

To complete our review of the religious background of the Gentile world in
the 1light of which the Fourth Gospel could have been composed it is now
necessary to add a brief note on the so-called "Mystery Religions®, Like
“Gnosis®" and *Gnostic Systems" this term covers a wide variety of groups.
Howevér as Barrett notes (St John, 30) they were all alike in certain
particulars, "Each rested on a myth, a tale of the Saviowr God, which
generally included his death and resurrection; each offered a means of
initiation by which the neophyte was numbered among the servants of his
Lord, a sacrament or sacraments by which the participant was infused with
the divine life, and so assured that after his death he would successfully
pass through the astral powers and win immortality in union with God."
Among these mystery religions mention may be made of the cult of Attis
(Asia Minor), the cult of Isis and Osiris (Egyptian), the cult of Adonis
(syrian), and Mithraism, even though this latter cult does not fulfil all
the conditions laid down by Barrett, Mithraism, originally a Persian
cult, was taken over by the Roman army. Thus women were excluded from

membership. Further, it did not claim to offer salvation.(44)

That there appears to be a degree of parallelism between the beliefs of -
the *"Mystery Religions® and the Fourth Gospel is apparent, This
parallelism centres around the figure of the Saviour-god and his death and
resurrection, the rites of initiation (cf. Jn 3) and of communion with the
géd through a sacramental meal and resulting in immortality (cf. Jn 6).
.The extent of the parallelism existing between the Fourth Gospel and the
"Mystery Religions" can, however, be only accurately assessed when seen in

the light of the differences'between them, Unlike the mythological savioura

god of the *"Mystery Religions® the Jesus of the Fourth Gospel *had lived,
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and. very recently, a real human life” (Barrett, op., cit;, 31). While it
is possible to argue that there is a considerable amount of sacramental

(45) the evangelist's references are of an

teaching in the Fourth Gospel
indirect nature in that he does not refer to the institution of the
sacraments nor does he refer to them by name, Finally, it should be noted

- that the fourth evangelist does not use the term rLuchViflo\/ .(46)

(C) Evaluation of the Evidence

In evaluating the evidence for a possible relationship between the Fourth
Gospel and the literature discussed above it is not merely sufficient to
establish that there might be verbal or thematic similarities between them.
What must also be taken into account is the possibility that both might
have drawn upon a common scurce for their ideas. Alternatively, it is
péssible that>other bodies of literature might also share the similarities
in ‘question. If it can be shown that this is the case then it is incumbent
upon those who propose the approach we have been discussing in this section
to show that the fourth evangelist was influenced by the literature in.
question and not by other writings. Bearing this point in mind we may now

proceed tc¢ evaluate the evidence,

(1) Greek Philosophy

That the fourth evangelist borrowed directly from Greek Philosophy in

general and from Platonism and Stoicism in particular is highly doubtful.
Ideas such as those.that were discussed under the heading of '"Greek
Philosophy" had already penetrated Judaism itself. Hence if it is possible
tovdemonstrate a similarity between some of the ideas to be found in the
Fourth dbspel and in Greek Philosophy it is more than probable that the

‘evangelist acquired his knowledge of these through Judaism.(47) :

(2) Hermeticism

Any evaluation of the Hermetic Literature must take into account the dates

when these tractates received the form in which they are known to us, It
is generally agreed, as we have seen, that the greater part of this
literature, at least, 1is to be situated in the second and third centuries..
A dating as late as this obviously rules out any direct borrowing frem
them by the fourth evangelist. But, as in the case of the Gnostic
literature, the Hermetica undoubtedly represents and reflects a developed
stége of a movement whose ideas must have been in circulation before they

received the written form which we have inherited. The crux of the

problem, therefore, is whether the fourth evangelist could have been
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influenced by ideas originating among or popularized by the Hermetists,
ideas which were current when he composed his gospel, It is the ideas
in the tractates I and XIIT that concern us for, as ve saw, it is these

that bear the closest resemblances to parts of the Fourth Gospel,

It seems to me that the Corpus Hermeticum has very little light to shed
on the purpose and destination of the Fourth Gospel, and this for the

following reasons:

(a) The so-called "parallels", verbal and thematic, listed by Dodd,
Braun, and others are extremely limited in scope in that they
refer only to very specific parts of the Fourth Gospel, Taking
into account the implications of the principle of selection
which guided the evangelist these limited f'parallels* are not

sufficient to explain the Gospel as a whole,

(v) As a corollary of this, and bearing in mind the size of the

Corpus Hermeticum, it follows that the differences between this

literature and the Fourth Gospel are greater than their
similarities, 1If the evangelist's purpose or destination was
in any way influenced by the ideas of the Hermetists it is not
unreasonable to assume that he would have taken more note of

what they had to saye.

(c) While most scholars rule out any Christian influence on the
writings of the Hermetists, they accept that the Hermetica
shows knowledge of the Septuagint, especially the account of
'hcreation. At the same time there is also evidence of familiarity
with Greek Philosophy, especially Platonism and Stoicism, traces
of which it has been daimed can also be found not only in the

Fourth Gospel but also in contemporary Judaism,

This latter point suggests the conclusion that many of the similarities and

parallels between the Corpus Hermeticum and the Fourth Gospel could be

explained in terms of a common source on which both drew. As far as the
relationship between the Fourth Gospel and Poimandres is concerned, this

seems to be the conclusion of Dodd himself, who writes (Interpretation,

33,f):  "While there is nothing to lead us to infer any direct literary
relationship between the two writings, it will hardly be questioned that
the similarities of expression suggest a common background of religious

_thought,"(48) Regarding the idea of "rebirth® as developed in Tractate
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XIII he comes to a similar conclusion when he writes that "we have probably
to regard the idea of rebirth as belonging to the common baékground of

thought eess” (Opo cit., 53)0

Y"AvBpuwiies and the Johannine “Son of Man"

'One statement of Dodd's that deserves particular attention is that "the Son

: ) ¥
of Man in the Fourth Gospel has more affinity with the AvgfuﬂTbS of

Poimandres than with the Son of Man of Jewish Apocalyptic® (Interpretation,
43). 1If it could be proved that such an assertion is indeed correct this
would be a strong argument in favour of the Fourth Gospel having been
influenced by the Hermetica. For this reason it is necessary for us to
discuss, if only briefly, the possible antecedents of the Johannine usage

in this regard.(49)

The "Son of Man® sayings are in many respects among the most enigmatic of
Athe whole of the New Testament and as a result “Son of Man is the most
difficult of Jesus® titles to understand” (Grant, op. cit., 347)s It is
a problem tﬁat cuts across all four gospels and, strictly speaking, the

" Johannine usage should be studied in the light of the use made of this
title in the Synoptic gospels, ( ) However such an approach would take us
too far away from our main concern in this section, This is with the
antecedents of the title, "Son of Man%, and the influences that could have

shaped the fourth evangelist's thought in this regard,

One scholar who is of the opinion that "Son of Man" is a concept that had
its origin outside the tradition of Israel is C, Colpe.(51) This is a
view which apparently many other scholars share, However the question of
whether or ndt this is a well-substantiated opinion need not detain us
here because what is important is that this concept, irrespective of its
ofigins, had found its way into the literature of Judaism before the
coming of Christ. For this reason it is necessary to distinguish the two
aspects of the problem, viz,, the ultimate origin of the concept itself,
and the use made of it in pre-Christian Judaism once it had found its way
into its literature. 1In the light of these comments.it is clear that the
important qﬁestion that confronts us is whether the fourth evangelist was
dependent upon the use made of the concept in Judaism alone or whether he
also drew primarily pon other sources, e€.g. Poimandres, for his
inspiration. We have already referred to Dodd's views concerning the
latter hypothesis. We must therefore examine the nature of the relation-

ship, if any, between the Johannine use of this concept and that of
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The whole problem is complicated by the fact that -the use which the Qld
Testament writers make of this term is not consistent. Thus it is

possible to distinguish four different meanings that came to be attached

to it, namely,

(i) in the Book of Ezekiel the prophet is addressed as "son of

man; here "man" which is applied to an individual is used

in contrast to God;

(ii) in the Psalms "son of man®” sometimes refers to ‘'man in general!

(esge 8:4), or to Israel or its representative (e.ge. 80:17);

(iii) in the Book of Daniel we find a number of meanings attached to

‘the title: 1in 7:13 the phrase “the one like a son of man" is
used to describe the thumanity! of a being when compared with
the animals that have just been described in the pfevious
verses (7:4,5,6,); because of his role there is something
special about this "son of man"; yet in 7:27 this '"son of
man' appears to represent "the people of the saints of the
Most High" as both are described in almost identicél térms.(sz)
Finally; in 8:17 Daniel himself is addressed as ''son of man""

in much the same way as Ezekiel was;

(vi) in 1 Enoch 46 reference is also made to the *"Son of Man®,
Here, however, according to Dodd (op. cit., 242) it is not
entirely clear that an individual figure of any kind is

intended."

To tufn to the fourth evangelist'!s use of this title: in the Fourth Gospel
we find "Son of Man' used thirteen times (1:51, 3:13,14, 5:27, 6:27,53,62,
8:28, 9:35,>12:23,34, 13:31). The greater number of these refer to the
"raising-up", "glorification* and "éscending to heaven' of the Son of man
(3:13,14, 6:62, 8:28, 12:23,34, 13:31); 1in two instances (6:53,62) the
f"Son of man® provides the "food" that leads to "life"; in 9:35 Jesus
identifies himself with the "Son of man®; '1:51 tells us that 'the angels
of God ascend and descend on the Son of man", while in 5:27 we learn that

" the Son of man has power to sit in judgment because he is the Son of man

,.9)

ot / 5_ !
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When we compare the Johannine wusage with that of the apocalyptic literature

of Judaism we have to admit that the former appears to show only limited
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contact with the latter. HNevertheless there does appear to be evidence
to suggest that the fourth evangelist was influenced to some extent by
the use made of the term in Jewish apocalyptic writings. This is some-

thing which Dodd readily acknowledges. In his book According to the

Scriptures (p.122,f) he writes: "In the Fourth Gospel ess. the idea of
the Son of #an is fundamental, and while it has absorbed elements from
Hellenistic thought about the heavenly or “essential Man" it is at bottom
the concept which results from a combination of Ps viii, Ps lxxx, Dan vii,
and Is liii. The ideas of corporate representation and of glory through
suffering, which, as we have seen, are reguiative from the first, here
receive highly original treatment. In particular, the evangelist brings
into full clarity the truth that the Servant is "exalted and greatly
glorified” (Is. 1ii, 13 LXX) in his sufferings and death, and that it is
through dying that he ‘incorporates men in himself, 'that they may all be

one” (Jn xii,32 and xvii,21)."

It should be noted that one problem encountered with Dodd's approach in
the above cited quotation is that it is by no means proved that the fourth
evangelist!s "Son of Man" must be interpreted as another name for Isaiah's

“Suffering Servant", His suggestion in Interpretation, 245, that Ps 79(80)

should be seen as the closest use to the Johannine "Son of Man" would be a
more fruitful avenue to investigate., As noted above, there is reason to
believe that in this psalm ""son of man" refers to Israel's representative,
a.ve to its king. J. Painter (op. cit., 53,ff) has drawn attention to the
tkingly ! element in the Son of Man theme, especially in so far as it
affects the fourth evangelist'!s understanding of Jesus, Prior to the
events immediately preceding his death "the nature of Jesus! kingship is
shown through the Son of Man theme" (ibid., 54). 1In this way the danger
that people would misunderstand the nature of Jesus' kingship was at least
limited. In contrast to the people's nationalistic -expectations of their
Messiah, the Son of Man is for the fourth evangelist *the supernatural

heavenly king, revealer of heavenly secrets" (ibid,, 55).

‘The conclusion which these brief comments suggest is that while it is
possible that the fourth evangelist has been influenced to some extent at
least by the use of the concept "Son of Man" in pre-Christian Judaism, he
abpears to have given to it a meaning that for the most part is original

and one that suits his purpose and theology better, As Conzelmann (op. cit.,
136) puts it: "John has evidently taken up the title Son of Man from the

(54)

community tradition and shaped it afresh along the lines of his theology".



This conclusion in turn suggests another, viz., that the Fourth Gospel's
“use of "Son of Man" can be explained quite adequately without having
recburse-to the‘fA\AQngTros concept of Poimandres., If it were possible
to prove beyond doubt that'thefe are indeed certain similarities in the
way these two terms are used by their respective authors, then it is also
possible that these similarities have their origin in a common source from
which Jewish apocalyptic and the Hermetic literature drew its inspiration.
Alternatively, the idea of the Hermetic movement itself could have had
éome inflﬁence on the authors of the Jewish apocalyptic literature,
Because of the date when the Hermetic literature came to be composed in
the form known to us it is clear that any influence, in this latter instance,

would have had to have been on the oral level, (55)

“As a Qenéral conclusion to our discussion of Hermeticism we can state that
it has not been proved that the evangelist was even indirectly influenced
by their teaching. Those ideas which it has been claimed the Fourth Gospel

has in common with the Corpus Hermeticum could quite easily have come to

the evangelist from other sources, specifically from Judaism itself,

(3) Philo of Alexandria

When we turn to Philo some of the comments made about the Hermetica are
also applicable here while others obviously do not apply. For example,
because he was a contemporary of Jesus there is no question of Philo
having been influenced by Christian ideas, On the other hand, since it is
quite conceivable that the fourth evangelist could have come into contact
with the writings of Pnilo we cannot rule out Philonic influence on the
Fourth Gospel simply on the grounds of the date when their respective

works came to be composed.

When discussing any possible relationships between Philo and the Fourth
Gospel we must remember that Philo, far more than was the case with the
Hermetists, was indebted to and made use of the works of Judaism, Indeed
his purpose, as we have seen, was to make that same Judaism intelligible
and appealing to the non-Jew. Since the fourth evangelist also drew upon
the writings of Judaism we have here a possible common source for the
parallels and similarities that, according to some scholars, exist in their
respective writings, Thus Dodd (op. cit., 57) admits that the symbolism
which the fourth evangelist and Philo have in common is alsé to be found in
the pages of the 0ld Testament. Similarly, it is possible to argue that

the same is true of their respective use of the concept Logos. Because of



150, -

. the importance attached by scholars who advocate a Gentile missionary
destination and purpose for the Fourth Gospel to the Johannine usage of
this term it is necessary for us, at this stage, t0‘§ause briefly in
order to examine the evidence and arguments brought forward by those who
oppose a Hellenistic interpretation and understanding of this concept.
This latter group of scheclars claim that the origins for the use of this
term, together with the whole of the Proldgue, should be sought rather in
‘the 0l1d Testament. '

. The Prologue and the Logos Concept

One of the first scholars, at least in more modern times, to look for the
source of the Prologue's ideas in the 0ld Testament was R. Harris in his

book, The'Origin of the Prolegue to St John's Gospel, 1917, He was

particularly impressed by the resemblances to be found between the first
five verses of the Prologue and certain verses of the Book of Proverbs.(56)
Among other scholars to defend its Jewish origin were C.F. Burney (The

Aramaic Origin of the Fourth Gospel, 1922) and M. Black (An Aramaic Approach

to the Gospels and Acts, 1954).

In a sense'the key to the determination of the background to and the
possible brigin of.the ideas contained in the Prologue.as a whole - and
therefore to its interpretation also - lies in the use made of the word
Aéyos by the evangelist., In itself Ag;os,is not an unusual word., But it

did have %an extremely extensive rangevof"meanings" (Dodd, Interpretation,

263). The fourth evangelist himself made a wide use of it, as Dodd has
shown (op. cit., 265,ff). However it is generally recognized that its use
in the Prologue is unique. The whole problem therefore is to determine the
source of this usage and the meaning it would have had for the first readers

of the Fourth Gospel.

Those who argue for its Jewish origin usually note that "there is no one
Semitic parallel that explains completely the Prologue's use of 'the Word! "
(Brown, John, 520). They point to a number of usages and concepts in the

01d Testament and Judaism against which its usage in the Prologue *would

be quite intelligible* (ibid.). Re Brown summarizes these under the

(57)

following headings:

(a) "The Word of the Lord" (iMNT YA ; Adyos kupiow )
. - L 1

In Hebrew the term ™} 2 7] refers not only to the ''spoken word®" but also to
T T

the "action% that it prompts. It is as if it has a power of its own., This
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is clearly seén in the lives of the prophets who, having received %the
word of the Lord" were compelled to act in accordance with it, whether
they were willing or not. (See Jer. 1:4-10, Is. 6:1-11, Ezek. 2:1,ff.,
Amos 7:14,15). The power of the "word of the Lord" was also manifested
at creation (Gen. 1:1,£f., Ps, 33;6). In this regard the similarity
between the opening verse of the Book of Genesis and that of the Fourth

Gospel has frequently been noted,

The Hebrews, it is true, did not make a person of fthe word of the Lord",
However, according to their way of thinking, *the word once spoken has a
kind of substantiﬁe existence of its own" (Dodd, op. cit., 264). This is
beautifully illustrated in the words of Is. 55:10-11 where we read, "“For
as the rain and the snow come down from heaven, and return not thither
but water the earth, making it;bring forth and sprout, giving seed to the
sower and bread to the eater, so shall my word be that goes forth from my
mouth; it shall not return to me empty, but it shall accomplish that

which I purpose, and prosper in the things for which I sent it."(ss)

(b) Personified Wisdom (T1ADN, fodix )
T T

" As.has already been noted R. Harris was among the first to note the
similarities between the Prolcgue and the Book of Proverbs, C.H. Dodd,

in his book, The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel, 1965, took over

Harris's list and expanded it, adding to it various apposite references
from the Book of Wisdom (274,f). Whereas Harris confined himself to the
first five verses of the Prologue, Dodd has attempted to find similarities

in the Wisdom literature for the greater part of the Prologue.

R, Brown has noted (op. cit., 522) that “the title, ‘the Word!', is closer
to the prophetic “word of the Lord"; but the description of the activity
of the Word is very much like that of Wisdem®™, For this reason
.comparisons between the Logos and Wisdom are usually. centred on the

activities of both.

The first thing to note about Wisdom is that, unlike the "word of the Lord"
~as described above, it is personified., But having taken note of this basic
difference it must also be pointed out that there is a close association
between the "word of the Lord" and the Ywisdom of God". In the Book of
.Wisdom 9:1,ff.; for example, we read: "God of owr ancestors, Lord of
mercy, who by your word have made all things, and in your wisdom have

fitted man to rule the creatures that have come from you ...."” Here the
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i

two concepts are being used as parallels to one another.(59)

We may swanarize the similarities between what the Wisdom Literature has
to say about Wisdom and what the fourth evangelist has to say about the

Logos thus:

i. Wisdom hérseif comes from the Lord and remains with him for

| ever (Sir. 1:1, compare Jn. 1:18) being *pure emanation of the
glory of the Almighty" (Wis. 7:25, compare Jn, 1}14). Like
the Logos (Jn. 1:44) Wisdom is also described as being }xové—
yeyw]s (¥is. 7:22). Unlike God's word, Wisdom was created
(Prov. 8:22,£f); however she existed "from the beginning
before the earth came into being" (Prov. 8:23, compare Jn. 1:2),
Not only was she present when the world was created (Prov. 8:27),
she had an active role to play in its creation (Wis. 7:22,

8:5,6, 9:2, compare Jn. 1:3).

ii. As far as mankind is concerned, Wisdom means "life" to those

who find her (Prov. 8:35, compare Jn. 1:4), Similarly, being

“a reflection of the eternal light" (Wis. 7:26), *'she is indeed
more splendid than the sun, she outshines all the constellations;
compared with light, she takes first place, for light must yield
to night, but over Wisdom evil can never triumph® (Wis. 7:29-30,
compare Jn. 1:4-9)., Just as the Logos "came to dwell among us"
Qé:KﬁVWJUEAIEV’arﬂV ) (Jn. 1:14) so too was Wisdom instructed

to pitch her tent in Jacob and make Israel her inheritance (Sir.
24:8,ff). However, according to Enoch 42:2 Wisdom found no

dﬁelling place among the children of men (compare Jn. 1:1O,f).(60)

The question that suggests itself at this point is this: if there are so
many similarities between Wisdom and Logos, whay did the evangelist choose
to use Aéyos instead of & oq; < ? One answer could be that (Ccct:v (< ,
like its Hebrew counterparti7f3?f3 y is feminine in gender whereas /\éy(is
is masculine, J. Painter (2222, 26) has also drawn attention to the fact
that "there was an undesirable Wisdom tradition® with which Paul in
particuvlar had to contend., At the same time, however, the intrinsic value

of the concept /\éyos should not be overlooked either.,

(c) Jewish Speculation on the Law Gj)‘irn

In later rabbinical writings and in the sapiential books of the 0ld

Testament the Law came to be idealized. To it were attributed many of the
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" qualities of "the word of the Lord" and to "Wisdom"™ as described above.,

The identification that was tking place between Wisdom and the Torah can

be seen, for example, in Sir. 24:23,ff.,, while in Is., 2:3 Torah is used

as if it were interchangeable with *'the word of the Lord", In fact, as Dodd

(Interpretation, 269) notes, "the 'word! of God can always be conceived as

having a permanent, concrete embodiment in the Torah®, Like E;>¢‘L the (61)
Torah too was considered to be the *life™ and "llght" of men (cf. Prov. 6:23),
The author of the Prologue claims for Jesus Christ q Xff's Kext q d)algegsg'
(1:17); this should be seen against the background of theT\CJN\‘]é>H which,
according to the 0ld Testament and the rabbls, is the content of the Torah

and the word of the Lord.(62)

(d) The Targumic use of "Memra" = "Word"

In discussingthe question of "direct?” quotations from the 0ld Testament
that appear in the Fourth Gospel in the previous chapter, it was noted
that there is evidence that the evangelist in certain instances followed
- neither the LXX nor the Hebrew texts. There is therefore the possibility
that he might have made use of the Targums or Aramaic translations.  If
this was the case then it is not inconceivable that the evangelist may
have been influenced by the use of Memra., According to Brown (op. cit.,

524) "the Memra of the Lord in the Targums is not simply a translation of

what we have spoken of as "the word of the Lord"; rather it is a surrogate
for God Himself". Many scholars, however, do not accept that this concept
had any influence on the Johannine Logos. For example, A. Feuillet

(Introduction, 616) states that the term Memra "is merely a substitute

for the divine name and plays no mediatorial role®, For this reason the

Johannine Logos cannot be explained in terms of it.(63)

This analysis leads us to conclude that there is ample evidence to suggest
that the concept Logos and the ideas of the Prologue as a whole can be
understood in a very meaningful manner in the light of the 014 Testament
and rabbinical writings. Owr discussion has been centred on the possiblé
influence of four different concepts that could have contributed to the
formation of the Johannine Logos. All of them, except possibly Efﬂﬁii can
throw some light on the meaning we are to give to this term. In the course
of this discussion we have also indicated the possible origins of other
parts of the Prologue. While repeating our reservations about Memra, we
can do no better than to quote from R. Brown (op. cit., 524)>once more:
"In the mind of the theologian of the Prologue the creative word of God,

the word of the Lord that came to the prophets, has become personal in

Jesus who is the embodiment of divine revelation. Jesus is divine VWisdom,
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pre-existent, but now come among men to teach them and to give them 1ife.b
He is the temra, God's presence among men, And vet, even though all these
strands are woven into the Johamnine concept of the VWord, this concept
remains a unique contribution of Christianity. It is beyond all that has
gone before, even as Jesus is beyond all who have gone before®, Thus the
evidence linking the Johannine Logos and fhe Prologue as a whole to ideas
of the 0ld Testament is corsiderable and any scholar who attempts to

propose another explanation cannot afford to overlook it.

To return to the Philonic Logos: Jjust as it is possible to interpret the

Johannine Logos in a meaningful way against the background of the 0l1d

Testament speciation concerning Wisdom, so too can the Philonic Logos be
understood in a similar fashion. This is something that is admitted by

both Dodd (op. cit., 276) and by R. McL. Wilson. This latter scholar

makes the important point that the‘wisdom—Loqos identification was not a
process that was peculiar only to Philo and the fourth evangelist., 1In his
view it was part of a general movement of the times, He writes (The

Gnostic Problem, 36,f):

"Contemporary paganism was seeking to defend itself by a
synthesis of Stoic, Platonic, and Pythagorean philosophy,
apparently due largely to Posi@pnius. This made the Kéiq&cs
a system in which one divine Aoyocs emanating from Zeus
manifested itself in the gods, in men, and in nature.
Judaism had developed a similar doctrine for Wisdom, and
Philo uses the same principle: the God of the Torah

. creates through the ,Ké7uas , which manifests itself in
XOvoi or angels or discarnate souls, in man and in nature,
Christianity adopted the scheme for its own purposes, |
regarding Christ as the Adyes through whom all things were
created, but in this system there was no interest in the

subordinate A§701, which accordingly tend to disappear."(64)

Alexandria, the home of Philo, played an important role in the development
of the Jewish approach to this question. By-Philo's time, however, the

Wisdom-Logos identification had already been CompletEd.(65) Philo there-

fore, appears to be using a concept that was in common use at that time,

and one that had its roots in the Wisdom literature of the 0l1d Testament.

Having commented on the underlying similarities that exist between the use
made of the concept Logos by both the fourth evangelist and Philobit is
nov time to say something about the differenqgi between them, Even the
most ardent adherents of the view that the origins of the Prologue's use

of Logos should bé sought in the writings of Philo admit that there are
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many differences in their respective approaches. This is, of course, to
¢ expected., The fourth evangelist did not set cut to transcribe
slavishly the opinions of anybody. He was, after all, presenting a new

revelation, However in assessing any possible Philonic influence on the

Fourth Gospel's use of Logos these differences must be taken into account.

Bernard (St John, cxl,f,) summarizes the more important of these thus:

(a) The question of the Personality of the Logos receives rather
vague treatment in Philo. This is especially so when he

discusses the role of the Logés in creation,

(b) Philo does not appear to accept the pre-existence of the

Logos, something which the Prologue emphatically declares,

(c) The Johannine doctrine of the connexion between Life and
Light which appears in the Prologue's teaching about the
Logos (1:4) does not appear in Philo's writings. However,
according to Bernard, this is a line of speculation that
Philo would have found congenial., As we have noted, he

uses "Light* as a symbol of the Deity.

(d) Finally, the most significant of all the differences between
Philo and the fourth evangelist isy according to Bernard,
that the latter's teaching rests on the doctrine of the
Incarnation. This is something that would have been
completely foreign to Philo, bging imbued as he was with

(66)

the monotheistic principles of the 0ld Testament.

It cannot be doubted that the differences between the nature of the Philonic
Logos and that of the Fourth Gospel are subStantial.(67) It seems to me
that they far outweigh their similarities. This suggests a very weighty
question: Because of the fundamental and intrinsic diffefences between

his own use of the Logos concept and that made of it by others, would the
fourth evangelist have knowingly used it if he was aware that it could guite
conceivably have been misintérpreted by readers who were more familiar with
other traditions in this regard? It is true that the Prologue does make
clear that its Logos had attributes not possessed by the Logos of other
systems, Yet it seems to me that because it is possible to detect
similarities between the Johannine Logos and that of Philo and the Stoics,
the use of the same word by the evangelist would tend to emphasize these
similarities whereas the Johannine Logos is radically different in naturc

from anything that preceded it. Ve shall, of course, never know the answer
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‘to the question posed above. However if is a possibility that cannot be
dismissed out of hand that 1if the evangelist was aware of the way the Logos
concept had been used by others and therefore that his own use of it would
have been open to misinterpretation, one would have expected him either to
have avoided its use altogether or alternatively to have guarded against

(68)

possible misrepresentation or misunderstanding.

(D) Conclusions

A proper evaluation of the material we have been discussing requires that
we take into account another phenomenon of the age, Our examination has
dealt with the various movements and trends in isolation from each other,
However one cannot afford to overlook the syncretistic nature of many of
the contemporary religious movements. This is sométhing we have already
encountered in discussing the Gnostic Systems., Wilson (The Gnostic
Problem, 9) tells us that *'syncretism was always a strong tendency in the
ancient world". In the course of owr discussion, for example, we noted
that both Philo and the Hermetica.were influenced by Platonic and Stoic
idéas. Similarly both show a greater or lesser degree of contact with.
the 01d Testament and Judaism.(69) Herce while it might be possible to
uncover in the Fourth Gospel traces of various contemporary trends it
does not necessarily follow that the evangelist was directly drawing upon
them for concepts and terminology. If it is possible to prove that there
is evidence of Platonic and Stoic ideas in his gospel, it is not incon-
ceﬂable that the fourth evangelisf may have acquired these through his
knowledge of writings such as those of Philo and the Herﬁetica, always
presuming,vof course, that there is incontrovertible evidence that he had

knowledge of these writings.

It seems to me, however, that the most that can be claimed is that the
fourth evangelist was familiar with terminology that appears to have been
the common property of various religious movements of the period. Whether
rhe acquired his knowledge of this directly from the sources concerned or
whether it came to him via Judaism itself, which had already been
influencéd-by and had.incorpbfated some of these terms to a greater or
lesser degree, cannot be established beyond doubt. On the basis of the
available evidence the latter hypothesis seems to be the more probable,
viz, that his knowledge of these terms came to him through Judaism, This

conclusion is substantiated by the following cordderations:

(a) There does not appear to be any significant term or concept in

the Fourth Gospel that cannot be explained in terms of the 0ld

Testament and Judaism. While the other sources might be able to offer
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plausible explanations for some aspects of the Fourth Gospel they are

not able to account for the gospel as a whole,

(b) It cannot be doubted that the fourth evangelist on occasion does
appear to be familar with terms that were used more frequently
in sources other than Judaism. However there is reason to suspect that
he was not altogether familiar with what these terms stood for in other
systems. In this regard we have already commented on his use of the
concept Logos. The same can be claimed for his use of dualistic

terminology for example which we discussed under the Gnostic Systems.

ff one assumes that the fourth evangelist was well acquainted with the
various religious movements and trends of his day then it appears that
his use of terms such as the ones referred to above_is bordering on the
naive, Because of the radical difference in the meaning of these terms
as used by him in comparison with the meaning they had in the religious
movements of which we have been speaking, he must have been aware. of
the fact that his gospel would lme been open to misinterpretation-if it

was intended primarily for a pagan audience,

(c) Following on from what has been said above more care is, I believe,
required when one speaks of "parallels® between the Fourth Gospel

and other literature, Dodd (Interpretation, 33, 49), for example, speaks

of "parallels? and "verbal parallels" between the Fourth Gospel and

. various Hermetic writings and between the writings of Philo (p. 276). An
observation already made above apropos of the so-called "Gnostic motifs®
and theirrpresence in the Fourth Gospel is also applicable in the case of
fhe writings of Philo and the Hermetica, viz., the fact that a similar
expression appears in two writings does not entitle one to assume that
the fourth evangelist was aware of or borrowing from other sources.
Without wishing to impugn the scholarly reputation of those who have‘

" attempted to do so, it is, I believe,-extremely difficult for us to place
ourselves in the situation of a pagan and then to read and understand a
work like the Fourth Gospel through his eyes, When we examine the
writings of an author like Philo or the Hermetists, for example, we do so
after having studied the contents of the Fourth Gospel. Armed with this
knowledge it is easir for us to detect the so-called parallels, nuances
of -meanings, etc. But if one believes that the Fourth Gospel was written
fer a pagan audience, for pecple who were familiar with works like those
of Philo or the Hermetists, then the only way to approach the gospel

would be through their eyes and with their knowkdge alone. It seems to .
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me to be most unlikely that the type of person to which we have referred
would have been able to see in the Fourth Gospel what modern scholars have

found there,

In brief: in the light of what has been said in this section it is most
unlikely that the fourth evangelist set out primarily with the intention
of convincing a Gentile audience of the fact that Jesus was the Christ,

the Son of Godoooo(70)

III. THE SAMARITANS

(A) The Evidence

" In recent .years increasing attention has been given to the question of

' possible samaritan influence on the Fourth.GOSpel and its composition.(71)
So fruitful a field of study has this proved to be that one scholar,

E.D. Freed, has even asked whether the Fourth Gospel might have been
written *partly to win Samaritan converts“.(72) With J. Bowman(73) this
‘author believes that the fourth evangelist was "trying to make a bridge

(74)

between Samaritans and Jews in Christ®., Because of the importance
that this QuEStion could have for the gospel's destination and purpose
it is neéessary to review briefly the arguments and evidence marshalled

by Freed in support of his contention.,

He begins his article by commenting favourably on the two general

. N N
conclusions reached by W.i. Meeks in his important work, The Prophet-King :

Moses Traditions and the Johannine Christology, 318,f. concerning the

Johannine gospel traditions and their provenance. Meeks concluded first of
‘all that these traditions "were shaped; at least in part, by interaction
_between a Christian community and a hostile Jewish community whose piety
accorded very great importance to Moses and the Sinai theophany, probably
understood as Moses' ascent to heaven and his enthronement., Second, it is
clear that the Johannine Church had drawn members from that Jewish group

as well as from the Samaritan circles which held very similar beliefs, and
it has been demonstrated to a high’aegree of probability that the depiction
of Jesus as prophet and king in the Fourth Gospzl owes much to traditions

which the Church inherited from the Moses pietyf,

Freed then refers to the evidence he had discussed in a previous article

of hi3(75) which gave grounds for “suspecting possible Samaritan influence
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on John",.

This evidence mncerned (a) the appearance of Samaritan place

names - Aenon (3:23), Salim (3:23), Sychar (4:5), and Ephraim (11:54);\76)

(b) the use of the word ToTes in 4:20 and 11:48 for a reiigious shrine;

(c) the downgrading of Abraham and especially of Moses; (d) Jesus!

disassodation of himself from *"the. fathers® (6:49, 8:38,41,56) and the

wlaw" (8:

17, 10:34).

To this evideﬁce Freed adds the following which in his view seems to

indicate

(1)

(i1)

K (iii)

_(iv)

_ would return;

(v)

(vi)

(vii)

that the gospel could have been partly directed at the Samaritans:

the friendly attitude of Jesus towards the Samaritans and their

 acceptance of him;

because of the importance attached to the Lav of Moses in both
Judaism and Samaritanism the fourth evangelist found it

necessary to emphasize that Jesus was greater than the Law;

both Jews and Samaritans accepted that the Law was of divine
origin but the Samaritans claimed that the Law had actually
been written down by God and then only copied by Moses. Freed
argues that the fourth evangelist may have been influenced by
this Samaritan belief in his choice 6f words in 1:17, 7:19,23.
But he does note that in 1:45 and 5:46,f. the writing of the

Law is attributed to Moses;

the attributing to Jesus of the titles “prophet™ (4:19) and
tsaviour” (4:42), epithets applied by the Samaritans to Moses
and also to the "Taheb", i.e, the prophet-like-Moses who

(77)

it is as if the evangelist wished to portray

Jesus in the role of "Taheb";(78) »

the Johannine treatment of the theme of the kingship of Jesus,
differing as it does from that of the Synoptics in that it
emphasizes its non-earthly aspects, is more intelligible

‘against the background of Samaritan theology on this pointy

the use of "I am" in the Fourth Gospel seems to recall the

name used most frequently by the Samaritans for God;

the point made in Jn 4:21, ff. becomes more intelligible when
it is recalled that the Samaritans tended to avoid all v

anthropomorphisms in their references to God;
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(viii) much of what the Fourth Gospel has to say concerning the
themes of 1dve, the resurrection, eternal life and Jjudgment
would similarly have been intelligible to and had an appeal

for Samaritans,

Such in brief are the ihdicatiohs of Samaritan influence in the Fourth
Gospel which Freed believes he has uncovered, However he does note that
there are other things in the gospel that cannot be explained on the
basis of Samaritan influence or by the writer's apparent concern to make
the gospel appealing to Samaritans. Amoﬁg these mention should be made -of
the themes of the "Fatherhood®” of God and the “Sonship®™ of Jesus, In
spite of this Freed (ibid., 256) concludes that the evidence he has
presented seems "to lead to a reasonable conclusion that the writer of
John was influenced by Samaritanism, and that if he was not writing t'to
make a bridge between Samaritans and Jews in Christ!, he was atempting
to make Christianity as he was presenting it appeal to Samaritans as well

as to Jews in the hope of winning converts from both",

(B) Evaluation of the Evidence

One of the difficulties which faces the student who wishes to assess the
degree of influence of Samaritanism on the Fourth Gospel is the umavail-
ability of suitable texts which could give a true and comprehensive

. picture of Samaritan theology at the time when the gospel was composed.

The earliest and most frequently cited text here is the Memar Margah,

i.e, the "Teaching of Margah', Margah, whomqurvis (oge cit., 163)
describes as "the classical‘theologian of Samaritanism", lived in the
fourth centwry A.De. This means thaé all other Samaritan texts post-date
Margqah. Clearly, therefore, there are methodological difficulties in
detefmining which of thé traditions recorded by Margah were current at

the time of the gospel'ls composition,

Another point that seems to be becoming increasingly clear is that there
appears to have been a variety of Samaritan traditions. This realization
has led to a further one, viz., that Samaritan thought is far more complex

than had appeared at first sight.(7?)

Whatever position will ultimately emerge concerning the nature of the
relationship between Samaritanism and the Fourth Gospel, for it must be
admitted that Samaritan studies are still in their infancy, it seems to me

that the most that can be claimed on the basis of available evidence is
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that some of the traditions behind the Fourth Gospel could have developed
in Samaria.(8o) This conclusion is based upon the scanty nature of the
evidence that has been proposed, evidence which certainly does not do
justice to the gospel as a whole, Further, our analysis in previous
sections of our study has shown that some of the evidence used by Freed
is quite intelligible against backgrounds other than that of Samaritan
theology. Here mention may be made of the roles played by Abraham, Moses,

and the Law in the gospel, and also the question of the nature of Jesust?

kingship,

In brief: there appears to be no conclusive evidence to support the
contennon that the Fourth Gospel as a whole or1g1nated in Samarla( ) or
that it was written partly to win Samaritan converts( ) or that it should.
‘be seen as a polemic against those Samaritans who accepted Dositheus as

the prophet—like-Moses.(BB)

v. CONCLUSIONS

In this chapter we have examined those theories which see the Fourth Gospel
primarily as missionary in purpose and destination. 1In this regard our
~analysis has been concerned with the Jews, the Gentiles and the Samaritans,
As far as the Jews are concerned we saw that while it is quite possible
~that the evangelist may have used a source that had a Jewish missionafy
" destination and purpose, the gospel as a whole doés not appear to have had

the same objective in view., 1In the case of the Gentiles our investigation

of the relevant‘data led us to conclude that while it is possible to
uncoverjévidence which indicates some points of contact between the Fourth
Gospel and a Gentile milieu, there is no conclusive proof that the
evangelist necessarily drew this material from an exclusively Gentile
source or environment. His knowledge of this could have come to him
through other channels, especially via Judaism itself, Finally, while it
might not be an unreasonable hypothesis 'to propose that at least some of
the Johannine material was influenced, in its formative stage, by
Samaritanism, there are no real grounds for accepting that the gospel

itself was intentionally addressed to a Samaritan audience, even partially,

with a view to winning them over to Christianity,
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CHAPTER FOUR @ A CHRISTIAM DESTINATION AND PURPQOSE

(4) Introduction

When one speaks of a “Christian® destination and purpose for the Fourth
Gospel it is assumed that the readers to whom the gospel was addressed
were already believers in Jesus and that the gospel was therefore written

in order to f'strengthen their faitht,

'Because the wording of Jn 20:31 does not settle the issue of the gospel's
destination for us(1) scholars have had to look elsewhere for indications
of what that destination might have been. Among those who have supported
the theory of a "Christian" destination and purpose attempts have been
made to prove it by the use of both internal and external evidence., 1In

the course of this chapter we shall examine both of these approaches,

At the outset of our discussion, however, a word of caution is 1n order
regarding the use that can be made of the contents of the Fourth Gospel
to "prove®” a Christian destination and purpose, Nobody would deny that a
Christian would be able to find much in this gospel that would serve to‘
strengthen his faith. But this is clearly a very different matter from
saying that the gospel was written épecifically for Christians and that

this intention was in the mind of the evangelist, Dodd (Interpretation,

8,f.), for example, is one of those who believe that "the evangelist has

‘1n view a non-Christian public to which he wishes to appeal?. But at the
same time this‘éuthor acknowledges that if a non-Christian was led *“to
associate himself with the Church and to participate in its fellowship,

its tradition and its sacraments, he would be able to re-read the book

and find in it vastly more than had been obvious at a first reading*.

Hence the presence in the gospel of material that might be meaningful to
Christians does not necessarily prove that it was written for them. On

the other hand, if the gospel was indeed addressed to a Christian audience
one would naturally expect to find in it much "Christian® material. Clearly,

therefore, the presence of this type of material should not be used to prove

" too much, But at the same time it should not be overlooked either. What is

required is that it must be assessed in the context of the gospel as a

whole,

Another question that will require investigation is that of whether the
gospel was addressed to Christians in general, i.e., to both Jewish and

Gentile Christians, or to one specific group; i.e. to either Jewish or
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Gentile Christians,

If it can be proved that the Fourth Gospel does indeed have a Christian
destinétion then the next question that will have to be tackled is that
of the gospells "specific purpose(s)s, In other words, it is not
sufficient to say that the Fourth Gospel set out 'tbsﬂengham the faith
of believers', W%What will be of particular interest to us is the manner
in which this was done and the contemporary situations that prompted the

evangelist to write his gospel,

Having outlined the questions that require investigating it is now time
to turn our attention to some of the important suggestions that have

been made in an attempt to answer them,

(B) The Fourth Gospel Addressed to Christians in general

(1) R. Schnackenburg

Most scholars who accept a Christian déstination for the Fourth Gospel

" have dore so without apparently drawing a clear distinction between Jewish
and Gentile Christians.(z) It is only in more recent times, as we shall
see, that fhere has been a tendency to isolate a particular group of
Christians, viz. Jewish Christians, as the ones to whom the gospel was

addressed,

Among present-day scholars R. Schnackenburg is perhaps the one who has

elaborated the most fully the arguments for a Christian destination for
this gospel that includes both Jewish and Gentile Christians, His ideas
were, in the main, worked out in an article published in 1963 entitled

" "Die Messiasfrage im Johannesevangelium"(S) in which he questioned the
views of Van Unnik and Robinson concerning the Fourth Gospel's destination
and purpose.(4) Briefly, Schnackenburg argued that a correct understanding
of the titles "the Christ® and "Son of God"™ in Jn 20:31 does not
necessarily prove that the gospel was written for non-Christian Jews. In
fact, in Schnackenburg's opinion, the gospel could quite easily have been
written to strengthen the faith of those who were already Christians, and

this is a view which he himself prefers to accept.(s)

As we saw when discussing the views of Van Unni% and Robinson, one of the
main arguments used by Schnackenburg against them and in support of a

Christian destination was the evidence of chapters 13 to 17 which seem to
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4
o . 6) . ,
indicate a Christian audience. Van innik himself ("The Purpose of
St Johnl's Gospel", 195) acmits that these chapters were probably written
in the first place for Christians, but this did not prevent him from

seeing the gospel as a whole as "a missionary book for the Jews",

It seems to me that Schnackenburgts contention about the significance of
these chapters for determining the destination of the Fourth Gospel must
be given due. consideration and weight. They cannot be overlooked nor can

their importance be played down, and this for the following two reasons:

(i) as a unit they comprise a substantial part of the gospel -

155 verses out of a total of 842 (excluding 5:4, 8:1-11,

and chapter 21); and

(ii) they contain much of the teaching that is central to the
gospel *s message and this teaching is clearly aimed at

strengthening the faith of the disciples,

In thevcontext of a Christian destination Schnackenburg, while admitting
that some of the things in the gospel could have been addressed to Jewish
Christians, nevertheless believes that the gospel should be seen as
having a much wider destination. On this point he writes as follows:

"im letzten spricht er nicht einzelne Gruppen an, seien es Jude?%der
Heidenchristen, Pal¥stinener oder Menschen in der Diaspora, Samariter,

Greichen oder andere Hellenisten, sondern alle Glaubenden als solche,

alle "Kinder Gottes" (vgl. i 12), alle zu Christus und Gott Gehbrigen“.(7)

Schnackénburg does not deny that there is a missionary perspective in the
Fourth Gospel. But in his view this should be seen as part of the task

and mission of the Church.(g)

Schnackenburg!s general conclusion, therefore, is that "das Joh-Ev,. ist
ein Buch fUr die Kirche und erschliesst nur in der Kirche seinen wahren

)
Sinn und Gehalt".(g’ :

In brief: Dby using much the same material as Van Unnik has done, except
of course for‘chaptgrs 13 to 17, Schnackenburg comes to the conclusion
that the Fourth Gospel was written for people who already believed in .
Jesus, Jesus was indeed the Messian that was expected by the Jews, but
he was far more than this. It is in the Church, under the guidance of

the Spirit, that the believer will come to that full understanding of
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whom Jesus is. The missionary elements that do exist in the gospel should
be seen in terms of the Church's task both to defend itself against attack
and also to show the Jews that Jesus is indeed the one for whom they had

been waiting. However, in Schnackenburg'!s view, the gospel's primary aim

is to strengthen the faith of those who already believe,

Evalﬁafion

It is clear from our comments in the last paragraph that one of the pillars
on which Schnackenburg bases his theory of a Christian destination for the
Fourth Gospel is the role which he believes that the Church plays in it.(10)
Against the views of scholars like Kasenann(11) he believes that *it is in
fact impossible'to deny that John is deeply rooted in the thinking of the
Great Church, or that the Church is present in the theology of John"

(st John, 163). However, Schinackenburgt!s views in this fegard are by no
means universally accepted; as Re.E. Brown (John, CV) puts.it: *'the
question of whether there is a theology of the Church in John has become a

burning issue in Johannine studies",

These remarks are sufficient to indicate that it is possible to distinguish
two general approaches to the question of the extent and nature of the
Fourth Gospelt's ecclesiology. Firstly, there is the viewpoint represented
by Schnackenburg and shared to a greater or lesser degree by, for example,

Barrett (St John, 78,ff), Braun (Jean le Th€ologien, III, especially 75,f£),

 Brown (Ope Cite, CV,ff)Aand Dodd. This last-mentioned scholar sums up this

viewpoint succinctly when he writes (Interpretation, 6): *the evangelist
. L3 - - ’
presupposes the existence of the Church itself with its Kolvwvie, under

the leadership of tthe Twelvet",

On the ofher hand,; in addition to Kdsemann other scholars, following
different approaches, have tended to emphasize the importance given to the
individual as an individual in this gospel, e.ge. C.F.D. Moule (*The
Individualism of the Fourth Gospel®) and R. Bultmann (John, passim)e It
should be noted that these scholars do not deny out of hand that the fourth
evangelist was aware of the existence of the Church; it is rather a
question of the degree of importance té be attached to it in Johannine
theology. In their wview it is the individual's relationship to Jesus in

faith that is of paramount importance in the Fourth Gospel.

WeG. KUmmel (The Theoloqgy of the New Testament, 319) attempts to steer a

middle course betwzcn these two positions when he writes that *it is

certainly correct that the Johannine proclamation with its call for faith
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and its confession of the eternal life that is received is oriented
primarily to the individual (cf. e€.g., John 3:18, 5:24). But here too
the contrast with the world shows John conceives of Jesus! disciples

as a unity: 'When the hour had come that he (Jesus) should depart from
this world to the Father, having loved his own who were in the world, he
showed them his love in perfect fashion (13:1; cfe 15:18-19). Thus
John's lack of interest in the outward form of the Christian community is
balanced by his strong emphasis on the significance of the church for

the salvation event®,

Whatever may be the merits and demerits of the various arguments about
the"nature of the fourth evangelist!s ecclesioclogy - and there seems to
be much that is hypothetical and conjectural here - it is by no means
certain that the concept of the Church and his treatment thereof has the
importance or extent which Schnackenburg attributes to it. For this
reason it is necessary to be cautious in the use one makes of it to
.support a Christian destination for the gospel., Because the Fourth Gospel
arose in the Church in general and the Johannine community in particular,
and because its author had no doubt been influenced by the way of life
of that church, it is not unreasonable to expect that some reference
would be made to it in the pages of the gospel itself. But this would be

true irrespective of what the destination of the gospel might have been.

In briefs .it seems to me that the important contribution that
Sghnackenbufg has to make to the discussion of the Fourth Gospelts
destination is the significance to be attached to chapters 13 to 17 in
this regard. Clearly these presuppose a Christian audience. Whether,
hovever, the same can be claimed for the rest of the gospel is a different

question.

s ]

+Ce Hoskyns

(2)

A scholar who has approached the problem of the Fourth Gospells

destination from a completely different angle is E.C. Hoskyns. While
accepting that this gospel was addressed originally to a particular group
of people this author claims that it can, nevertheless, be read with
meaning by people of every age becéuse the attitudes reflected therein

are common to the whole of mankind. He writes (The Fourth GOSpel,‘49)

as follows: "The Fourth Gospel is a universal, a catholic book. Though

it was no doubt originally addressed to particular men and women, yet its



author does not for one moment intend these especial readers to suppose

that his work ceoncerns them only".

However despite the "universal significance" of this gospel it is first of
all necessary, Hoskyns argues, for the modern reader "to place himself in
the position of those for whom the gospel was originally written® (igig.).
This, he naintains, is the key to the correct understanding of the gospel.
But the problem is that it is "extremely difficult to gain from the

gospel any direct information concerning its original readers* (igig., 50).
For this reason Hoskyns turns elsewhere for clues about their identity.
“"In the First Epistle of John, which must be assumed to have come from tﬁe
same hand as the gospel, a somewhat stronger light is thrown upon the
readers of the epistle, and therefore, presuwmably, upon the original
readers of the gospel also® (ibids). Hoskyns then proceeds to examine fe
contents of the epistle in an attempt to uncover the situation and
circumstances that led to its composition (ibid., 50,ff). He argues that
the author of the First Epistle assumes that his readers have knowledge

of certain basic facts and therefore that there is no need to elaborate on
these points in the Epistle itself., Because of the importance of this
point for his hypothesis one can do no better than to quote Hoskyns's own

words:

n"The pressing question now arises, What did his readers
already know?.e.e.e The Epistle provides us with very
scant material for answering this all-important question.
We are made aware that the readers of the Epistle knew
that Jesus had died, that He had suwmed up His teaching
in one commandment, namely that His disciples should love
one another, . They knew, moreover, that He had come into
the world as the Son of God, that He was the Christ, that
He came through water (whatever that may mean), that He
overcame the world (whatever that may mean), that He
would come again, and that men would stand before Him

- with boldness or in fear and trembling., But these are
fragments, significant fragments of course, but, never-
theless, fragments of a larger whole, The readers must
have known more than that to which definite reference is
made in the Epistle. This further knowledge is indeed
assumed in the author's use of the plural commandments.
Jesus did not merely give one commandment; He was the
teacher who gave commandments (ii.27; 1ii.23,24). But
the Epistle gives no inkling of what these commandments
were, It is assumed that the readers know them” (ibid., 55,f).

It is Hoskynst!s contention that the readers of the Epistle must have got
this knowledge upon which the author of the Epistle builds from the Fourth

Gospel, In support of this hypothesis he notes that "the gospel is built

upon the very themes which hold the Epistle together." Further, according
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to Hoskyns, the common themes of the Gospel and Epistle are expressed in
language that is almost identicales This 1eads him to conclude: “There-
fore it must be assumed not only that the two works came from the same
hand, but also that they were originally written for the same group.of

. Christians." (ibid., 55).

Briefly, therefore, the various steps in Hoskyns' argument appear to be

the followings

(1) The same author was responsible for both the Fourth Gospel
and the First Epistle of John., This conclusion is based
‘primarily on the similarity that exists between the themes

and language of the two works,

(2) The author of I John assumes that his readers are acquainted

with the contents of the Fourth Gospel on many points.

(3) Therefore it is logical to conclude that the readers of both

the Gospel and I John are the same,

(4) Now an analysis of the contents of I John indicates that the
author was writing for a group of people who were already

Christians but were in danger of beiny led astray.

(5) Because the readers of the Gospel and I John are assumed to
be the same, and because the latter are Christians, Hoékyns
concludes that the readers of the Fourth Gospel must also

have been Christianse.

Bvaluation
The overall difficulty with Hoskyns! theory is that his line of argument

appears to be based on too many debatable points and non-sequiturs, The

first of these 1s that the Fourth Gospel and I John were written by one
and the same person, While the more common and traditional opinion has
tended to support this view there have been some scholars who in recent

times have contested it., Among these Kummel (Introduction, 311) 1lists

the following:; Moffatt, Dibelius, Goguel, Windisch, Wilder, Dodd,
McNeile-williams, Xlijn, Bultmann, Conzelmann and Haenchen.(12)

But even if, for the sake of argument, one were to assume that the author
of the Fourth Gospel and I John was the same person, this does not thereby

entitle one to assume also that the readers of both works were necessarily

the same, Hoskyns bases his own conclusion in this regard on the
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assumption that the author was presuming that his readers were familiar
with the contents of the Fourth Gbspel. It is quite possible, however,
that the knoWledge in question‘could havevcome to the readers of I John
from other sources or it could have been the common property of the

church in which the letter was composed and/or to which it was addressed.

Again, for the sake of argument, if one vere to assume that the readers
of both the gospel and I John were the same, it is not impossible that
one of these works could have been addressed to them before their
conversion to Christianity and the other one after that conversion,

This consideration alone, were it found to be true, would mean that both
works were not addressed to Christians even though the group of people in

each instance was the same,

Thus it can be seen that there are too many questions about the theory of
Hoskyns for which there are no satisfactory answers. Because of its
highly conjectural nature, therefore, we are forced to reject as value-
less the evidence and line of érgument employed by this scholar to

establish that the Fourth Gospel had a Christian destination.

(3) The Fourth Gospel as a Theological Re-interpretation

*In general terms the phrase *theological re-interpretation®, when applied
to the Fourth Gospel, implies that it was written in order to re-interpret
the gospel messagealong new lines in an attempt to provide deeper insights
and to cbrrect supposedly mistaken ideas., Theories that have seen the
Fourth Gospel fulfilling this role have ranged from those which believe
that this goépel set out to reinterpret the gospel message as it had been
expressed in the Synoptic Gospels either on a large scale or only

_ particular aspects of it. To the former group of theories belong those
which have tried to establish an extensive relationship between the Fourth
Gospel and the Synoptics. Among the latter mention may be made of those
theories which see in the Fourth Gospel a re-interpretation of the Church's
sacramental or eschatological teaching. Having already discussed the
Fourth Gospells attitude to the sacraments elsewhere(13) this section will
be concerned with the Fourth Gospel's relation to the Synoptics and with

the question of eschatology.

The theories we are about to discuss generally assume that the re-
interpretation in question was undertaken for the benefit of those who
were alrcady familiar with the Synoptic Gospels or the Churchl's teaching

on the particular points under consideration. Hence the audience for whom



170,
the re-interpretation was being undertaken was presumably “Christian®,

As we shall see, various theories have been prOposed each of which sees
the *'theological re-interpretation" as having taken place along differing
lines. But as far as the relationship between the Fourth Gospel and the
Synoptics is concerned, at the root of all of these theories lies the
question of whether in actual fact it can be said that the fourth
evangelist either knew or was in any way dependent upon the Synoptics,
Hence this is a question to which we shall have to give considerable

attention in the discussion which follows.

(a) The Fourth Gospel and the SynOptics(14)

The question of the Fourth Gospelt!s relationship to the Synoptic Gospels
has been one of the major problems in the field of Johannine studies in
the present century. In 1925 B.H. Streeter bublished his work, The Four
Gospels, in which he argued the case for the dependence of John on Mark's
Gospel and, to a lesser extent, on the Gospei.of Luke., The views he
expressed were those that were commonly held by scholars at that time.

In 1938, however, P, Gardner-Smitht's work, Saint John and the Syn0ptic

Gospels, appeared. The author examined those passages on which the
supposed dependence of the Fourth Gospel on the Synoptics was based. EHe
concluded that the fourth evangelist had in fact followed a different
tradition from that of Mark and Luke and must therefore be considered to
be independent of them, The debate that this book started has continued

ever since,

At the present time perhaps the most respected scholar who maintains that
there is a relatijonship of some kind between the Fourth Gospel and the
Synoptics is C.K. Barrett, It is his opinion (St John, 34) that "John

had read Mark, and was influenced both positively and negatively by its
contents - that is, that he reproduced in his own way some Marcan substance
and language andd.so emended some of the Marcan material - and that a few
of Jonhnts statements may be most satisfactorily explained if he was familiar
vith matter peculiar to Luke."v This, Barrett adds, *"is the most that may
be claimed,” In the view of those who argue for the Fourth Gospel's
independence from the Synoptics, Barrett is indeed claiming a considerable

amount. For this reason we shall have to return to this question,

From the point of view of the Fourth Gospelts destination and purpose the

importance of the question of whether this gospel was dependent or not
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upon the Synoptic material lies in the fact that, as we have already

noted, there are a group of theories which attempt to explain the Fourth
Gospel in terms of the Synoptics. Underlying all of these theories is

the assumption that the fourth evangelist and his readers were not only
awvare of the existence of the Synoptics but were also familiar with their
contents., It stands to reason, therefore, that if it can be shown that

the Fourth Gospel is not dependent upon the Synoptics then the foundation
on which these theories are based will have been destroyed and the theories

themselves will, as a consequence, fall avay,
Before proceeding to an examination of the evidence which favours the
dependence of the Fourth Gospel on the Synoptics it is first of all

necessary to outline briefly the theories to which we are referring,

(i) Thneories which explain the Destination and Purpose of the

Fourth Gospel in terms of the Synoptics

The relationship of the Fourth Gospel to the Synoptics has been conceived
of in a variety of ways. It has, for example, been claimed that the
evangelistt's intention in writing his gospel was to "complement®, cr to

"improve®, or even to *replace® the Synoptic Gospels.

'Theories such as these concerning the destination and purpose of the _
Fourth Gospel have a long history. 1In essence they can in fact be traced
back to Clement of Alexandria who, as we have already seen, claimed that
John wrote a “spiritual" gospel after having perceived that the ®corporeal®
facts had been recorded by the other evangelists.(15) This was a view that
was endorsed by Eusebius himself,(16) by Epiphanius,(17) and by the great
Augustine who exercised considerable influence in the centuries which

followed.(18)

1) According to the complement theory the purpose of the Fourth Gospel

was to supplement the Synoptic accounts of the life of Jesus with
radditional material. This would explain, acccording to those who advocate
this theory, th thé fourth evaﬁgelist concentrates in the main on material
not to be found in the Synoptics while at the same time omitting important
facts treated adequately by the latter, e,g, events surrounding the birth
of Jesus, the temptation of Jesus in‘the wilderness, the transfiguration,

the institution of the Eucharist, etc.

A. Wind (op. cit., 34) lists as defenders of this hypothesis in recent
-times the following scholars: Goguel, Sigge, Grosheide, Schifer,

Boismard, Cassian and Neil,
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2} Advocates of the imrnrovement or correction theory, while noting

the differences in the nature of the material used by the fourth
evangelist and the Synoptics, maintain that his intention was to correct
the Synoptic accounts in so far as they were open to misinterpretation.
Thus it is claimed that the fourth evangelist's intention in writing his.
gospel was to %improve" upon the Synoptic presentation of Jesus by
creating a new picture of him in which some Synoptic material is used but
. in a refashioned manner in addition to new material introduced by the

fourth evangelistc

A, Wind (ibid., 34) mentions E. Stauffer as one of those who have
proposed this theory in recent times. To this name we can add that of

E.C. Colwell who, in his book John Defends the Gospel, maintained that

- . . 1
the fourth evangelist set out to "correct" the Synoptlcs.( 9)

Under tis theory mention should also be made of the view of Hoskyns and
Richardson who would not, however, go so far as to maintain that-the
fourth evangelist set out to f'correct® the other gospels. Hoskyns (The

Fourth Gospel, 58,ff) is of the opinion that the fourth evangelist set

out rather to interpret material contained in the Synoptic tradition.

The word “tradition" is used here advisedly as Hoskyns does not believe
that the fourth evangelist knew the Synoptics in their present form, He
‘writes (ibid., 82): "That the author of the Fourth Cospel had the three
synoptic gospels before him when he composed his gospel is most
improbablé, for his relation to them is not that of an editor. But that
he was familiar with the synoptic materijal, and even with its form, is
certain.” It is this material, or at least sections of it, which Hoskyns

maintains the fourth evangelist refashioned in his own gospel.

Riéhardson's views follow a similar line, .He writes (Sf John, 25,f):
#Qur view is that the Fourth Gospel presents a profound and original
meditation upon the tradition about Christ which was contained in the
received (i.e. Synoptic) tradition concerning him. It is best regarded
as itself a theological commentary upon the Synoptic tradition*., Like
Hoskyns he believes that it is more probable that "St John knew the
cdntent of the Synoptic tradition”. He 1s not prepared to say whether

he had also read the Synoptic Gospels as we know them,

3) A more extreme form of the above theofy is that known as the

displacement theory according to which the fourth evangelist's intention

was not mercly to "Ycorrect® or “improve' the Synoptic accounts but rather
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'to replace them completely, In other words, the contention is that the

fourth evangelist intended that his gospel should take the place of the

other three so that there would be only one official and acceptable

gospel in use in the Church, viz. his own,

The best known propagator of this theory was H. Windisch who elaborated

it in his book Johannes und die Synoptiker. Among others who "went in

this direction” Wind (op. cit., 35) mentions the names of W. Bauer,

Riddle-Huston and R.M. Grante.

Before we can assess these theories it is necessary to evaluate the

evidence brought forward in support of the contention that the Fourth

Gospel was dependent upon the Synoptics since this is the assumption

that underlies all of them.

(ii) Evaluation of the Evidence in favour of the Fourth Gospel's

Dependence on the Synoptics

Barrett, whose views concerning the nature of this dependence we have

already referred to above, argues for a "literary relationship"™ between

the Fourth Gospel and Mark and, to a lesser degree, Luke., In support of

his view he first of all lists those passages which *occur in the same

_order in both Mark and John".(zo) The passages in question are the

following (op. cit., 34,f) :

(a)
(p)
(<)
(4)
(e)
(£)
(9)

()

(1)
(3)

The work and witness of the Baptist (Mk 1:4-8, Jn 1:19-36)

Departure to Galilee (Mk 1:14,f., Jn 4:3)

Feeding of the Multitude (Mk 6:33-44, Jn 6:1-13)

Walking on the Lake (Mk 6:45-52, Jn 6:16-21)

Peter's Confession (Mkx 8:29, Jn 6:68,f)

Departure to Jerusalem (Mk 9:30,f., 10:1,32,46, Jn 7:10-14)

The Entry, The Anointing (transposed in John) (Mk 11:1-10 & 14:3-9,
' Jn 12:12-15 & 12:1-8)

‘The Last Supper, with predictions of betrayal and denial

(Mk 14:17-26, Jn 13:1 - 17:26)
The Arrest (Mk 14:43-52, Jn 18:1-11)
The Passion and Resurrection (Mk 14:53 - 16:8, Jn 18112 - 20:29).(21)

Barrett concludes his list with the comment that while the cleansing of the

Temple occurs in both gospels it occurs at a different point in each (Mk 11:

15-17, Jn 2:14-16).
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It is clear that for Parrett's argument the fact that these passages occur
1in the same order® is of great significance., However when we examine the
order in which they occur in the two gospels we are, it seems to me, forced. .
to conclude with L. Morris that Barrett's list is not very impressive,

Morris (Studies in the Fourth Gospel, 16,ff) points out that in Barrett's

list (a) obviously had to come first in both gospels, Presuming that
Galilee was to be mentioned at all this means that (b) would have to come
somewhere after (a), That too much emphasis should not be placed on the
actuval positioning of the “Departure to Galilee" ié shown, according'to
Morris, by the fact that in Mark it comes only 6 verses after "the work and
witness of the Baptist" whereas in John it appears 79 verses later, Because
the “Feeding of the Multitude" took place in Galilee it is clear that (c)
had to follow (b). It is when we come to the conjunction of (c) and (d)
that Morris finds Barrett's argument more impressive, It is, he says, '‘the
kind of sequence odut of which a case might be built up were there enough
examples™, As far as (e) is concerned Morris believes that there is *"grave
doubt! that the two evangelists are in fact describing the same event, He
himself rejects the identification and therefore does not believe that this
incident should be included, Because the “departure to Jerusalem® marks
the end of the Galilaean ministry (f) could not appear anywhere else on
the list. Similarly in both gospels (g) of necessity must follow (f£).
Barrett himself notes that the episodes listed under (g) are "transposed
in John®, a fact which seems to weaken his argument. Finally when we come
to the events listed under (h), (i) and (Jj), it is difficult to see how
they could have been arranged in any order other thanvthat which we find

"in both Mark and John.

Morris sums up the significance of Barrett's list thus: %It boils down to
a single sequence of two events as alone worth notice, and considering the

length of the two Gospels this is not remarkable,"

It seems to me that Morris's criticisms of Barrett'!s line of reaéoning
does undermine in no small measure the importance which Barrett attaches
to the fact that the events listed occur "in the same order" in both Mark
and John,., .But Barrett's argument for a "literary relationship" between
the two gospels do=s not rely entirely on the similarity of outline to be
féund in them, He also beliesves that it is possible to uncover various

“close verbal resemblances® in several of the passages which he listed.
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He makes a list of twelve of these which for the most part consist of sincgle
verses, But taking into account once more the length ¢f the two gospels and
also the fact that most of the resemblances are not very close, I do not

believe that this evidence adds much weight to his argument.

airness to Barrett it should be noted that he does not claim that the

Hy

In
dafa he has listed proves "that John knew and used as a source our second
gospel”. But he adds that “they do seem sufficient to make plausible the
view that John had read Mark, thought that it contained a suitable gospel
outline and often - perhaps involuntarily - echoed Mark's phrases when

writing about the same events" (op. cit., 36).

As far as Luke is concerned Barrett (EEEE" 36,f) believes that "it is a
plausiﬁie hypothesis" that John had also read him. He reaches this
conclusion on the basis of the use of certain names by John and Luke alone,
viz, Mary and Martha, Lazarus (even though the "Lazarus* in each gospel is

a different person), another Judas in addition to Judas Iscariot, and Annas.,
Further, in the passion~-resurrection narrative Barrett notes that John has
various details in common with Luke (against Mark), viz., the betrayal is

due to the possession of Judas by Satan; the prediction of Peter's denial

is made at the Supper and not after it as in Mark; the language of Jn 13¢

38 is closer to Lk 23:34 than to Mk 14:30; the right ear of the High Priest's
-servant is cut off; there were two angels, not one (as in Mark), at the tomb
Qﬁ Easter morning, Finally, Barrett adds (Egig., 37) that "the details of
the Johannine anointing story recall the Lucan as well as the Marcan

narrative 4

In commehting on this evidence Morris (op. cit., 18) points out that there
are also some "discounts? that should be taken into account when assessing
its value. For example, according to Luke Satan entered Judas before he
first sought out the priests (22:3) while in John Satan and Judas are linked
at the Supper (13:2,27); also, the language of the prediction of Peter!s
denial, even though it is closer to Luke than to Mark, does not resemble

either of them very much,

It does not seem that the evidence used to establish some sort of relation-
ship between the Fourth Gospel and that of Luke is very convincing. But
even if it could be establishéd that there was such a relationship, there
is another possibility that could explain it which has been propdsed by
some scholars, viz. that Luke was in some way dependent on John rather than
vice versa. Cribbs, for example, in an article entitled "St Luke and the

Johannine Tradition", suggested the hypothesis that *Luke was influenced hy
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some early form of the developing Johannine tradition (of perhaps even by
an early draft of the original edition of John) rather than vice versa,
and that possibly one of Luke's motives in attempting to write a t'vita
Jesu'! was an attempt to reconcile the differing Matthean/ﬂarkan and
Johannine traditions, and thus to write, as Luke himself declared in the
preface to his gospel (Luke 1:1-4) aﬁ ‘orderly account! of the ‘'things

(22) \ |

which have been accomplished among us'."

In attempting to undermine Barrett's hypothesis much could, of course, be
made of the *"differences® that exist between the Fourth Gospel and the-
Synoptics. Barrett is not unaware of the existence of these but he
believes that it is possible to reconcile thém with his general theory.

He groups the differences together under the following headings:

Historical

That there are differences in the accounts of the ministry of Jesus as

recorded by Mark and John cannot be doubted., Barrett notes the following:

(i) 1In Mark it is Galilee that is the centre of Jesus*® ministry

whereas in John it is Judaea and, in particular, Jerusalem;

(ii) There are divergencies in their treatment of John the
Baptist;

(iii) In Mark and John the motive for the final and successful
plot of the Jewish authorities against the life of Jesus

is not the same; and

(iv) John differs from the Synoptics in his dating of the
crucifixion and consequently about the nature and date

of the Last Supper also,

Barrett believes that some of these differences can be explained in the
light of the theological interests of the Fourth Gospel and therefore in
his opinion too much cannot be made of them when arguing for John's

independence from the Synoptics,.

Theological ‘

While noting that John has omitted several of the most important incidents
recorded by the Synoptics (e.g. the Virgin Birth, the baptism of Jesus by
John the Baptist, the temptation in the wilderness, the transfiguration,
the words explanatory of the bread and wine at the Last Supper, and the
agony in the Garden of Gethsemane), Barrett (op. cit., 41,ff) is of the

opinion that John has incorporated the theological substance of these
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ihcidents into his gospel. ‘John probes into the meaning of the synoptic
narratives and exoresses it in other terms, It follows on the one hand
that the differences between John and the synoptic gospels must not be
exaggerated., John does not so much import foreign matter into the gospel
as to bring out what was already inadequately expressed in the earlier

)
tradition." @444)g(23’

Briefly, therefore, Barrett is of the opinion that "John's treatment of the
synoptic material, though by no means irre5pohsib1e, is certainly free,"
Qigig., 15). He believes that the evidence he has brought forward indicates
that the fourth evangelist had read Mark and Luke, even if only in an V

earlier draft.

Whilé Barrett's hypothesis that the'fourth evangelist had read Mark and
Luke may be true - for it would be extremely difficult to prove the

contrary - it does not seeh to me that his arguments are convincing that
either the outline or the contents of the Fourth Gospel were in any
significant way influenced by what he might have read in Mark or Luke.
Certainly there is very little evidence of the *literary relationship" of
‘which he speaks., Further, no matter how he attempts to explain the presence
of the wdifferences” in the Fourth Gospel they remain “substantial* for all

tha te

Morris (op. cit., 19), I believe, makes a valid point when he argues that
some resemblances are to be expected because each of the evangelists was,
when all is said and done, writing a "gospel". This, it seems, imposed
certain.limitations on the evangelists as to which material could be
included and the manner in which it was to be handled., This meant that,
in Morris's words, *as far as we know if a man wished to write a gospel he
wouid have to produce a document with some resemblances to other examples

of this genre",

Tt is also important to remember that the gospel message was preached
before it came to be written down., This obviously led to the development
of oral traditions. Because they were all traditions about the same person
it is only natural to expect that they would share certain common material,
At the same time it was inevitable thatjdifferences should arise betwveen
them, differences that no doubt had their origin in local circumstances

and problems that required attention. Thus it is quite conceivable that
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the fourth evangelist was familiar with some of the material underlying
the Synobtice without neczssarily hbeing aware of the existence of these
gospels in the form known o US. Brownleé(24) admirably sums up the
significance of this for the Fourth Gospel's relationship to the
Synoptics when he writes: “As for Synoptic material in general, it seems
likely that the Fourth Gospel and its sources reflect some acquaintance
with the traditions which lie behind those Gospels, without knowing the
Synoptics themselves, In fact, one should conceive of this Johannine
witness as born within a milieu where many people were intimately
acqﬁainted with the deeds and words of Jesus not mentioned in this Gospel,
Therefore the Evangelist is apologetic about not including many familiar
stories. The Fourth Gospel is not to be thought of as intentionally
supplemental to the Synoptics, though it is supplemental to their under-

lying traditions,*

(iii) The Argument for the Fourth Gospel's Independence from the

Synoptics

We have already referred to what might be described as Gardner-Smith's
pioneering work in this field. His position has been taken up by A.J.B.

Higgins in his book, The Historicity of the Fourth Gospel, 1960. His

view is that *John is independent of all the Synoptic Gospels, but is
familiar both with traditions at points similar to theirs, and with
widely different traditions." (ibid., 82). He arrives at this conclusion

after a critical examination of the following data:

(i) a comparison of two passages in the Fourth Gospel (4:46-54

and chapter 6) with similar episodes in the Synoptic Gospels;

(ii) the relationship between Jesus and John the Baptist as

portrayed in the Fourth Gospel and in the Synoptics;

- (iii) the problem of the number of visits made by Jesus to
» Jerusalem, including a corsderation of the Cleansing of
the Temple, the use made by John of the'settings provided
by the Jewish feasts, and the raising of Lazarus from the

dead;

(iv) The Passion Narrative, especially the dating of the Last
| Supper and the Crucifixion, and the question of who was

responsible for condemning Jesus to death; and

(v) the “considerable difference between John and the Synoptics

in the use of personal names®, (ibid., 53).
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He also argues that those "sayings" of Jesus which appear to be more or
less close parallels to Synoptic sayings in fact "belong to a tradition
which preserved them in a closely similar though not identical form to
their Synoptic counterparts, rather than that they are simply borrowings
and adaptations by the evangelist" (ibid., 70,f£). Similarly, Higgins
maintains that the fourth.evangelist is also independent of the Synoptic

Gospels in the use he makes of the 01d Testament.

In similar vein C.H. Dodd, in his Historical Tradition in the Fourth Gospel,

argues that it can be maintained with a high degree of probability that
“behind the Fourth Gospel lies an ancient tradition independent of the
other gospels." (p. 423). Dodd believes that it is possible to uncover
certain characteristics of this "pre-canonical tradition" which he assumes
to have been orali. It shows contact with an original Aramaic tradition and
"was shaped (it appears) in a Jewish-Christian environment still in touch
with the synagogue, in Palestine, at a relatively early date, at any rate
before the rebellion of A.D. 66" (ibid., 426)., While this tradition is
independent of the Synoptic Gospels there is a relationship between it and
the tradition behind the Synopticse. But this relationship, according to
Dodd, is limited to similarities in the forms of oral tradition, while on
other occasions Johannine units often provide a supplement or complement
to Synoptic material, Finally Dodd (1b1d., 429,f) provides a "summary

account of what the tradition we are seeking probably contained®, (25)

Ktmmel (Introduction, 143,f) tells us that "since Gardner-Smith's

investigation (1938), the view that John knew none of the Synoptic Gospels
and drew upon a completely independent tradition has won many supporters
(eege Michaelis, Manson, Menoud, J.A.T. Robinson, Sanders, Wilkens, Higgins).
Still more wicdespread is the view that John knew none of our Synoptic
Gospels, but he did know the tradition reproduced by these Gospels (e.g.
Feine-Behm, Connick, Noack, Mendner, Feuillet in Robert-Feuillet, Xlijn,
Heard, F.C. Grant, The Cospels ..., Bultmann, Dodd, Hunter, Xdsemann,
Borgen, Haenchen, Grundmann; Buse and Temple advocate John's knowledge

of one of Mark's sources)", Thus it cannot be denied that in the 38 years
since Gardner- Smith published his book the view that the Fourth Gospel is
independent of the Synoptic Gospels has gained considerable importance in

the field of Johannine studies,
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(iv) The Relation of the Synoptics to the Fourth Gospel's

Destination and Purpose

- We have noted above that those theories which attempt to explain the Fourth
Gospel in terms of the Synoptics do so on the assumption that the fourth
evangelist had some knowledge of them and that he took a specific attitude
towards them. Our discussion has Shbﬁn that it is possible to produce
evidence that points to the existence of both "similarities® and
#differences" between them. The question’that concerns us now is whether
this evidence is sufficient to show that the fourth evangelist had the

Synoptics in mind when he wrote his gospel,

At the root of the problem of the nature of the relationship of the Fourth
Gospel to the Synoptics are the concepts of *dependence™ and“independence®,
To answer satisfactorily the question posed in the previous paragraph it is
necessary that these two concepts be clearly defined. Yet this is some-
thing that is, apparently, very rarely done. 1In other words, what is
required before it can be said that one work is “dependent* upon another?

It is true that most of the authors who discuss the question of the
relationship of the Fourth Gospel to the Synoptics appear to be aware of

the various “similarities" and "differences" that exist between them; yet
they reach different conclusions about the nature of the relationship in
question. The reason for this can only be that they have different criteria
for determining what "dependence® involved. It is possible, for example, to
use the term ﬁdependence" in this context much in the same way as it is used
when speaking of "dependence™ among the Synoptic Gospels. In this latter
instance it is generally held that Matthew and Luke were *dependent* on
Mark and Q. Such a conclusion is arrived at by a critical examination and
comparison of the three gospels in question, However it is clear that the
Fourth Gospel cannot be held to be t'dependent' on the Synoptics in the

same way or to the same degree.(26)_ Does'such a consideration, therefore,

rule out the possibility of all *dependence" between them?

There is no doubt that it is possible to make an impressive case out of
both the %similarities®™ and the "differences" that exist between the Fourth
Gospel and the Synoptics. Yet the mere acceptance of one of these lists as
being more convincing and conclusive than the other does not solve the
problem as any satisfactory'solution will have to take both groups of data

_ into account, In other words, if one maintains that the Fourth GoSpel is

windependent” of the Synoptics this does not dispose of the "similarities"
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that do exist. Their presence in the Fourth Gospel requires some
explanation. Similarly, acceptance of a dependent relationship must also
acknovledqge that there are substantial “differences" that must be accounted .

for,

In my opinion in a matter like the one under discussion the onus is on
those scholars who maintain that there is “dependence® between the Fourth
Gospel and the Synoptics to prove that this is the case. Thus the
assumption must be in favour of non-dependence until the contrary is proved
beyond reasonable doubt. And as we saw when evaluating the evidence
provided by Barrett the case for "dependence" is not very convincing, The
most that can be claimed to have been shown is that there are what might

be called "points of contact® between the Fourth Gospel and either the

Synoptic Gospels themselves or, more likely, -the traditidns behind them.

Briefly, therefore, if by the term *'dependence% is meant that the Synoptic
Gospels or the traditions behind them have had a direct influence on the
structure and contents of the Fourth Gospel, T believe that such

ndependence? has not yet been proved. This is not to deny that they have
material in'eommon. But the fourth evangelist has used this in such a
unique way that it is hard to believe that he borrowed it from the Symnoptics,
Such a conclusion is borne out by Barrett!s own comment (op. cite, 15) when
he writes: "If we did not possess Mark it would be quite impossible to
separate the apparently Marcan sections from the rest of Joun and recognize

their origin in a distinct source."

What does this mean for the theories discussed above which attempt to
explain the Fourth Gospelt!s destination and purpose in terms of the
Synoptics? It seems to me that the differences between these gospels are
of such a nature that there was clearly no conscious attempt on the part of
the fourth evangelist‘to harmonize his account with those of the Synoptics.
This is something one would be entitled to expect and to find in his gospel
if he had deliberately set out to supplement the latter, On the contrary,
as we have seen, there are instances in which he apnears to contradict

them, e.g. regarding the date of the Last Supper, the Cleansing of the Temnle.

Here he does not attempt to explain or Justify his choice,

At- the same time it should be noted that the differences that exist between
the Fourth Gospel and the Synoptics do not radically affect the hasic

message of each. Thus there is no fundamental contradiction between the
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;
Jesus of the Fourth Gospel and the Jesus of the Synoptics. There are
obviously differences in emphasis in their respective presentations of
Jesus but this does not mean that their accounts are irreconcilable.
This appears to be the false assumption under which advocates of the

displacement theory labour. Nor is it suggested anywhere in the Fourth

‘qQ

Gospel that the differences between its portrayal of Jesus and that of

the Synoptics are intended to correct or improve upon that of the latter.

(v) cConclusion

Our discussion of the nature of the relationship between the Fourth

Gospel and the Synoptics leads us to conclude that there is no evidence

to suggest that the fourth evangelist was consciously. aware of either the
existence of the Synoptic Gospels as known to us or of their contents as

a whole, Further, and as corollary of this, there is no evidence to
suggest that he wished to *supplement" or to “improve® upon or to *'replace"®
the Synoptics. It can, of course, be argued that the new material provided
by the fourth evangelist does in a sense "improve® upon and %supplement" the
knowledge we have about Jesus from the Synoptic accounts.(27) But the
important point that has to be borne in mind for the purposes of our
discussion is that there is no indication in the gospel itself that any of
these objectives was in the mind of the fourth evangelist when he composed

his gospel,

At the most it seems to me that those theories we have been discussing in
this section belong to that group of pﬁrposes that came to be attributed to
the Fourth Gospel at a later date. In other words the Fourth Gospel and its
differences from the cher gospels apparently created certain difficulties
in the early Church. In an attempt to rationalize these the theories we
have been discussing were developed by the Fathers and elaborated by later
scholars.(28) It seems to me that the difficulties in question arose only
after the Fourth Gospel had been completed and had been officially accepted
by the Church. To maintain, therefore, that the Fourth Gospel was written
in an attempt to clear up any confusion that existed because of different:
presentations of the gospel message is to argue in a circular fashion for
it was the Fourth Gospel itself that apparently contributed most to the
confusion, Hence the most significant contribution the fourth evangelist
could have made to the avoiding of this confusion would have been by not

vriting his goépel’at alll

In brief: the conclusion that our investigation suggests is that the

fourth evangelist did not set out to re-interpret the Synoptic presentation
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prove that the Fourth Gospel's destination must as a consequence have
been “Christian®,

' . (2
(b) The Fourth Zospel and the Question of Eschatology‘“g)

/

It has long been recognized that the fourth evangelist's eschatological
perspective is different, in some respects at least, from that of the
Synoptic Gospels. Barrett (op. cit., 115,f) suggests that the reason for
the fourth evangelist's unique approach to eschatological questions was
determined in part by the fact thaf "the earliest Christians exPecfed the
parousia of Christ to take place suddenly and soon, at least within their
own lifetime®”. However the passage of time‘and the failure of the parousia
to materialize necessitated a reanpraisal of the situation by the Church.
The eschatological teaching of the Fourth Gospel should be seen, it has
been claimed, as part of the Churcht's attempt to come to terms with the

realities of the new situation,

A superficial comparison between the approach of the Synoptic Gospels to
eschatology and that of the Fourth Gospel shows that while the former
have emphasized the apocalyptic elements in the teaching of Jesus the
latter has concentrated, in the main, on what Dodd refers to as

wrealized eschatology*. This same author (Interpretation, 7) writes:

"It is in its treatment of the eschatological setting of the facts that

the Fourth Gospel departs most notably from earlier renderings of the kerygma.
The eschatology of the early Church has two sides., On the one hand we have
the belief that with the coming of Christ the !fulness of time! has arrived,
the prophecies are fulfilled, and the Kingdom of God is inaugurated on
earth. On the other hand we have the expectation of a consummation still
pending in the future...s In the Fourth Gospel the lanquage of 'futurist
eschatology! is little used.” Thus in the Fourth Gospel the emphasis is on
the actualization of PSCbatology. On two occasions, for eiample, do we
read, cfaxc-rou «—JFm kel WOV Cc‘nv (4 23, 5z 25\ (3 ) similarly on many
occasions we also read, S Mo Tediov Gls T~ umv EXEC %ur)\l od Sviow ,
or its equivalent (cf. 3:15,16,36; 5:24, 6:40,47, 11:25, 20:31). This
“eternal life" of which the evangelist speaks is something that is possessed
here and now.(31) D. Mollat (op. cit., 21) makes the further point that the
Synontic cohception of the Son of Man's return on the clouds at the end of
time is replaced in the Fourth Gospel by the coming of Jesus into the wvorld
at the time of the Incarnation, his ‘lifting up! on the Cross, and his |
return to his own disciples through the coming of the Holy Spirit; the

final judgﬁent of the Last Day is likewise replaced by a judgment which
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takes place here and now within the individuwal; finally, the eternal
life already referred to and which 1s already possessed by those who

have faith takes the place of the Kingdom of Heaven of the Synoptics.,

While it is true, as Dodd has pointed out, that *"the language of 'futurist
eschatology!' is little used", it is nevertheless unmistakably present in

the Fourth Gospel. For example, we are told, inter alia,
(i) that there will be another coming of Jesus (21:22,f)§32)

(ii) that there will be a raising up of the dead at the "last
da.y" (6:397.?0144,547 11:24), and

(iii) that "those who have done good (will' come forth) to the
reswrrection of life, and those who have done evil, to

the resurrection of judgment®” (5:29);

(iv) it will be Moses that will accuse the unbelieving Jews

" before the Father, and not Jesus, at the appropriate time
(5:45);

(v) those who do not "abide in" Jesus will be cast forth and,
Llike branches, will wither; %and the branches are gathered,

thrown into the fire and burned" (15:6),

- That there are sohe points of contact between the eschatological teaching
of the Fourth Gospel and the Synoptics cannot be doubted, However )
Bultmann insists that the fourth evangelist was only interested in
1realized eschatology™. Those expressions that reflect “futurist
eséhatology" must, according to Bultmann, be viewed as additions of a
redactof who wished to harmonize the Fourth Gospelt's eschatology with more

traditional teaching.(33)

Mosf scholars, howvever, would agree that there is a twofold approach in the
Fourth Gospel to the question of eschatologv. Nor can it be doubted that
there is a degree of tension between these differing approaches. But this
does not mean that there is an inherent contradiction in his teaching.
Barrett (op, cit., 57) explains the point thus: *It was necessary to find
a new way of expressing the fundamental Christian affirmation of the
Chfistian faith, that in Jesus Christ the new age had come, but had done so
in such a way that it still remained to come, so that Christians live both

(34)

in this age and in the age to come,"

The "futurist®, apocalyptic types of eschatology would have been intelligible

" to those familiar with contemporary Judaisme. But for this same group of



people the "realized eschatology" perspective would have been nothing less
than revolutionary in Spite of the fact that in the foufth.evangelist's
view it is a. funcamental aspect of the life of the believer, Vet it had
received scant attention in the other New Testament writings. In his
approach the fowrth evangelist appears to presuppose in his readers a
knowledge of the eséhatology reflected in the Symoptic Gospels, and Pauline
corpus., This does not mean, of course, that he himself was directly
dependent upon these sources for his information as he could have been
drawing upon the common teaching of the Church in these matters, What is
clear is that there are some points of contact between the teaching of his
gospel and that of the Synoptics. But at the same time his own .
eschatological teaching is much wider than that of the other gospels,

This development is something that could very well have been prompted by

the events referred to by Barrett (op. cit., 115,f).

In the light of what we have said it seems clear that the Fourth Gospel!s
eschatology unfolds and develops against the background of Jewish
apocalyptic hopes. The language and ideas used here and reflected in the
synoptic tradition would have been familiar to 'and easily grasped by the
Jew, whether he was a Christian or not. But the additional element
introduced by the Fourth Gospel, viz. that of 'realizedieschatdlogy',
startlingly new in its approach though it might have'been, would have been
the most meaningful to and the most easily understood by those who were
already believers, In going beyond what the Synoptics have to say in this
‘regard it is not unreasonable to assume, as Barrett suggests, that the
evangelist intended to meet the challenge facing believers caused by the

delay in-the parousia,

(C) The Fourth Gospel Addressed to Jewish Christians

As we have already noted, there has been a tendency in more recent times
to see the Fourth Gospel as addressed to Jewish Christians, In this section
we shall discuss the proposals put forward in this connection by two schelars,

vize A, Guilding and J.L. Martyn.

(1) A, Guilding

In her work The Fourth Gospel and Jewish Worship Guilding attempts to show

that "the Fourth Gospel appears to be a Christian commentary on the 014
Testament lectionary rcadings as they were arranged for the synagogue in a

three year cycle, The order of the Gospel follows the cycle of the Jewish
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lectionary year, which was so arranged that a suitable portion of scripture
was read at each of the feasts, and the Evangelist's many allusions to
Jewish festivals are not merely casual references but are fundamental to

the structure of the Gospel® (ibid., 3).

Guilding states that the arrangement and themes of the Fourth Gospel as well
as the evangelist's evident interest in Jewish worship "seems to lead to

the conclusion that his purpose in writing was twofold:

(a) To set forth Jesus as the fulfilment of the whole Jewish system

of worship.

(b) To preserve a tradition of Jesus' discourses and synagogue
sermons in a form suitable for liturgical use in the churches"

(ibid., 54).

As far as the éstination of the gospel is concerned Guilding writes: “The

evangelist seems to have wished to preserve a tradition of Jesus! synagogue
sermons that has found no place in the Synoptic Gospels, and to present
them in a form which would be familiar and acceptable to Christian Jews who

had been recently excluded from the synagogue" (ibid., 231).

Guilding!s theory has come in for much criticism from scholars. As far as
the lectionary cycle itself is concerned, which is an important aspect of

her theory, L. Morris (The New Testament and the Jewish Lectionaries, 34)

notes that there are too many "conjectures and uncertainties", For example,
it is by no means clear when systematic readings of the type envisaged by |
Guilding began nor the form they first took. There is also the qﬁestion of
whether/there might not have been more than one triennial cycle, and then
the matter of the relation of the triennial cycle to the annualrone.
Haenchen, on the other hand, attacks Guilding's claim that the Fourth Gospel
préserves 1a tradition of Jesus!'! discourses and synagogue sermons...".(35)

WeA. Meeks (The Prophet—King, 92, n. 2) comments that Guilding *"begins with

a hypothesis that is not implausible but her procedure can only be called
fantastice... Her exegesis of the Fourth Gospel is marked by a curious
blend of a radical application of the 'myth and ritual pattern! to the text,
a naive historicism which finds in the discourses collections of Jesus't
actual sermons, delivered in synagogues on the assigned texts in various

years, and the most superficial concordance and scholarship",

Clearly Guilding's theory has found more antagonists than followvers.

Seemingly from every angle her approach has been criticized, Yet it seems
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to me that she is correct when she ‘states-that John wished "to set forth
Jesus as the fulfilment of the whole Jewish system of worship"., This was

a conclusion which we ourselves reached in a previous discussion;(36)
However the main point of her theory, namely, that the fourth evangelist
wished to preserve a tradition of Jesus! synagogue sermons that had found
no place in the Synoptic Gospels for the benefit of Christian Jews who had
recently been excluded from the synagogue, has by no means been proved by
Guilding, In fact there are many scholars, as we have seen, who would

agree with Xlmmel's comment (Introductioh, 163)v that her attempts in this

direction amount to no more than “pure fantasy",

. (2) Jeloeo JIaI‘tyn

Another scholar who has made an important contribution to the theory that

the Fourth Gospel was written for Jewish Christians is J.L. Martyn. In

his book History and Theology in the Fourth Gospel this author argues that
the gospel arose in a city in the Diaspora where the evangelist was living
and in vhich there was a jewish community and a Christian community in

close proximity with each other, As a result of conversions from the former
to the lztter an element of rivalry entered into their relationship which
resulted in heated controversies taking place, In turn this led to the
introduction of certain measures by the Jews directed against the Christians
that eventually caused an irrevocable split between the two communities, It
was in response to the challenges facing the Johannine church as a result of
this situation that the Fourth Gospel came to be composed, Martyn himself
puts this poinf in the form of a question: *May one sense even in its (i.e.
the Fourth Gospel's) exalted cadences the voice of a Christian theologian

who writes in response to contemnorary events and issues which concern, or

should concern, all members of the Christian community in which he 1lives?®
(ibid., xviii; the underlined words are in italics in'the text). This is

a question which Martyn will answer in the affirmative,

In emphasizing the contemporary significance of the Fourth Gospel Martyn
does not thereby wish to gquestion or belittle the historical value of the
traditions about the life and teaching of Jesus that are contained in the
pages of this gospel. In a sense it is the fourth evangelist!s great

achievement that he has been able to preserve that tradition and vet make
it meaningful in the situwation in which he found himszelf, "Consequently,
when we read the Fourth Gospel, we are listoning both to tradition and to

a newv and unique interpretation of that tradition® (ibid., xix,f).
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Martyn explains the relationship that exists between the actual historical .
events of the life of Jesus and the bearing they have on contemporary
issues by distinguishing between '"two levels in John's way of presénting
certain parts of his gospel®. The first of these levels he describes with
the word Yeinmalig" which he does not believe it is possible to translate
adequately into English, But "the reader will not go far wrong if he
renders my use of einmalig by the expression fonce upon a2 time'® (ibide, 9,..
n. 21). The second level which he describes as '"the contemporary level® o
refers to "a witness to Jesus' powerful presence in actual events experienced
by the Johannine church™ (igig., 10). In the pages which follow Martyn
proceeds to examine the miracle of the healing of the blind man and
subsequent events (Jn 9:1,ff) in the light of this two-fold dimension. On

the einmalig level we hae a man born blind and healed by Jesus; because

of his belief in Jesus as the Messiah he is eventually cast out of the

synagogue. On the contemporary level, however, this man represents, in

Martyn's view, Jews living in the Jewish quarter of the city in which the
evangelist was residing at the time, Like the man born blind they find that
they too have been excluded from the synagogue because they were prepared to
confess that Jesus was the Christ. Martyn is thus led to conclude that there
is a large measure of parallelism between the events described in John 9 as
far as the exclusion from the synagogue is concerned, and the events
suwrrounding the introduction of the "Benediction Against Heretics", a

method used by the Sages of Jammia to separate Jewish Christians from the
main body of Judaism. However the parallelism is not limited to the question
of exclusion from the synagogue alone, Martyn believes that it is possible
to discover other similarities, Thus he suggests that the Sanhedrin of
Jerusalem is paralleled by the Gerousia (i.e., the ruling body of Jewish
elders) in John's city; similarly, the street in Jerusalem where the

events described in John 9 took place has its parallel in the Jewish quarter

(37)

of John's own city.

Martyn sums up the conclusions of his investigation into John 9 as follows:

*Thus the Fourth Gospel affords us a picture of a Jewish
community which has been (recently?) shaken by the
introduction of a newly formulated means for detecting
those Jews who want to hold a dual allegiance to Moses

‘and to Jesus as Messiah, Even against the will of some
of the synagogue leaders, the Heretic Renediction is now
emploved in order formally and irretrievably to separate
the church from the synagogue. In the two-level drama
of John 9 the man born blind plays not only the part of a
Jew in Jerusalem healed by Jesus of Hazareth, but also the
part of Jews known to John who have beccome members of the
separated church because of their messianic faith and
because of the awesome Benediction® (ibid., 40,f),
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In the remaining sections of his book Martyn applies the two-level-drama
approach to other parts and themes of the Fourth Gospel, especially to the
question of the identity of and the measures taken against the “Jewish-
Christian Beguiler", the Jewish expectation of the Prophet-Messiah 1like

Moses, and Jesus as the Son of Man,
]

There are certain 1imitations about Martynt's work that should not be over-
looked in any assessment of his views., The most important of these is
that he has applied his two-level ap?roach only to certain sections and
themes of the gospel, and presumably to those which he found to be the
most suitable and advaﬁtageous to his line of argument. For this reason
vif is to be doubted that he would be equally successful in interpfefiﬁg

the rest of the gospel in the same fashion,

It cannot be denied, however, that Martyn, within the limits of the material
chosen by him, has argued his case persuvasively, If it is possible to
question the validity of certain of the identifications which he makes(38)
this, it seems to me does not detract from the overall significance of his
theory. As Martyn himself (igig., 77) puts it: "One may be confident

that he (i.e. the evangelist) did not intend his readers to analyze the -
dramafis personae in the way in which we have done it. Indeed, I doubt

that he was himselfanalyvtically conscious of what I have termed the two-

level drama, for his major concern in this regard was to bear witness to
the essential inteqrity of the einmalig drama of Jesus! earthly life and
the contemporary drama in which the Risen Lord acts through his servants®

(words underlined are in italics in the text),

The important peint of Martyn's theory consists in the general similarity
that he is able to establish between the ®drama® on the einmalig level and
what was happening on the contemporary level, In this the exact corres-
pondence of the dramatis personae of the one level with those of the other
level is not a vital aspect of the theory and therefore there is no need to

labour over this pointe.

(3) Exclusion from the Svnagogue

From what has been said of Martynts theory it should be clear that the

question of exclusion from the synagogue has an important part to play in

(39)

but his book did serve to highlight its importance once more for an under-

it. This scholar was not, of course, the first to explore this theme

standing of the Fourth Gospel and the possible influence this could have



in determining its destination. As Dodd (Tradition, 412) puts it: %In
the Fourth Zospel the followers of Christ are threatened with excommuni-
cation from the Synagogue - a menace which would have no terrors for any

but Jewish Christians",

In this section we shall discuss first of all what the Fourth Gospel
itself has to say about exclusion from the synagogue, We shall then
examine possible conteﬁporary events at the time of the gospel's
composition, following the lead given by Martyn, events which in a sense
might reflect this theme and at the same time have served as a precipi-

tating cause of the gospel having been written,

(a) The Fourth Gospel and Exclusion from the Synagogue

The Fourth Gospel makes three references to an exclusion @inccw;viyu»fcs )

of this nature:

(i) After the man born blind has been healed by Jesus the *Jews"
summon his parents in order to question them about their son
and how he had come to receive his sighte They refuse to
say anything beyond admitting that he is indeed their son.
The evangelist tells us that the reason why they would not
comment on how he had received his sight was "because they
feared the Jews, for the Jews had already agreed that if
anyone should confess him to be Christ, he was to be put
out of the synagogue Q&ﬁocgnﬁiqujos yéanRA)" (9:22).
That this was no idle threat appears to be borne out by
9:34 where we are told that the blind man himself was %cast

out"” by the Jewse

(ii) The theme of Yconfessing®” - *expulsion from the synagogue"

7 appears again in 12:42,f, where we read: "Nevertheless
many even of the authorities believed in him, but for fear
of the Pharisees they did not confess it, lest thev should
be put out of the synagogue OQB-Fﬁ &ﬂocuUé7uoyo|\1évu»J7a|)

: for they loved the praise of men more than the praise of

God".
(iii) Finally, in 16:2 Jesus tells his disciples that *they shall
/
put you out of the synagogue (& noo‘u\m\/myous Tron(]couc\\/

Spas v

The person with a logical frame of mind and concerned about the accuracy of

detail will notice certain anomalies about the évidence quoted above, First
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of all we are told in 9:22 that the Jews had already agreed that anybody.
who confessed Jesus to be the Christ éhould be excluded from the synagogue
and the man whose sight had been restored to him by Jesus is apparently
"cast out™ in accordance with this ruling. It could be argued, however,

that the prime candidates for exclusion from the synagogue would have been

- Jesus' own disciples, That they had not been excluded from the synagogue

during the life-time of Jesus is borne out by the fact that Jesus foretells
that this is something which will happen in the future. The opening
chapters of the Acts of the Apostles appear to corroborate this, They
describe how the aposties and believers used to go up to the Temple to pray
even after Pentecost (cf, 2:46, 5:12, 13:48; see also Lk 24:53)€4O)' Paﬁl,
in the opening stages of his missionary work always proéeeded to the
synagogue whenever he arrived in a new town (cfe. Acts 13:5, 14:1, 16:13,
17;10,’17, 18:4,19, 19:8). 1In all of this there is no hint of there beir{g
a formal, official decree expelling from the synagogue those who confess .
Jesus to be the Christ even though Paul does come in for some rather rough
treatment at the hands of the Jews when he has provoked them to.anger with
his preaching (cf..Acts 13:45,£f., 14:2-6,19, 17:5,ff.,13, 18:6-7,12-17,
19:9, 21:27,ff.,, 23:12,ff.,; see also 2 Cor 11:24). Cordlderations such as
these bring us face to face with the larger problem of the nature of the
relationship that existed betwéen Judaism and Christianity in the early
déys of the latter's history., Martyn (op. cit., 27,f) sums up the
evidence of Acts thus: All the way from the arrest of Peter and John in
chapter 3 to Paul's appearance (now as a Christian) before the Sanhedrin
in chapter 23, Acts paints a picture in which Jewish authorities view the
church as essentially subject to Jewish law, That is to say, the church
is viewed by the Jewish authorities as a sect, a bothersome one to be

sure, but still a sect which remained within the bosom of Judaism. This

is nowhere more apparent than in the case of Paul's activity as a
persecutor....". Wnen Paul himself is eventually brought before the
Sanhedrin in chapter 23 it is interesting to note that he still identifies

himself with the Pharisees (23:6,ff).

(b) The *Zirkath ha-mininm®

Martyn's approach to the anomalies referred to above was, as we have seen,

to view the gospel material from two different levels., 1If we take our cue
from him and pursue the general similarity between the einmalig level and

the (wider) contemporary level of the drama of John 9, it cannot be denied

that the decision by the Jews, on the einmalig level, to expel from the
synagogue anybady who confessed Jesus to ba the Messiah was an important

element, It is therefore necessary to establish the existence of a



similar ruling on the contemporarv level, Most commentators would find

. . .. 4
such a parallel in the Birkath ha-minim ﬁj‘ITDIW ITD’\ZL\.( 1) This is

the twelfth blessing in thp prayer known as the Shemoneh Esreh and it

- formed a part of the chlef praver of the synagogue service, In the

earliest form of it known to us it reads as follows:

“"For the rénegades let there be no hope, and may the arrogant
kingdom soon be rooted out in our days, and the Nazarenes
and the minim perish as in a moment and be blotted out from
the book of life and with the righteous may they not be
inscribed, Blessed are khou, 0 Lord, who humblest the

(42) -

arrogant .

In its earliest original form this blessing did not contain the phrase
beginning with the words %and the Nazarenes...." and ending with “....
may they not be inscribed," The addition of this phrase, according to
the evidence of the Talmud, was the work of Samuel the Less at the

instigation of Rabban ‘Gamaliel II. (43)

Thére seems to be some dispufé aﬁong scholars as to whether the words
“and the Nazarenes* ﬂ]“‘\g"\]ij) shculd be considered to be a part of
the original text as supplemented by Samuel the Less. It is argued by
some that the phrase "the minim" (071/1T1) alone would be suff;c1 ent to
cover Christians as well as any other heretics that were intended to be
included.(44) However in the context of our discussion this question
need not detain us long. W.D. Davies (op. cit., 276) sums up what is for
our purposes the important point: %In any case, a petition, either
against heretics,’including Jewish Christians, or against heretics and
specifiéally Jewish Christians, was introduced into the Tefillah at

Jamnia, at what date exactly we cannot ascertain®,

As regards the date when the enlarged form of the 12th Rlessing was
introduced, Davies (ibid.) is of the opinion that"it was probably some-
where around 85 A.D." Other schelars, following Strack-Billberbeck,

would put it at about 90 A,D. Wnat is beyond doubt is that it was composed
during the period when Rabban Gamaliel II presided over the Sages at Jamnia,
This, according to Martyn (op. cit., 34) extended from approximately A.D. €0
to A.D. 115, and, as Barrett (cp. cit., 48) notes, *"anything that occurred

(43)

in the period of Gamaliel occurred in the period of the Fourth Gospel*,

The introduction of the Birkath ha-minim into the liturgy of the synagogue

marked a turning-point in the relations between Judaism and Christianity.
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We have already noted that according to the picture painted for us by the
Acts of the Apostles Christians were considered to fall within the ambit
cf Judaism and in some way ﬁnder the authority of its leaders. The
Christians constituted just another sect within Judaism even if, at times,
it proved to be an extremely troublesomeone.(46) By introducing the

Birkath ha-minim, however, it appears bevond reasonable doubt that the

intention of the Sages at Jamnia was in some way to separate and isolate
Jewish Christians from the main body of Judaism. This it did "simply,

but effectively”, as Pavies (op, cits., 276) describes:

"In the Synagogue service a man was designated to lead in
the reciting of the Tefillah, As he approached the
platform, where stood the ark containing the Scrolls of
the Law, the congregation rose. The leader would recite
the Benedictions and the congregation, finally, responded
to these with the Amen. Anyone called upon to recite the
Tefillah who stumbled on the 12th Benediction could
easily be detected, Thus the Birkath ha Minim served the
purpose of making any Christian, who might be present in
a synagogue service, conspicuous by the way in which he
recited or glossed over this Benediction.*

This presumably resulted in him being "drummed out* of the synagogue

fellowship, to quote Martyn's phrase {op. cit., 38,f).'

Among scholars there is some dispute about the exact nature of the ban in

(47)

qﬁestion. There is no unanimity either about the exact nature of its
effects, Martyn (op. cit., 31) for example, states that *the formal
separation between church and synagogue has been accomplished in John's
milieu by means of the Jewish Benediction Against Heretics", G.F. Moore
(Judaism, I, 91) on the other hand states that the effect that the

Birkath. ha-minim had in driving the Nazarenes out of the synagogues is

unknown, On the previous page (ibid., 90), however, he had also stated
that "one incidental result® of the war which followed Rar Cocheba's
revolt was that "it brought about the final separation of the Nazarenes
from the rest of the Jews™, Perhaps greater justice would be done to all

.the evidence if one were to speak of the Birkath ha-minim as having

initiated a process that finally resulted in the total separation of chwrch
and synagogue after the rebellion of 132-135 A.D. Such issues are,
however, concerned with what might be called the global aspects of the
problem whereas the Fourth Gospel is more interested with its implications

on the level of the individual,

When we bear in mind the importance that the synagogue had com2 to assume

not only in the religious life of the Jew but also on the national, social,



and even economic levels, it is not difficult to imagine that the inclusion

of the Birkath ha-minim must have led to much soul-searching on the part of
many Jewish believers, The situation had all the ingredients of a
traumatic experience for many of them. In such a situvation it is easy to
see how the Fourtn Gospel would have played a very important supportive
role, emphasiiing as it did that the true Jew was in fact that one who
accepted that Jesus was the Messiah and that in him everything that was of
importance in Judaism found 1its meaning and fulfilment, This, as we have
seen, was the pattern which the evangelist used throughout the whole of his

gospel,

To appreciate fully, however, what the evangelist was. attempting to do and
the appeal that his gospel would have had to those Jews who, as a result of

the Birkath ha-minim found themselves confronted by the need to make a

decision for or against the claims of Jesus, it is necessary to take into
account the major developments within Judaism that followed upon the fall
of Jerusalem and the destruction of the Temple in 70 A.D. That these

developments had a bearing on.the introduction of the Birkath ha-minim

cannot be doubted.

In this period, introduced as it was by "a tragedy of earth-shaking
proportions® for the Jews, "the major threat to Judaism was that of
disintegration" (Martyn, op. cit., 33). To this threat, and inextricably
bound up with it, Davies (op. cit., 258) adds another, "the contemporaneous,
inddious attraction of forces from without, that is, of paganism in general
and, especially, of Christianity and Gnosticism in some form or other®, As
a counter-measure to these threats there took place at Jammia the establish-
ment of a body of learned men under the leadership of Rabbi Johannan ben
Zakkai.(48) Within this assembly the Pharisaic party quickly gained the
upper hand largely af the expense of the Sadduccees and the priests.<49)
Giadually the Bet Din of Jamnia, as the assembly came to be called, assumed
many of the prerogatives and powers that had once belonged to the Sanhedrin
in Jerusalem so that its authority came to be recognized and accepted by
Jews in general, In this regard Epstein (Judaism, 113) notes that one of the
most direct means it had at its disposal for the extending of the exercise of
its authority over world Jewry "was the prerogative, hitherto reserved for
the Jerusalem Sanhedrin, of regulating month by mcnth the calendar, and
‘communicating to most distant communities the day of the new moon on which

the whole of the Diaspora no less than the Palestinian Jews depended for the

celebration of the ensuing feasts and fasts", It should be noted that the
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nature of the Bet Din's authority was basically religious. In the new
situation following the destruction of Jerusalem and the Temple it
obviously did not possess the political power that had belongcd to the

Sanhedrin of Jerusalem.(5 )

The events of 70 A,D. created turmoil within Judaism., It resulted in the
need for a reappraisal and reformulation of certain fundamental Jewish
beliefs and practices, This task the Bet Din of Jamnia undertook alvays
with a view, however, to the preserving and the strengthening of the unity
of Judaism. As a weapon in its quest for-unity the Law assumed more
ihportance than ever, Attention was given to its codification and
modification, something that was necessitated by the altered circumstances.(51)
The destruction of the Temple which had always been a unifying force of
great significance within Judaism resulted in added importance being
attached to the synagogue and 1ts liturgy. Thus the aim of some of the
changes in the ritual of Judaism was, according to Davies (op. cit., 269),
"to concentrate in the Synagogue, when this was possible, forms previously
associated with the Temple, so that they would continue to evoke memories
of the Temple through the Symagogue, and thus still exercise their unifying

power',

Like the Sages of Jamnia the fourth evangelist also devoted a relatively
large amount of space to treating these same themes. We saw, for example,
how here-interpreted” the Law in terms of Jesus, He also emphasized the
over-riding importance of the commandment to love one another as the only
means of assuring true unity (as opposed to the series of takkanot that
wvere beginning to be issued from Jamnia?). Similarly in the Fourth Gospel
the Temple and its liturgy, the great festivals of the Jewish calendar no
longer have a meaningful role to play after the coming of Jesus. Hence

there is no need to maintain. them,

It cannot, of course, be proved that the fourth evangelist was aware of
the trends and emphases in Judaism that were initiated prior tec the

introduction of the Birkath ha-minim, But in view of all that has been

said it does not appear to be an unreasonable assumption that he did know

of these developments for many sections of the Fourth Gospel receive an

(52)

added importance and meaning when seen in this context.
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(D) Cénclusions

From our discussion of a sample of the theories that give to the Fourth
Gospel a Christian destination and purpose a number of basic facts have
emerged which it seems to me we cannot overlook. Schnackenburg, for
example, has shown that at least John 13 to 17 should be seen as being
addressed to those wvho already believe, bevthey Jews or. Geutiles,

However the reference to exclusion from the synagogue in 16:2 must be

seen as being of significance to Jews alone. Similarly our examination

of the gospel's eschatology led us to conclude that the evangelist!s
teaching in this regard would have been most meaningful to those who were
already familiar with the Church's teaching on this as reflected in the
synoptic %radition and the Pauline literature, Martyn,}on the other hand,
following the lead given by other séholars, has shown that the question of
exclusion from the synagogue has received particular attention from the
evangelist, This, he contends, was due to the events that were taking
place at the time of the gospel!s composition, or perhaps because.of which

it came to be composed, viz. the introduction of the Birkath ha-minim and

the consequences that flowed from this. Because this ban would have
created a problem that would have been of vital concern only to Jews, the
conclusion that this suggests is that the gospel itself, or at least those
parts of it that deal with the question of exclusion from the synagogue,
must have been written for those Jews who were intimately affected by the

Birkath ha-minim, Against the background of the rivalry and the

~ controversies this must have generated it is possible, however, to account
for the way in which the evangelist has handled and developed much of the

other material included in the gospel,

As far as the Fourth Gospelis destination is concerned, therefore, we are
led to conclude that there are certain aspects of and themes in the gospel
that point to a Christian audience. OQther aspects become more intelligible
and meaninqgful 1if the qgospel is seen as being addressed to Jewish Christians,
But having stated that, it is also important to note that none of the theories
we have discussed have in actual fact accountéd for the whole of the gospel
in terms of these destinations. Each has served to highlight one or more
particular aspect of the gospel.

|
What conclusions may we draw about the Fourth Gospel's purpose fromvour

discussion in this chapter? In our introductory comments we noted that we
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are not concerned with what we termed the fgeneral purpose" of the gosnel.
Rather our interests lie in its 'specific purposesh, in other vords, in

h

the manner in which the evangelist encourages belief in his readers,

If we presume for one moment that the general purpose of the gospel was to
strengthen the faith of those who already believed, then, looked at
objectively, there are various ways in which the evangelist could have set
about achieviﬁg this. He could, for example, have adopted a direct
apprbéch, addressing words of exhortation and ewcouragement to the believers,
On the other hand the same end could very well have been achieved by the
,uée of more indirect methods; for example he could have attacked the
arguments of those who were responsible for undermining the faith of
believers in the first place, or he could have set out to provide his
readers with clearer and more convincing "proofs®" and evidence of the
correctness of their own beliefs. In the two mindirect methods we have
Jjust descrlbOd the objective is the same but the emphasis in each case is
dlfferent. The former we may descrlbe as being “polemical*® in nature and

approach while the latter is more "apologetical'.

To return to the Fourth Gospel and the theories we have been discussing in
this chapter. It seems to me that there are undoubtedly traces of what we
have described as the *direct® method of strengthening the faith of
believers, Butvby and large these elements are concentrated in Farewell
Discourses with their words of comfort (14:1,ff.,18,£f), the promise of
another Counsellor who would remain with the disciples for ever (14:16,ff.{
26,fF., 16:7,£Ff), exhomations to love (13:34,f,, 14:21,£F,, 15:9,ff) and to
remain faithful (15:1,f£., 16:1,ff), vords of encouragement and the promise
of peace and joy in the face of persecution by the *world" (14:27,ff.,
15:18,£f., 16:20,ff) and, finally, Jesus'! own prayer not only for his
disciples (17:1,--) but ‘also for "tnose vho believe in me through their .
word" (17:20). But what of the rest of the gospel? Martyn, as we have
intimated, would see the evangelist strengthening the faith of believers by
the use of a polemical appPOmCh in the controversies that raged between the
Jewish community and the Johannine church. In this, of course, Martyn is
not alone, But in combining an "edirfying® or “Christian®" purpose with that
of a polemical approach Martyn introduces us to another prcblem which,
because of its potential importance for our enguiry, must be discussed in'a
separate chapter, The problem to which w2 refer is the possibility that the
fourth eﬁangeliét might have had.more than one purpose and destination in

mind when composing his gospel.
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those theoriez which have attempted to understand the Fourth Gosnel in
terms of a single purpose and destination, In the course of our
discussion we had reason to mention some of the difficulties inherent in
such an approach, This was particularly the case with the polemical
group of theories. These, we noted, were wnsatisfactory when taken by
themselves for the simple reason that a person usually engages in a
polemic for a specific purpose, In the case of those theories which
attribute a "Christian® purpose to the gospel we saw .that there was also
a danger here of defining this purpose in sich general terms that it is
of little value in helping to d&termine the point under investigation,
viz, the %specific" purpose(s) of the gospel, Because of these
difficulties me scholars have attributed several purposes and/br
destinations to fheiFoufth Gospel. In this chapter we shall examine
some of the more important and representative of these, and especially
the evidence usually quoted in suppori, For the sake of convenience we
shall divide our discussion, where possible, into theories which propose
*multiple purposes® and those which propose Ymultiple destinations® for

(1)

the gospel.

(A) Theories of Multiple Purposes

(1) An Outline of the Theories

Most authors who suggest that the Fourth Gospel has more than one purnose
are inclined to draw a distinction between the gospel s "primary" purpose
and its ¥secondary® or "subsidiary* ones.( ) In this section we propose

to give a resumé of the views of a few of those who fall into this

Category.

WeG. Xlimmel, in his Introduction (162,f), believes that John was

“primarily written in order to establish and secure the faith of Christians®.
In the light of this "primary" purpose XWmmel is of the opinion that it is
possible “to understand the polem ﬁcal features which John exhibits®,.  Among

these he includes the following:
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(a) While rejecting that the Fourth Gospel contains a polemic
against Cerinthus, he does not deny that "John contains a

polemic against Gnostic thoughts®;

(b) the polemic against ~John the Baptist which, however, Xummel

believes "is only a relatively slightly emphasized motif"; and

(c) the polemic against Judaism.

A. Wikenhauser (Introduction, 307) is another scholar who believes

that while the Fourth Gospel was written for "believing Christians® the
evangelist wrote it "in silent controversy with certain opponents of the
Christian Church in his day". Among these Wikenhauser includes *"the Jews",

the followers of the Baptist, and Cerinthus.,

R. Schnackenburg, who, as we have seen, accepts that the Fourth Gospel

was written for Christians, believes that the evangelist's "major interest"
is Christology (St John, 153,ff). "The evangelist found in the person of
Christ, =23 he grasped it in faith, the theological principle which enabled
him to re-think the revelation of Christ proclaimed by the primitive Church
and to disclose its depths" (ibid., 164). But in addition to this "major
interest*® of his, Schnackenburg states that there are in the Fourth Gospel
"a number of practical interests at work".(igig., 165). Thus he finds an
apologetical anq/br polemical'attitude to Judaism, the diséiples of John
the Baptist and baptist groups, and to Gnostic trends.(3)

Leaving aside for the moment Barrett's views on the question of whether
the Fourth Gospel had a "destination" or not(4) this scholar suggests that
the gospel 's purpose may be *defined in terms of two problems which beset
the Christian faith at the end of the 1st cent.” (John, in *"Peake's
Commentary", 846). The problems in question were those of eschatology and
Gnosticism.(s) Against the background of the difficulties created by them
the evangelist "wrote to reaffirm the fundamental convictions of the
Christian faith in the full light of new circumstances, new terminology,
and new experiences" (St John, 117). Barrett also acknowledgesthat
certain elements in the gospel may owe sbmething “to polemic against those
who rated-the Baptist too highly" (igig., 144; also 142). As far as the

fourth evangelist's attitude to Judaism is concerned Barrett states that
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it is probable that the controversial dialogues in the gospel reflect
the course of Christian antiJ2wish polemic; ewih objections to
gy, and especially to Christian views of ths person of

kS

trongly, sometimes fiercey (e,g. 8:39—59),

In his boo¥, History and Theology in the Fourth Gospel, J.L. Martyn, as

we indicated in the previous chapter, believes that there is evidence of
an anti-Jewish polemic in the Fourth Gospel. 1In a more recent article
entitled “Source Criticism and Religionsgeschichte in the Fourth Gospel“
this author has takea up the question once more but has approached it

from a different angle and placed it in a wider context,

Taking into account the findings and conclusions reached by R,T,. Fortna

(The Gospel of Signs), E. KZsemann (The Testament of Jesus) and Wl.A. -

Meeks (The Prophet-King) Martyn formulates two hypotheses in the light

of wich he examines certain aspects of the Fourth Gospel., The hypotheses
in question are - '

(i) "Fortna's Signs Gospel (SG) is reasonably similar to the Fourth

(7)

Evangelist!'s narrative source?,

(ii) "Between the production of the SG and the writing of the Fourth
Gospel (4G) lie dynamic developments of various sorts which
played important roles in causing the Fourth Evangelist to

handle SG as he did" (ibid., 248).

This means that in Martyn's view there are at least three stages in the
composition of the gospel, viz., “the writing of sG, subsequent and thus
chronologically intervening developments, including activities on the

part of “opponents"; and the writing of 4G (ibid., 250).

What could be significant about Martyn's approach for the destination and
purpose of the Fourth Gospel is the importance he attaches to *intervening
developments® between the writing of the Signs Gospel and the writing of
the Fourth Gospel since these developments could have exercised
considerable influenca on the shaping of the ultimate destination and
surpose of the completed work., As Martyn himself puts it: %an adequate
uqdorsta“llng of the third stage will require careful consideration of

both its predecessors" (ibid).
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e have already had occasion to discuss Fortna's Signs Gospel elsevhere,

he .

at least in so far as thic

"intervening developments® which Martyn suggests in his second hypothesis

-might have had a bearing on the Fourth Gospel''s

o

destination and purpose. ) What interests us at this stage are the
t'hlayed imporitant roles in causing the Fourth Evangelist to handle SG as
he did". Following the commentaries of Schnackenburg and Brown, and the
works of Meeks and Kdsemann cited above, Martyn offers the following

suggestions as examples of the type of developments he has in mind:

a) a struggle with followers of John the Baptist
'b) a hardening of battle lines between synagogue and church
¢) inner-church problems, such as: ‘

(1) over-emphasis on the anticipated glories of

' Jesus! future coming

(2) 1loss of a sense of contact with and memory of the
earthly Jesus, with concomitant danger that
Christianity might devol?e into a mystery religion

>_(3) docetism .

(4) growth of a hardening and institutionally oriented
orthodoxy which pits itself with increasing fervor
against the gfowth of Hellenistic enthusiasm in the
church _

(5) theological developments which are not truly

christocentric (ibid., 252).

Martyn himself postulates that developments such as these did influence

the evangelist in the writing of his gospel and therefore the way in which
he handled the material of the Signs Gospel. Clearly if this is what did
hanpen then the Fourth Gospel had a destination and purpose very different

from that of the Signs Gospel as reconstructed by Fortna.(9)

Two other scholars who have argued along lines similar to Martyn but from
different starting-points are R.E. Brown and B. Lindars. 1In his commentary
Brown (John, XXXIV,ff) posits five stages in the composition of the Fourth
Gospel, a number which he believes is the minimum "for we suspect that the
full details of the Gospel's prehistory are far too complicated to
reconstruct® (ibid., XXIV). Briefly the five stages he posits are the

following:

(1) *“The existence of a body of traditional material pertaining to
the words and works of Jesus - material similar to what has gone

into the Synoptic Gospels, but material whose origins were
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independent of the Synoptic tradition,®

(2) #The development of this material in Johannine patterns."
This, accdrding to Brown, took nlace over several decades
and "was probably accomplished through oral preaching and
teaching”. It should be noted that more fhan one person
was responsible for this development, Brown prefers to
think of the existence of "a close-knit school of thought

and expression' wnich had a "principal preacher®” who was

responsible for the main body of the Gospel material,

(3) "The organization of this material from Stage 2 into a
consecutive Gospel, This would be the first edition of the
Fourth Gospel as a distinct work." According to Brown *it
seems logical to suppose that it was he (i.e. the principal

preacher) who organized the first edition of the Gospel",

(4) ©The secondary edition by the evangelist." The purpose of
"this edition was ™to answer thevobjections or difficulties
of several grouﬁs, for example, the disciples of John the
Baptist, Jewish Christians who had not yet left the Synagogue,
and others.®* This necessitated, according to Brown, the

introduction of new material into the gospel,

(5) ma final editing or redaction by someone other than the
evangelist and whom we shall call the redactor." Erown
believes that this redactor was fa close friend or disciple
of the evangelist, and certainly part of the general school
of thought to which we referred in Stage 2. This redactor
included Johannine material from Stage 2 that had not yet

found its way into the Fourth Gospel.

Briefly, therefore, Brown believes that the Fourth Gospel as we have it is
the end product of two editions of the gospel and a final redaction by a

disciple,

In his discussion of Stage 4 Brown lavs the foundation of his aporoach to
the problem of the gospelt!s destination and purpose, In the light of what
he has to say there he believes that "it is perfectly legitimrte to spenk

£ the several aims of the Gospel™ (ibid., LXVII). Thus in his view there

o}

is evidence in the Fourth Gospel that entitles one to see it as being :
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(a) an rapologetic against the sectarians of Jchn the Baptist®

(LXVII, ££)

~e

(b) 2n argument with the Jews involving “justification of

Christian claims azgainst Jewlsh unbelief®™ and an "appeal
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tian heretics” (Gnostics,

Ebionites, Docetists) (LXXV,ff); and

(d) an “encouragement to believing Christians, Gentile and Jew"

(LXXVII, ££).,

B. Lindars (Behind the Fourth Gospel, 38) argues against the view that the

"traditional materialY in the Fourth Gospel came from a single source., In
his oﬁinion this material came rather from "a mass of unrelated traditions
or from several short collections (or perhaps both: some short collections
and some individual items)". In fact he believes that the Fourth Gospel
began life as separate.homilies which John subsequently used as the basis
for a continuous gospei (ipid., 77,f)s In other words John took this mass
of amorphous material and imposed his own pattern and some unity on ite.
Lindars believes that the Fourth Gospel underwent two editions, the purpose

of the second edition being to meet various new developments.

(2) Evaluation

Perhaps the first thing that strikes the student of Brown's views is the
hypothetical and conjectural nature of the greatér nart of his theory. He
himself sees its limitations when he admits that "there remain many
inadequacies and uncertainties in such a theory" (izig., XXXIX). He notes
the difficulties involved in distinguishing what belonged to the first and
second editions and vhat must be attributed to the hand of the redactor,
Such admissions on his part do not take away from the fact that in spite of
these difficulties he has attempted, on insufficient grounds, to make such
a division of material and then to build on it. He accepts that the gospel
has "a uniform style® (apart from chapter 21); therefore it is difficult
to see how such distinctions in the material could be made on the grounds
of language and style. Further, wnat he calls *“the. secondary edition®” of
the Gospel was, according to him, prompted by the need "to answer the
objections or difficulties of scveral groups® (see above), At this stage
the question that springs to mind is this: what grownds does 2rown have

for concluding that all of the objections and difficulties referred to

were answvered in a 'secondary edition"? Is it not possible that the Gospel
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meeting a specific situation or problem? It is hard to believe that the

ct

he "secondary edition" of the gospel was intended

1

several groups for whom

gospel was composed, at the same time as

(%]

th

1

existed in the same area a
the “secondary edition" was written, and in sufficiently large numbers to

merit specilal treatment in that particular edition of the gospel,

The similarities of Lindars!' views with these of Brown are patent. Both
believe that-the Fourth Gospel underwent two editions, though Brown does,
of course, add that there was a final redaction by a disciple of the
evangelist., As we have aleady seen that there is convincing evidence that
the Fourth Gospel was cdited before it came to be circulated in the form
known to us, it is clear that we would have no quarrel with the theory of
two editioné, though whether there was a final redaction is another
question,(1o)__So too is the nature of the changes and additions made to
the géspel when.it was edited. Both Brown and Lindars believe that the
second edition was necessitated by developments after the first edition
had been compléted. Ve would not wish to quibble about this assumption

either as we have already pointed out that there must have been specific

reasons why it was thought necessary to edit the Fourth Gospel.

"Perhaps the redeeming feature of Lindars!' approach, when compared with

that of Brown, is that he does not attempt to prove too much about the
manner in which the Fourth Gospel evolved to its final form on the basis
of proven evidence, At the same time, however, it cannot be denied that
even in the case of Lindars we enter the realm of hypothesis and conjecture
when we come to the question of the nature and contents of the body of

material which, it is claimed, is at the rcot of the Fourth Gospel,

Martyn is probably on much surer ground when he uses a Signs Gospel

similar to that reconstructed by Fortna as his starting-point. As we have
noted, there is substantial evidence to support the existence of such a
source behind the Fourth Gospel., However despite the supnort such a theory
has won the edstence of this sowrce is still doubted by some scholars,

But even among those who accept the existence of such a source there is
considerable doubt about whether it is poséible to reconstruct its contents,
and attempts to do this are therefore freaquently corddered to be laracly
conjectural and hypoth@tic&l.(11) Thus any conclusions based on such

. o . . . 12
hypothetical foundations are of necessity open to questlon.( )
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composed only to the extent that this might sl
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ed some light upon its

" purpose and destination., Martyn preoposed in this regard that certain

developments between the writing of the Signs Gospel and the Fourth Cospel
influenced the approach of the author of the latter work and must therefore
have had some bearing on the material to be found in the gospel and the
treatment of this by the evangelist., The assumption is that the Fourth
Gospel was written to meet the new situation created by the developments

in question.

On the matter of what thsse "developments® or influences were Martynts
views have much in common with those of Schnackenburg and Brown (to whom
he referred), XUmmel, Vikenhauser, and to a lesser extent, Barrett,(13) all
of whom see the Fourth Gospel directed at a variety of problems and
sitvations and intended to meet or counteract the impact they were having

on the faith of believers,

What conclusions may ve make about the various suggestions that have been
made in this regard? It seems to me that our discussion up to this point

entitles us te state that -

(1) there is some evidence in the gospel of a polemic against the

Jews;(14)

(2) there is no clear evidence that the fourth evangelist was
pursuing a polemic against the Gnostics although the Gnostic
Systems might have had some influence upon the way in which
the material or traditions used by the evangelist in the

composition of the gospel came to be shaped, and that

(3) there is no real evidence of an anti-Baptist polemic in -

the Fourth Gospel,

While acknowledging that there is evidence of an anti-Jewish polemic in

the Fourth Gospel it must not be assumed that we are thereby proposing

that this was one of the purposes of the gospel, In our cencluding comments
to chapter two we noted that when taken in isolafion “polemical"™ theorics
concerning the purpose of the gospel are usatisfactory and inadequate for
the reasons discussed there, In view of this it seems to me that we are

ferced to conclude that this polemical feature of the Fourth Qosnal should

rather be seen as one of the tools or metheds used by the evangelist to.

achieve what was intended to bhe the purnose of the gosnel,
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(B) Theories of Multiple Destinations

(1) An Qutline of the Theories

As we noted in the previous chante s Mmost sChblars who give to the Foub th
Gospel a “Christian destination®™ include uncer it both Jewish and Gentile
Christians.( 5) However cne scholar who veers towards the view that the
Fourth Gospel was missionary in purpose (whiie stressing the importance
given to the individual in the gospel), and who also believes that it was

written for both Jews and Gentiles is C.F.D. Moule, 1In his'book, The Birth

of the New Testament, he puts it as follows: #Perhaps it (i.e. the Fourth

Gospel) is the evangelist's explanation of Christianity to the cosmopolitan

people of Ephesus, Jew and Greek alike® (ibid., 94).

Those who support both a Jewish and Gentile destination for the Fourth
Gospel acknowledge the'bresence in it of much that is Jewish. But at the
same time they emphasize that there are certain non-Jewish traits that
would not have been necessary if the audience intended had been exclusivelyv
Jewish, To quote onceé more from Moulev(igig., 93,f): ?it is almost
impossible to- explain certain phenomena>if it was meant for Jews
exclusively: that the Passover was a Jewish Festival is scarcely a gloss
that such would need. It is easier to see it as meant for Jew and Gentile
alike, and to read the glosses - so painfully elementary even for Jews of

the dispersion - as put in for the benefit of Gentilest,

F.L. Cribbs ("A Reassessment of the Date of Origin and the Destinaticn
of the Gospel of John") is another scholar who has given to the Fourth
Gospel a "double* destination. But he suggests that it was addressed to

two distinct groups of Jews, viz, to 3

#(1) non-Christian Jews in areas where the church was atfemoting
to carry on a mission to the Jews in an effort to persuade ther
_that Christianity was a genuine extension of historic Judaism
and that Jesus was a devout Jewish rabbi who was actually the
promised "prophet like Moses® whose Messiahship had been
confirmed by the resurrection and /2\ to certain Jewish Chrlstlan
commmities which were experiencing growing oppositicn from
orthodox Jews and an influx of gentile Christians into their
fellowshin in an endeavour to strenathen their faith in Jesus

as the lessiah and their love for their fellow Christians
whether they be gentiles or Jews" (ibid., 55),

Fundamental for Cribkd theory is the question of the date of origin of

the Fourth Gospel. le argues that it was written "during the late 50's or
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early 60's" (igig) primarily on the grounds that "John seems to have been
completely ignorant of the developing synoptic tradition that found its
fullest development in Matthew and Luke" (&Eig., 39) and also the fact

that the gospel appears to reflect a time when the Church and temple were
still in dialogue and when the Church was engaged in a mission to the Jews,

rather than to the period when the Birkath ha-minim was introduced. 1In

support of this last contention Cribbs states that :

"the concerns found in John are those that were typical of the
church prior to A.D. 70 (e.g. church unity, brotherly love,
the Messiahship of Jesus, the relationship of the church to
Israel, the mystery of Israel's unbelief, Jewish persecutions),

~while the important concerns towards which the late first-
century churches directed their attention (e.g. the rise of

. false prophets within the church, the loss of early enthusiasm,
apostasy, the antichrist, church discipline and organization,
Roman persecutions) are totally lacking in John" (ibid., 54).

Brlefly, therefore, theories have been proposed which suggest that the

Fourth Gospel was addressed to (a) Jewish and Gentile Christians, (b) non-

Christian Jews and Gentiles, and (c) Jews, both Christian and non-Christian.
(2) Evaluation

(a) As we indicated above, the validity of Cribbs' argument depends to a

.~ large extent on the possibility of giving an early dating to the gospel's

composition. However conclusions reached elsewhere in this thesis cause

us to disagree with him on a number of points.

The first thing to be noted is that it is not possible on purely external
historical grounds to rule out an earlier dating for the gospel's
composition than that which is generally accepted by scholarsa the

present time. The reason for this is that while evidence might exist which

entitles one to fix a terminus ante quem with a reasonably high degree of

certainty, the same cannot be said for the gospel's terminus post quem for

obvious reasons.(16) Hence any investigation of this question must first
of all examine the contents of the gospel itself and then attempt to
situate it in a concrete historical situation. This in fact is what Cribbs
has attempted to do, but unsuccessfully in my opinion, and this for the

following reasons.

Firstly, the truth of his statement that "John seems to have been completely

ignorant of the developing synoptic tradition" is open to question. Our
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discussion of the nature of the relationship between the Fourth Gospel
and the Synoptics led us to conclude that while the fourth evangelist
“was not directly dependent on or even consclously aware of the Synoptic

e
Gospels themselves when he wrote his own gospel, it is nevertheless

es
possible to establish that there are some “points of contact¥ between
the Fourth Gospel and the traditions behind the Synoptics. In any event,
irrespective of the position adopted on this particular question, ’
independence from the Synoptics cannot be considered to have much value
for proving an early date of origin for the gospel because such independence
can be explained quite adequately even if a later date for the Fourth
Gospel 's composition is decided upon. Clearly, howrer, if it were to be
accepted that the fourth evangelist was indeed dependent upon the Synoptics
this would of course undermine the wholé of Cribbs'argument. Hence the
need he has to prove that the Fourth Gospel is independent., The most that
can be claimed from this line of reasoning, therefore, is that an early
date of origin is not ruled out on this score; but in itself it makes no

contribution to proving that an earlier date is the more 1likely one,

Of more significance for Cribb¢ argument is his claim that "the concerns
found in John are those that were typical of the church prior to A.D. 70",
Now it B quite possible and indeed quite likely that the "concerns® he.
lists in this regard were "typical" of the church at that time. But if

one attributes to the Fourth Gospel - if only for the sake of argument -
the degree of interest in ecclesiological questions that Cribbs apparently
does, it seems to me that there is no reason why all of these "concerns" |
would not have been just as true and applicable in the situation created

by the introduction of the Birkath ha-minim, Certainly the question of the

Miegssiahship of Jesus" would have been of equal, if not greater, concern at
this time, Similarly, the question of "Jewish persecutions" would have in
fact been more relevant at that later date., This is not to denv that there
were no “Jewish persecutions' before A.D. 70, But they should not be
limited to that period, as Cribbs appears to bs doing. Moreover, Cribbs?
views on this point does not adequately account for the references to
exclusion from the synagogue, a theme which, as Martyn and others have

shown, 1is of cordderable importance in the Fourth Gospel.

Cribbs' contention that “the important concerns towards which the late
first-century churches directed their attention.... are totally lacking in

John" must also be treated with circumspection., It is indeed highly
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questionable whether all of these "concerns" are "totally lacking in John".
¥dsemann, aé we have seen,argued that the fourth evangelist was deeply
~aware of the question of "“church discipline and organization"., It could
also be argued, ahd to my mind quite convincingly, that the fourth
evangelist !'s treatment of the eschatological quéstion was geared to
countéracting the disappointment and *loss of early enthusiasm" occasioned
by the delay in the parousia. Likewise, if it is held that the Fourth
Gospel was directed at a "Christian" audience in order to strengthen their
faith - a view to which Cribbs himself subscribes in part - then it is a
~legitimate assumption that there must have been a dangér of "apostasy".
Clearly, this would have been just as true, if not more so, in the

situation created by the Birkath ha-minim. To claim therefore that these

fconcerns.,... are totally lacking in John'" is a statement that does not

stand up to close scrutiny.

On this matter of the “concerns™ of the Fourth Gospel one further comment
is in order, The fact that the evangelist does not, in Cribbs'vview,
discuss those questions which were mentioned under the latter group of
nconcerns” cannot really be used to prove anything about the Fourth Gospel -
for the simple reason that if he was writing in accordance with a specific
purpose then there would have been no point in 1ncorporat1ng material into
his gospel that had no bearing on this purpose. This could very well
account for the absence from the gospel of themes such as those of "the
‘rise of false prOphets within the church", *"the antichrist®, and "Roman

persecutions®,

Cribbs' .claim that the Gospel of John seems to "belong to a time ﬁhen
church and temple were still in dialogue"-(igig., 51) is also open to
question. Our investigation into the importance that is attached to the
temple and its liturgy in the Fourth Gospel indicated that they had been
replaced by the person of Jesus. From this we may conclude that they had
probably disappeared from the scene by the time the gospel came to be

: wrltten or at the very least that they were in the process of ceasing to

play any significant role in the lives of Jewish bellevers.( 7)

In brief: Cribbs has failed to show that the Fourth Gospel's origin
‘should be situated in "the late 50's or early 60's%, and consequently that
the gospel should be seen as being addressed to certain Jews of that time,

Christian or non-Christian. Much of the evidence he proposes in support of



his theory would have had equal, and at times greater, apnlicability in
the post A.D. 70 era, especially in the context of the situation brought

about by the introduction of the Birkath ha-minim, 1In arriving at this

conclusion, however, we do not rule out the possibility that the Fourth
Gespel might have been addressed to both Christian and non-Christian Jews.
Roth of these positions we have already examined and shall return to ther
later. The point at issue at this stage is that if it is held that the
Fourth Gospel does indeed have a Jewih destination the evidence suggests

that it would be better to situate it in the post A.D. 70 period,

(b) we noted above that those who propose a Jewish and Gentile destination
for this gospel do so on the grounds that while there are undoubtedly
Jewish elements in the Fourth Gospel there are also non-Jewish traits, the
presenée of which appears to be intelligible only if they are éeen as
having been included for the benefit of. Gentile readers. We are told, for
example, that the Passover (2:13, 6:4, 11:55) and the Feast of Tabernacles
(7:2, cf. 2also 5:1) are festivals "of the Jews". We are also told that
“Rabbi" and "Rabboni™ (1:38, 20:16) mean “Teacher™, that "Cephas" means
“Rock" (%:42) and that '"Messiah" means "Christ" (1341, 4:25)., The gospel
explains that on the occasion of the marriage feast at Cana "six stone jars
were standing there, for the Jewish rites of purification...." (2:6), that
the Jews do not associate with the Samaritans (4:9), that the Day of
Preparation was a "JewisDay (19:42) and that the sabbath which followed
it was a "high day". Finally, we are informed that it is %the burial

custom of the Jews" to bind the body in linen cloths with spices (19:41).

Various explanations have been offered to account for the presence of this
material in the Fourth Gospel, None of them are, however, completely
satisfactorye. '

J.A.T. Robinson ("The Destination and Purpose of St John's Gospel", 123)
believes that "in the majority of such passages John is interpreting

Aramaic-speaking Judaism to those who know nothing of its language and

ethos", He continues: %ind by the very regu}arity with which he renders
into Greek the most obvious words, likefnecrrﬂas (1:41; 4:25), or<52«§§eJ
(1:39) andcpdﬁ@mu»/&} (20:16), which Mark never even hothers to translate
~for his Gentile public (Mark 9:5, 10:51, etc,), we know that he is not o
man who fears ﬁeing redundant, Indeed, his whole system bears this out:

he would rather give superfluous explanatibns than fail to make his meaning

clear, He accounts for the references to the festivals *of the Jews" by
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to travel into the
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ts. Finally, the
explanations of the customs of punfication and burial are, Robinson
believes, details that are seen by the evangelist as being "supremely

significant for the sign and the interpretation®,

Martyn (History and Theology in the Fourth Gospel, 80) adopts a similar

positioh with regard to the translation of the title *"Messiah", He

asks whether Jews, of all people, would not_have been well acquainted with
this title in its original form (reproduced in Greek transliteration). He
replies as follows: 'One may anéwer, of course, that he offers the
translation for the sake of his non-Jewish readers, But it is also possible
that even amoﬁg his Jewish readers are persons for whom the Hebrew tongue

is a foreign language., It is well known that one of the most creative
Jewish thinkers of the first century, Philo of Alexandria, was not able to
read or write the sacred tongue; it is not difficult to imagine that the
same thing 1is true of a number of the Jews in John's city. Perhaps for

them, therefore, as well as for others, John translates the Hebrew title

"Megsiaht "

In spite of the cautious nature of Martyn's reply I find it hard to believe
that even Jews of the Diaspora would not have been familiar with *Messiah®
in its transliterated form in view of the growing importance it was
beginning to assume in Judaism. If there were any Jews who were not
familiar with this concept then one wonders how much more meaningful its
Greek equivalent would have been to them. The same is true of Robinson's
explanation of this and, to a lesser degree, of the other terms he mentions.
His claim that the translation of these words shows that the evangelist

"is not a man who fears being redundant seee he would rather give super-
fluous explanaticns than fail to make his meaning clear' proves nothing.
This argument could conceivably carry some weight if the evangelisf had
-explained all of the Jewish names, etc. but that he does not do this wve
shall show below, Robinson's explanation of the festivals Yof the Jews"

is equally unconvincing, In the same article he had argued in favour of
Judaea.being‘conidered as the Tufrf}s of Jesus according to the Fourth
Gospel (op. cit., 118). Iow he dscribes Jesus as a Galilean going to
Judaea to celebrate the feasts "of the Jews", In these instances

Robinson seems to be equating #Jews and "Judaeans"., While the latter muy
be aﬁ dccéptable translation.of)\oLmL*(oc in some casés(Wg) it_cannot be
argued that Passover, for example, was a Judaean feast alone, It was also

celebrated by the Jews of the Diaspora and they certainly did not need to
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be told that it was a "Jewish" feast.

Another approach to this problem is that of J. Painter. He too (John, 14)
believes like those whose theories we are discussing that Jewish names and
customs are explained for the benefit of gentiles, However, he adds that
"statements about 'Jéwish festivals! also reminded Jewish Christians that
the festivals were Jewish and not Christian®. In support of this inter-
pretation it is interesting to note that when he speaks of the Feast of
Dedication the evangelist does not refer to it as a feast "of the Jews"
(cf£. 10:22), This could have been an oversight on his part (though this
is something that Robinson would not readily admitld)., On the other‘hand,
is it not perhaps possible to explain this omission on the grounds that
such a feast had little relevance after thedestruction of the Temple in
70 A.D.:and did not therefore feature prominently in Jewish life when the

Fourth Gospel was composed?

Painter is of the opinion that while the material of the gospel came to

be composed ™in a situation of conflict between Jewish Christians and
Judaism,; the publication of the gospel took place after genfiles had.
joined the cormunity"., He adds that the explanations referred to above
"yere probably added with the editorial appendix (chapter 21) when the
Gospel was published", This seems to me to be the most likely explanation

for the presence of this material in the Fourth Gospel,

Thus we are led to agree with Moule that "it is easier to see it (the
Fourth Gospel) as meant for Jew and Gentile alikev, But having said that
it is necessary to be clear about what is implied by such a conclusion,.

If by this phrase Moule believes that the Fourth Gospel would have been
equally meaningful for both Jew and Gentile and that the evangelist
intended it for both indiscriminately, then our inquiry so far would lead
us to disagree with this view, A1l the evidence we have examined suggests

that the evangelist intended his gospel to be read by a Jewish audience

while it was the editors who in all probability added .the explanatory
comments that are so obviously out of place in what is clearly a Jewish-
oriented hook. Apropos of the question of these 'explanatory comments?
it must be frankly admitted that the editors did not do an exceptionﬁlly
good job at explaining the Jewish elements in the gospel for the Gentiles
for they failed to explain many other things that would have heen just as
unintelligible to the Gentiles as the ones they did explain, We have

“already referred to the fact that no explanation was gven for the Feast ol
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Dedication. But by way of further illustration of the point that we are
making here one needs only to look at 1:19-31 which comes so close to

the opening of the gospel and where therefore one would expect
explanations if these were thought to be necessary. Yet here we read of
".evites", "Elijah"; *the prophet'", "Isaiah", "the Pharisees", "the Lamb
of God"., .It cannot be doubted that these are very Jewish names and
concepts; yet no explanation is provided for them., We could use the same
approach to other parts of the gospel. Against this,'however, it might be
argued that it would not have been necessary to explain these names and
.terms since even a Gentile Christian would have some knowledge of the 01d
Testament and hence would at least know who Isaiah and Elijah were, and
possibly would also have been familiar with the other terms from his
knowledge of Judaism. But by the same token it could be counter-argued
that a Gentile who had acquired this basic knowledge would not have needed

to be told that the Passover was a festival "of the Jews".

In sum, while no‘completely satisfactory explanation has yet been offered
to account for the presence of the so-called non-Jewish explanatory
comments in the Fourth Gospel, this material cannot be used to support the
claim that the Fourth Gospel was intended primarily or even equally for a
non-Jewish audience. With the passage of time there is no doubt that
gentile readers would have increasingly found the Fourth Gospel to be more
meaningful and intelligible as their knowledge of the 01d Testament in
particular increased. Further, the issues which the Fourth Gospel faces
up to are issues which, mutatis mutandis, every man and woman has to come
to terms with. This is what gives to the gospel its universal appeal, as
Hoskyns so rightly pointed out. However it must be recognized that this
aspect was a development that was not in the mind of the evangelist as he
wrote his gospel, but was one that was grasﬁed at a later date by the
editors of his work. Hence their desire to present it to the world at

large, to both Jew and Gentile alike.
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CHAPTER SIX : DESTINATION AND PURPOSE ACCORDING TO
JOHN 20:30-31

(A) Introduction

No study of the Fourth Gospel's destination and purpose is complete
without an analysis of what the gospel itself has to say in this respect.
Indeed this becomes the ultimate yardstick against which all the theories

we have discussed must be judged.

It is generally accepted that John 20:30-31 provides us with a statement

of what the gospel was intended to achieve, Here we read:
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2
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It is important to see and understand the various terms, concépts and
ideas contained in this statement of purpose and destination in the light
of the gospel itself and what it has to say about them for many of the
words and concepts which the Fourth Gospel uses with such great frequency
are so common in everydﬁy speech that one might think that it is not even
necessary to examine and define them, Among such concepts mention may be
made of "believing%, "life%, #word", "witness®", "love” and "truth". Yet,
in a very real way the word ®"belief®™ or "faith", for example, probably
means something different for most Christians of the prsent-day when
compared with the way in which it was understood by the earlj Christians,
Such developments, nuances of meaning, and changes in emphasis can be
attributed in part at least to the various heresies and theological
controversies that the‘Christian Church has withegsed during the past
twenty centuries. However, if we wih to acquire a true understanding of
what the fourth evangelist set out to achieve in composing his gospel it
is necessary for us to go back in time, so to speak, and to examine the way

in which he understood and used this and other concepts in his gospel.
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What follows, therefore, in this chapter is an attempt to understand what
the Fourth Gospel has to tell about its purpose and . destination when
examined in isolation, in so far as this is possible, from contemporary
events and currents of thought that might have had a bearing on its
composition, It must, however, be remembered that an analysis of this
nature will obviously not be totally satisfactory since any author must
in some sense be considered to be the product of the age and environment
in which he lived - a point we made when discussing the possible impact.

of the evangelist's own "background™ on the composition of the gospel.(1)

(B) An Analysis of John 20:30-31(2)

(1) The Principle Enunciated by John 20:30

The first point to note is that Jn 20:30 emphasizes that the evangelist
has selected various "signs® qur*eja.) with a specific purpose in mind
in doing so. He is aware of the existence of "many other signs” which
Jesus did but which he has not included. Thus it is clear that the
evangelist did not set out to give us a comprehensive biography of Jesus
in the generally accepted meaning of this term, What he did was to
choose carefully those *signs™ which he considered to be the most appro-
priate and suitable in the context in which he was writing. Without
wishing to enter into the question of the historical value of the Fourth
Gospel as a whole, it should be noted that the fact that the evangelist
has exercised a degree of subjectivity in the choice of his material

_ does not in itself necessarily diminish the historicity of the material

he has chosen,

The author of 21:24-25 also seems to consider it to be of sufficient
importance to mention that the evangelist has deliberately selected certain
"things" while omitting others, The reason given for the sslection is,
however, different. 21:25 leads us to believe that it was primarily a
question of space that necessitated a choice being madel Now it is
generally accepted that these two verses, together with the rest of

chapter 21, were not written by the original evangelist but were probably
added by én editor.(3) However, there are those who accept that the person
who wrote these verses also wrote the rest of the Fourth Gospel as we now
havé it.<4) As far as the matter under discussion in the present context
is concerned, however, it matters litfle who wrote them, Their value
consists in that they emphasize the point that a conscious choice of

material has been made,
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In view of the fact that specific material has been chosen by the

evangelist it is sometimes assumed that the Fourth Gospel was written

in accordance with some overall plan that determined its present structure,
It is suggested that it was this plan that dictated which material would be
" best suited to the achieving of the objective the evangelist had set
himself in 20:31. As to what this plan is, if it does exist at all, there
is no general agreement among scholars,  Various suggestions have been made
which have been summarized by D. Mollat in St Jean, 27,f., There are those,
for example, who believe that the evangelist was working from a plan based

on chronological or geographical details in the life of Jesus, Others

maintain that the plan used wasldictated by the importance they believe the
evangelist attached to specific themes, e.g. life, light, or numbers, e.g.
three and seven, or to Jewish liturgical feasts and the lectionary readings
used on these occasions, or to the use the evangelist makes of symbolism
and typology. In this last-mentioned instance "l '€vangile de saint Jean
est alors corddéré comme 1t'expression symbolique d'une grande idée:vpar

example 1t'id€e de 13Exode®", Others prefer to see the gospel constructed

after the manner of a drama, while others point to the logical or cyclical

treatment of his material by the evangelist.(s)'

It should be noted that there is no inherent reason why the Fourth Gospel
should have had a detailed preconceived overall plan. M. Goguel, for
example, prefers to regard it simply as ™une collection d'episodes qui
illustrent différents aspects de la vie chrétienne".(s) Yet if it could
be verified that the Fourth Gospel does indeed have a plan, this could
throw some light on specific aspects of the evangelist's purpose and
destination. For example, it might indicate more clearly how he hoped to
achieve his purpose., This in turn could give us some clues as to the
identity of those to whom the gospel was addressed. Thus, if it could be
shown that the plan in question makes use of Jewish ideas, concepts, ways
of arguing and writing, this could point to a Jewish audience., If, on
the other hand it could be shown that the evangelist has relied on non-
Jewish material and that he has developed this material in ways that
would have been more familiar to those who had been educated in the
principles of Greek philosophy and culture or current religious movements,
this too could be a pointer to the audience which the evangelist wished to

addreés.(7)

As it is, each of the plans suggested above highlights a different aspect
of the gospel, none of which should be totally disregarded in a considera-

tion of the Fourth Gospel. However, in so far as each of them only
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emphasizes one particular aspect to the neglect of the others, none of
them prcvides an adequate or satisfactory explanafion of the structure

of the gospel when taken as a whole,

(2) The Use of onueio (8)

In order to achieve his purpose the evangelist makes use of G?\ruEI°L .
Hence it is clear that these "signs"'must occupy an important place in
the Fourth Gospel as a whole, For this reason it is necessary for us to -

‘have a clear understanding of what theJQOSpel itself has to say about them,

The first thing that strikes the reader of the gospel in this connection
is that these signs are actions that are "done" or "pérformed". The verDb
used to describe this isTTole]v'(cf. 2:11,23, 3:2, 4:54, 6:2,14,30, 7:31,
9:16, 10:41, 11:47, 12:18;37, 20:30)s All of these instances indicate that

 the nsigns® are actions that are performed by Jesus,

On the few occasions when TTol€iv is not used (2:18, 4:48, 6:26) the
 evangelist speaks of the "signs" as "things"™ that are EESE; The *"seeing"
of the "signs" is, in fact, considered to be a very important characteristic
of all the signs and is closely linked with their performance. To be "seen"
it was clearly necessary that the %signs® should be "done®” or performed,
Further, unless they could be *'seen®" they would obviously have had no

meaning for Jesus! contemporaries,

It should be noted that the Mseeing™ of the *kigns" was mereiy a stage in
the achievement of their primary objectives, This was to provoke a suitable
responsé in those who “saw™ them performed, However, not everybody who saw
them reacted in the same way. Brown ngég, 530,f) sums up the various

reactions under the following headings:

(a) those who refused to "see™ the signs with any faith (e.ge
Caiaphas, 11:47); |

(b) those who saw the signs as "wonders™ and believed in Jesus
as a wonder-worker sent by God (2:23-25, 3:2-3, 4:45-48,
7:3-7);

(c) those who saw the true significance of the signs and thus

came to believe in Jesus and to know who he was and his
relation to the Father (4:53, 6:69, 9:38, 11:40); and

(d) those who came to believe in Jesus without having seen the

nsigns® (20:29).
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;

Of these four different reactions only the last two are in any way

ngatisfactory®, according to Brown,

It thus becomes clear that there were different levels on which the signs
could be*seen". And here it is important to note that the Fourth Gospel
distinguishes between physical sight, i.e. seeing only with the eyes, and

a "seeing" that involved an understanding of the meaning of the sign, It

is this distinction that helps to bring out the true nature of the signs

in the gospel. These *"signs® point to another reality beyond that which

is visible to the eye and it is this other reality which is the true

reality. In the gospel it is usually the function of the discourses that

follow the performance of the signs to elaborate and to explain their

true meaning and the deeper reality behind the external events witnessed

by those who actually "saw"™ the sign being worked. A good example of this
~is to be found in Jn 6 where Jesus attempts to raise the people's thoughts

above the food which he had provided and which they had eaten to another

type of food which gives eternmal life (6:26,ff). Jn 9 is, of course, the

most extensive treatment of what was meant by true sight and real blindness.

Those who claimed that they could "see"™ the best of all were in reality the

truly "blind*" ones. | ' '

The question is sometimes raised as to whether all the "signs®” of Jesus in
the Fourth Gospel must be seen as miracles or not. The answer to this
question will depend to a large extent on which incidents are to be

classified as *signs".

The wor@tﬁqyeiov occurs 17 times in the Fourth Gospel; on 5 of .these’
occasions the word is clearly being used to describe miracles of Jesus,
These are the changing of the water into wine at Cana (2:11), the healing
of the official's son (4:54), the feeding of the multitude (6:14), the
curing of the man born blind (9:16) and the raising of Lazarus (12:18).

The evangelist does not refer to any other specific event or éction of
Jesus as being a sqp€iov , Some scholars, however, e.g. R. Brown (John,
CXXXIX), add the curing of the paralytic at the pool of Bethesda (5:1-15)
and the walking upon the sea of Galilee (6:16-21) to the five miracles
listed above and thus conclude that there are seven Oq}LeTx, in the
Fourth Gospel. Other scholars, e.g. J.N. Sanders and B.A. Mastin (St
John, 183) do not accept that the walking on the sea of Galilee is a

ov\Péﬂov because they do not believe the evangelist intended it to be

considered as a miracle-(9 ) Thus in their outline of "The Contents and
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. Structure of the Fourth Gospel” (op. cit., 1,ff) these authors list only

six signs.(1o)

In contrast to those who accept that thecyqyelx are miracles and that

.all the miracles of Jesus should be seen as onpciX, there is the

approach of C.H. Dodd who gives to the word a much wider connotation,
According to him the fourth evangelist treats all the "significant events"
of his gospel ascrqyéﬁé-, be they miraculous or not. He traces the Fourth
Gospel's use of this word to the 0l1d Testament usage of AN N, which, he
says, "does not necessarily connote the miraculous, It is used by itself
for a pledge or token; bétween man and man or between God and man; some-
times for a token of things to come, an omen, It is applied in particular

to symbolic acts performed by the prophets® (Interpretation, 141). By

way of illustration Dodd refers to Ezekiel 4:1,ff, where the prophet is
ordered to portray on a brick the city of Jerusalem in a state of siege,
While acts such as these were considered to be symbolic, nevertheless "in
the symbol was given also the thing symbolized” (op. cit., 141). Dodd
believes that the evangelist considered many of the acts of Jesus to be

symbolic in this sense,

In addition to the similarity with the 0ld Testament usage of this concept,
Dodd also sees some similarity between the evangelist'é use of crnleicv
and Philo's use of the term as well as his use of the verbtrqpu(veﬂa
According to Dodd«rr“4e70u is a synonym for cépﬁo%uv in Philo's writings.
At the same time he sees a difference between Pilo's usage and that of
the prophets: "In the prophets, the gnpeiev , or significant act, is
usually a 'signt' of something about to happen in the working out of God's
purpose in history. 1In Philo, the c’fvxe-?ov s O Crul)’J.FoXoV s points to a
hidden meaning, on theastract, intellectual level® (op. cit.). While
admitting that *"the Johannine Gv)fxeTOV'is nearer to the prophetic* he
also admits that Philonic usage has exercised some influence on the

evangelist's use of the term,

Dodd sums up his conclusion thus:

"Those acts to which the term is explicitly applied in the
gospel are in point of fact all such as are alsoc regarded
as miraculous; but as we have seen, the miraculous is no
part of the original connotation of the word, nor is it in
usage always applied to miracles. We can hardly doubt that
the evangelist considered such acts as the cleansing of the
Temple and the washing of the disciples! feet as cqfxefu..'
In both cases he suggests a symbolical interpretation.

I conclude that the events narrated in the Fourth Gospel
are intended t? be understood as significant events,
°)

Gf]#e_‘r& ". p. Cit.’ 142).
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Despite the fact that Dodd argues his case with great erudition, it has to
be admitted that much of what he says is based on conjecture, No one would
doubt that acts such as the cleansing of the Temple and the washing of the
disciples! feet were "significant® and "symbolic'" acts in some sense.
However, the evangelist does not refer to them as GrHA61& nor is there any
clue in the Gospel that they should be so regarded. Thus we are confronted
with the undeniable fact that the acts which he does treat as csqyéiau are

also miracles - a fact which Dodd himself also admits (op. cit., 142).

A word that is closely associated with cqpeit. in the Fourth Gospel is
%fyck ("works"). In this regard Brown (John, 526) states, "Jesus himself
consistently refers to them (i.e, the "signs") as 'works' (17 times Jesus
employs the singular or the plural of ergon; only in vii 3 do others speak
of his ‘'works'). Other characters in the Gospel and the editor refer to
Jesus?' miracles as 'signs!', a term that Jesus does not use of his miracles®,
It should be noted that the last phrase of this quotation, ".... as tsigns?,
a term that Jesus does not use of his miracles™, is not exactly correct
because in 4:48 and 6:28 the evangelist does put the word "signs" on to the
lips of Jesus. However the point Brown is making remains substantially
true as in these two verses Jesus is speaking of %signs" from the point of
view of those who see them and not from the point of view of the one who

~ performs them, i.e. himself. In this latter instance he uses the word
2{’10\/' or the plural é’eydh « The concept é{nyo\/ is, however, wider in
meaning than that of Gr“xeﬁcw¢. ’éf}u. seems to include not only every-.
thing Jesus did (and therefore the onpeit ), but also even his very words.
"Work/works® in this sense are attributed by Jesus to his Father (cf. 5:17,

14:10-11).

It has already been noted above that an important characteristic of the
"signs" of Jesus is that they should have been seen., Jn 20:30 offers a
refinement of this idea when it indicates that they were performed Evstiiav
WV HmQQbel. This does not mean that only the disciples saw Jesus! signs
as the gospel makes it vary clear that most of them were performed in the
presence of the crowds. However in the case of the disciples the "seeing"
of the. signs had a twofold significance., Firstly, like the crowds they too
had to be led to believe in Jesus. In this the cv)peI* played a very
important role, manifesting as they did Jesus!' "glory" Gfé§x)(11) and thus
stimulating belief in him.(12) Secondly, it was to be by their "witness®
to these<3ﬂyébk that bthers, in the post-resurrection era, would be led

to believe in Jesus without having seen for themselves the "signs' which he

had worked (20:29).,
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This theme of "witness", especially "eye-witness®, is of great significance
in the Fourth Gospel., So important, for example, does J. Painter consider
this concept to be that in his view Tthe Gospel is best understood as a

Book of Witness” (op. cit., 10). While noting that there is a concentration
of witness in chapters 1-12 "because these chapters deal with Jesus' public
ministry”, he states that witness is not restricted to this section but can
be found throughout the whole of the Gospel. He groups together the various
"wyitnesses to Jesus” as follows: the Baptist (1:7,8,15,32,34, 3:26, 5:33),
the Yoman of Samaria (4:39), Jesus (5:31, 8:18, 18:37), Jesus' works (5:36,
10:25), the Father (5:37, 8:18), the Scriptures (5:39,ff), the crowd (12:17),
the Paraclete (15:26), the Apostles (15:27), the 'beloved disciple!' (19:35,
21 24) (13)

If during his lifetime the words and works of Jesus were subject to mis-
understanding, how much more was this likely to happen after his death.
. Por this reason his disciples must be able to give genuine testimony to
what they have seen and heard Jesus doing and saying. Thus it is that the
evangelist, by the extensive use he makes of this theme of witness, encourages
belief in Jesus in those who have not "seen™ (20:29) but have come to accept
the testimony of the disciples as being authentic,

o
In 20:31 the evangelist elaborates some of the more specific aspects of the
purpose of the<3qygjog. By using these signs the evangelist hoped to '
stimulate belief, Now the "content" of this belief is %rr()hwccﬁﬁ; EoTIv
) fflcT%S S Uds Tew Qecd , Before discussing what the evangelist meant by
tvbelieving™ I propose to discuss the manner in which he uses the designations

< ~ < (Y - -~
) )(towros and © uvios Tood Beal ,

(3) The Use of ﬂplcﬂras(14)

“The word Xf!GTES appears 19 times in the Fourth Gospel. On two occasions it
is used together withﬂrrroas (1217, 17:3). In these two cases it is used
merely as a name, In the other 17 instances'XfuchoS is always preceded by
the definite article 5, except in 9:22, But even here the omission of the

article does not seem to indicate a different usage.

On two occasions the evangelist equates XPHJTES with the transliterated

form of the Aramaic/Hebrew word for *Messiah" (NiT\ﬁEvFPUJED (1:41, 4:25).
v . P

Is it therefore legitimate to conclude that the Fourth Gospel always uses

o f@to*rés., when it stands alone, as the Greek equivalent for *Messiah®,

and therefore that belief in Jesus as Messiah is one of the objectives of the
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Gospel? There seems to be little doubt that from an analysis of the
relevant texts this question must, for the most part, be answered in the
affirmative, At the outset of the Gospel the evangelist concerns himself
with the question of whether this title could be applied to John the
Baptist. All such claims are denied by John himself (1:20, 3:28). On the
contrary it is a title which the Baptist applies, by implication, to Jesus
(1:25,£f., 3:28,ff). Thus having disposed of any claims that might have
been made on behalf of John the Baptist to this designation, the Fourth
Gospel examines whether Jesus' own claims were better founded. This
involves a discussion of some of the popﬁlar beliefs about the Messiah,

For example, in 7:25-31, and 7:40-52 we see the Jews discussing among
themsélves_whether the circumstances surrounding the origin and birth of
the Messiah were actually fulfilled in the case of Jesus. On this point it
is significant that the Fourth Gospel discusses what appears to be two
different and contradictory beliefs concerning the appearing of the Messiah.
Thus in 12:34 we find a reference to the Jewish belief that the Messiah

would remain for ever (cf. also 9:22, 10:24),

The clearest textual proof that the fourth evangelist understood Jesus to
‘be © x$\c”r53., the Messiah, comes in the discussion with the Samaritan
woman where Jesus appears to claim this title quite openly, (4:25,26). At
the same time, howeve, it should be noted that he never makes such an
explicit claim before a Jewish audience. Could the reason for this be that
Jesus believed that the popular expectations of the Jews in respect of the
Messiah were false and therefore any claim he might openly make to this
title would be misunderstood? There does appear to be some evidence in the

Gospel that this in fact was the case,

Apart from those aspects of popular belief referred to above concerning the
origin and end of the Messiah, the Gospel also brings out clearly that the
Jews expected their Messiah to be a king. Nathanael, for example, refers
to Jesus as "the Xing of Israel™ (1:49). The context makes it obvious that
Nathanael believed Christ to be the Messiah (cf. 1:45). 6:15,f. indicates
that the Jews were quite prepared at that stage to make Jesus king in
accordance with their understanding of what the Messiah should be., Again,
in 12:12,ff. we see the crowds taking up Nathanael's acclamation - "king of
vIérael" - when they welcome Jesus with palms on his entry into Jerusalem

(see also 19:3,15).

Jesus does not deny that he is a king. However his understanding of what

"this involved was very different from popular expectations., This is clearly
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~ brought out in 18:33-37 in his reply to Pilate!s question, £SO ﬁnuz\—
AeSs1ihuﬂooSufuh43 It can be argued that Pilate's conception of "king®",
as a Roman governor, &Es very different from that of the Jewish concept of
"Messiah-King". However the Fourth Gospel does not concern itself with

this question, even if it were true, Jesus' own reply indicates that thereb
vere more similarities between the ideas of the Jews and Pilate than between
his own conception and that of the Jews. Both the Jews and Pilate appear to
have been more concerned with the temporal and political aspects of king-
ship whereas Jesus claims that his kingdom "is not of this world® (18:36).
Thus it is, I believe, significant that while Jesus does not deny that he is

a ﬁking" at no stage does he suggest that he is the "Xing of the Jews",

On this point it is noteworthy that in the Fourth Gospel Jesus is never
called the “Son of David®", a title to be found fairly frequently in the
Synoptics.(15) The reason for this is probably the evangelist'!s attempts

to counteract popular beliefs about the nature of the Messiah's kingship;(16)

Ohe‘final point should be noted about the Fourth Gospel's treatment of the
kingship theme, Only once does the fourth evangelist use the phrase
"Kingdom of God" (3:3,5) in contrast to the Synoptics in whose gospels it is
‘a dominant theme, This should be seen as yet another attempt by the fourth
evangelist to counteract contemporary popular ideas concerning the nature of
the Messiah's kingship and the kind of kingdom over which they expected him
to reign. o

©(4) The Use of § ids Tod Beod (17) :

The second title given to Jesus in 20:31 is that of O ©ids Tol Beod .
The problem that immediately confronts us here is this: is & UidS Ted Beol
to be taken as a new and distinct title, or must it be seen as standing in
Jjuxtaposition to 5‘$€\O'TBS and therefore synonymous with it? 20:31 itself
does not answer this question decisively; hence it is necessary to examine

how this designation is used elsewhere in the Fourth Gospel.

Apart from 20:31 S uids Tol Becd  appears a further eight times (1:34,49,
3:18, 5:25, 10:36, 11:4,27 and 19:7);(18) Of these eight instances Jesus
useés the title in refefence to himself fowr times (3:18, 5:25, 10:36, 11:4)
while on the other occasions it occurs on the lips of different people (1:34
- John the Baptist, 1:49 - Nathanael, 11327 - Martha and 19:7 ~ the Jews in
the presence of Pilate). In these latter instances it is, however, also

being used in reference to Jesus.
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When spoken by John the Baptist and Nathanael it is difficult to see in the
phrase 6 Vids Ted Besd anything more than a Messianic title. 1In 1:49
there seems to be little doubt that, in the context, "Son of God" and *King
of Israel® are being used in much the same way as synonyms or descriptions
of the same reality, and, as has already been noted above, Nathanael appears
to be using "King of Israel” as a title for the Messiah. In the case of
John the Baptist's witness the giving to Jesus of the title *Son of God"
takes place against. the background 'of_the discussion as to whether he him-
-self might be o \ﬁP\UTBS + Even though, as we have already noted, the
reading 5 Uins Tol Beod is the more probable, nevertheless it seems to mean
much the same thing as the variant reading, S é\t/\&.lcrés TG Beol ,
another of the messianic titles, Hence even on the lips of John the Baptist
& ufés ToO B¢cd is no more than a synonym for 5 Y\Q\GTBS. There is not
the slightest indication that he viewed Jesus as being divine, Such an

awareness was to develop only gradually,.

In 11:27 Martha addresses Jesus with the titles S Xp loTSS and © JioS Tod
B0eod  just as ‘they appear in 20:31. However, unlike 20:31 she adds the
phrase S els Tov Kéﬁj&ow éfj\é)-lt\/OS « These words are to be found else-
where in the Fourth Gospel but they are not, seemingly, always applied to
the same person. For example in 6:14 we read: "When the people saw the
sign which he had done, they said, 'This is indeed the prophet who is to
come into the worldt? (QBTOS éoTiv 30\3‘92.;3 ‘oTTeocpriTrls ) )e,f:kértevos cis
Tov K.és-};w)." Who is 'the prophet! referred to here? 1In 7:40,f. he is
distiriguished from & [\PwTBS while in 1:19,ff, he is distinguished from
both © )('Dls'r?:s and Elijah. Yet, to return to 6:14, the following verse
(6:15) seems to indicate that by 'the prophet!, at least in this context,
the Messiah is meanf in view of the fact that thé people wanted to take
Jesus and make him king. In 11:27 Martha also appears to be using the
phrase o €is Towv !<6cf4.ov ’eF&o/)‘,Le;/os in reference to ) )\(HUTSS o Hence
there is nothing to siggest that Martha viewed Jesus as being anything more
than the Messiah, ‘without necessarily attributing to him some of the more

temporal characteristics that were popular among the Jevs.(19)

The meaning to be given to & Uids ™3 Bead in 19:7 is difficult to
ascertain from the text itself. By this point in his public life the Jews
have obviously heard and clearly understood Jesus! own explanation of his
Sonship and his relation to the Father and in their eyes his attitude
amounted to blasphemy. Because of this they believed that he ought to die

in accordance with their law., However when Pilate hesitates in passing
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sentence upon Jesus, the Jews bring up the charge that Jesus had made
.himself‘gigg. There is no doubt that they realized that Pilate would
interpret this in a political sense - an interpretation they reinforced
by élaiming to have "no king but Caesar® (19:15)., The charge that he
claimed to be a king was secondary from their point of view, but they were
shrewd enough to realize that such a charge would, in all probability, get
a conviction of Jesus from Pilate and this, after all, was their primary
objective, Thus as far as the Jews were concerned there is no indication

that divine Sonship was an attribute of the Messiah,

In sum, when the title 0 Uit Too Bead is applied to Jesus by others,
the evidence of the gospel as a whole seems to indicate that they under-
stood this title to be no more than a descriptive synonym for o %@\UTSS

without any connotation of divinity being thereby implied,

Jesus! own references to himself as & Uids ToOOeod as well as other
references to his Sonship give us a very different picture of what the
evangelist of the Fourth Gospel understands the term to mean. Jesus!
relationship with God is one of the central themes of this Gospel and the
references to it are many and extensive, For our purposes it will be

sufficient to indicate the main lines of the evangelist's thought in this

-

respect.

No doubt the first thing that impresses the reader of the Fourth Gospel
about Jesus! relationshp with God is the frequency with which he addresses
him as "Father®”, This is a title he jealously guards as his own. Thus in
8:41-44 we see him explicitly rejecting the claims of the Jews that God is
their Father. It is true that on one occasion Jesus does refer to God as
the Father of his *"brethren” G&SG)N#G() - "Go to my brethren and say to
them, I am ascending to my Father and your Father, to my God and your God"
(20:17). It is clear that in the post-resurrection era Jesus! disciples
enjoy a new and more intimate relationship with God. Yet at the same time
it is, I believe, significant that Jesus did not say 'our® Father in the
verse just quoted. The implication of this would seem to be that while he
wishes to emphasize the disciples! new relationship with God, at the same
time he indicates that their relationship to God 1is different from his own.
Similarly, it should also be noted that according to 1:12 to those who
believe in his name Jesus *gave power to become children (nénvu) of Gog®

and not "sons of God*,.
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The uniqueness of Jesus' Sonship is emphasized by the use the evangelist
makes of the adjective ;Ao\'oYew‘]s, (1:14,18, 3:16,18), a word which seems
to signify not merely that he is the only son of God but also that he is
"begotten" by God.(zo) The unique nature of his relationship with God as
Father' is also clearly stated in those instances where in the Fourth
Gospel he refers to himself as "Son of God" (3:18, 5:25, 10:36, 11:4) or
simply as *the Son" (3:16,fe,35,fe, 5:19-23,26, 6:40, 8:36, 14:13) or “thy
Son (17:1).

That Jesus was not merely calling upon God as his *"Father® much in the same
way as a pious man might do in times of distress was clearly understood Sy
the Jews. In fact it was "because he not only broke the sabbath but also
called God his Father, making himself equal with God (760\/ € OTONV TIOIAV ™w
Bed)n (5:18) that the Jews sought all the more to kill Jesus., In 8:55,f£f,
- this truth is brought out very graphically. Jesus claims not only to have
existed before Abraham but by his use of é{k\d e’\}ﬁ he is claiming a type of
existence that transcended time and was therefore like God's own existence,
Whether the )e\/:.xs é)l)-L\l of 8:59 is, however, to be taken as the use of the
divine name itself is disPuted.(m) But most scholars would probably agree
vith Barrett (St John, 282,f) when he states that in this context *the

eess is a properly continuous tense implying neither beginning nor end of
existence.” Thus the ’GTC.) e’u}ﬁ of 8:55 #(i) indicates the eternal being

of Jesus; (ii) thereby, and in itself, places Jesus on a level with God
eeee® (Op. cit,, 283). Whatever the interpretation one gives to the ,Q\/CJ
(:)lf.}‘l of 8:58 the following verse makes it clear that the Jews com'.dered
Jesus to have been guilty of blasphemy in claiming for himself an attribute
that belonged to God alone,

In 10:30 Jesus sums up his relationship with the Father with the simple
phrase, *I and the Father are one" (see also 14:8,ff). Jesus claims to have
come forth from the Father (16:28) for it is the Father who has sent him
into the world (3:17, et passim).(22) Once his work has been completed, ‘it
is to the Father he will return (16:28), to be glorified with the glory
(dégou) which he had in the presence of God before the world was made (17:5).

Enbugh has been said to show that in the Fourth Gospel Jesus!' claim to be
the "Son of God"™ meant far more than was commonly understood of the Messiah
in contemporary Jewish thought. Hence the conclusion reached at this stage
is that the designation O Uids Tod Beald is not a mere paraphrase of O
)&Pnu‘r&s in 20:31, but rathgr refers to a different reality altogether. In
this context 20:28-29 is significant. Thomas has expressed his faith in
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Christ with the words, "My Lord and my God", to which Jesus replies that
those who have not seen and yet believe will be blessed, It is towards
belie£ such as Thomas'!s that the Fourth Gospel is directed. Thus between
the Thomas episode and the conclusion of the gospel in 20:30-31 there

appears to be a logical connection.

Regarding the "content" of belief, therefore, we may summarize the con-
clusions we have reached on the basis of owr examination of the text thus:
the fourth evangelist wishes to léad his readers to belief in Jesus both

as & Nﬂcr‘rés and as © Uids Tod ®ecad . We have seen that both terms
are, however, used in different ways and with different meanings, On the
one hand we have the popular ideas and expectations of Jesus! contemporaries.
There is, for example, some evilence in the Fourth Gospel to suggest that they
expected the Messiah to be some sort of earthly king, specially chosen and
blessed by God (the significance of the title "Son of God"™ on the lips of
others). Opposed to this conception we have Jesus' own understanding and
explanation of these titles and the realities behind thems 1In most respects
these two viewpoints are incompatible with each other. For this reason the
Fourth Gospel is directed at leading people to a belief in Jesus according
to his own understénding and explanation of his own person and mission. It
is as if the evangelist wished to show his readers how inadequate and
mistaken their beliefs were and the need there was to replace these with a
truer picture of whom Jesus was. '

(23)

(5) Ihe Use of moTtedbeiv

Having examined the "content" of belief according to 20:31 it is now
necessary to review what the Fourth Gospel has to tell us about the process
of believing itself and what it involves. The word used to express this is
trictedbe~ o This verb, in its various forms, occurs 98 times in the
Fourth Gospel, while the corresponding noum,‘nfc“rls , does not appear at
all in this gospel although it is used 243 times elsewhere in the New
Testament. Because TNoTiS was used so widely in the other writings of the
New Testament one presumes that it was a popular concept in the preaching
of the gospel message. The fact that it is not used at all in the Fourth
Gospel in spite of the great emphasis this gospel gives to "believing" must
be seen as more than coincidence. The fourth evangelist has obviously
deliberately chosen not to use it; it would appear that he believes that

the verb expresses better the idea he wished to convey,

Dodd (op. cit., 182,f£f) distinguishes five different usages of MicTedeiv
in the Fourth Gospel. They are the following:
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(a) "the characteristically Greek use™ where MioTeheav
means "to trust®. This trust is based on an intellectual
Jjudgment that who or what the person is being asked to
"frust" is indeed credible. In classical Greek TTio Tedc v
can be used both transitively and intransitively; and there
are examples of both usages'in the Fourth Gospel., When
used transitively it normally means "to entrust® (e.g.
2:24); intransitively it has two meanings, viz. (i) #to
give credence to", ®to believe®, and (ii) "to have confidence

in", "to trust™ (cf. 4:21, 14:11);

(b) mirTedeve the dative: in most places where this

construction appears in the Fourth Gospel the verb means

"to believe® in the generally accepted sense of the word,

as opposed to ordinary Greek usage where it means "“to trust®
as in (a) above: e.ge. 2:22, 5:46, 8:31-47, It is used both
for believing in some person (e.g. Moses, 5:46, Jesus, 4:21,
5:46, 6:30, 8:31,45,46, 10:37,38, 14:11 and the Father, 5:24)
and for believinglin some fthing! (e.g. the “word"”, Scripture,

2:22, 4:50; 5:47, 10:38’ 12:38)0

(¢) ToTede (v ¢+ a 3T1 - clause: here Toteleiv means "to
believe® in the sense of "to have confidence®, The &T! -
. clause elaborates. some aspect of the "content* of belief,
especially the nature, mission and status of Jesus (8:24,
13:19, 9:27, 20:31, 14:11, 11:42, 17:8, 16:27,30);

(d) mwoteberv+ els + the accusative: this construction
;ppears 36 times in the Fourth Gospel (1:12, 2:11,23, 3:16,18,
36, 4:39, 6:29,35,40, 7:5,31,38,32,48, 8:30, 9:35,36, 10:42,
11:25,26,45,48, 12:11,36,37,42,44,46, 14:1,12, 1639, 17:20).

It appears to have no parallel in ordinary Greek and Dodd (gg;
cit., 183), as also do Moulton and Howard following Burney

(ope cite, 463), seems to recognize Semitic influence in the
evangelist!s use of this construction. Basically, according
to Brown (op. cit., 512) it appears to be used with reference
to "believing in(to) a person”. In this sense it twice governs
vthe Father", 31 times it governs Jesus and 4 times it governs
“the name of Jesus". This same author (ibid., 513) sums up the

uses of this construction as follows: ™Thus, pisteuein eis may

be defined in terms of an active commitment to a person and, in
particular, to Jesus. It involves much more than trust in

Jesus or confidence in him; it is an acceptance of Jesus and
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of what he claims to be and a dedication of one's life

to himw®,

(e) the absolute use of MoTebelw, i.e, where the verb is
used alone (3:18, 12:39, 6:36,47)+ Vhen used thus TMictedeiv
basically means *"to believe®, though even here it might be
possible to distinguish various shades of meaninge. In
many instances when TMotedev is used in this way it is used
together with various verbs of "seeing" (6:36,46-47, 11:40,
20:25-29).(24)

Of the remaining uses of Thowdeaiv its usage with S (127, 4:41,42,
14:11, 17:20) should be noted. The preposition d s, meaning "on account’
of", introduces the reason or grounds for believing, e.g. the words or

the works of Jesus.

‘As far as the distribution of the uses of ToTeletv is concerned, of the

98 jnstances in which it is used in the gospel as a whole, 74 of these
occur in the first twelve chapters - that section of the Fourth Gospel
_commonly referred to as the "Book of Signs*" because these are the

chapters that contain the accounts of the cnwfuaﬂa of Jesus.(zs)

The initial, overall impression that one gets from such a review of the
various uses of MiGTedelv is that this word refers to something that

is active. In its various shades of meaning it indicates an active and
continuous commitment to a person on the part of the one believing. Its

. corresponding noun on the other hand, viz. GTIS s 1s frequently used
elsevhere in the New Testament to refer more to the internal disposition
of the believer and to the content of what is believed., ®To have faith"
suggests a process that is more passive than active, whereas in the case

of "to believe"™ the contrary is true. It is as if "faith®” is something
that must merely be held on to once possessed. This, of course, is not to
say that the other New Testament writers used TioTls in this way. It is
merely to suggest that the use of T{eT(s is more readily open to such an
interpretation than is the verb TioTedeiv , By using only the verb it

is not improbable that the fourth evangelist wished to emphasize the

active nature of "believing®. Whether or not this was indeed his intention
cannot be proved. However it can be maintained without fear of contradiction

that the Fourth Gospel does use the verb “to believe® in this way.

This active nature of believing is indicated in a variety of ways. For

example, to "believe" in Jesus means to "receive him" (1:12, 5:43) and his
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"testimony” (3:11,32,f) and his "sayings" (12:48, 17:8); it means to
“come to him" (5:40, 6:35,37,65, 7:37), to “come to the light" (3:21,
8:12) and to "™walk" in it (12:35,f); it means to “abide in him" (6:56,
15:4) and in his "word™ (8:31); it means to "hear" or to "listen to"
Jesus (10:16) and to his "word" (5:24, 8:47, 12:47); finally, it means
to "ove" him (8:42, 14:15,21,23,f.,28, 16:27). It is the individual‘s
response to the Father's "drawing’ of him (6:44).(26)

One word in the Fourth Gospel that is frequently used in association .with
"believing” is that of "knowing". "To know" translates ycvuc-\c&l\/ (56
times) and €iSéuwt (85 times). As in the case of ToTeleiv the Fourth
Gospel only uses the verbs for "knowing® and never the corresponding noun,

ie€o \[va|$ .

R. Brown (op. cit., 514) quotes Abbott to the effect that Y-N\/L:JO‘K&LV
means "to acquire knowledge® whereas ééévotl means "to know all about
something™. However this is a distinction that cannot always be maintained,
at least as far as the Fourth Gospell's use of these verbs is concerned since
the evangelist is not always consistent in this regard. Thus in some
instances ya\/u{w'!(e)\! is used as a synonym for TT\GT&.;’)&\V « For example,
in 17:8 we read: "for I have given them the words which thou gavest me, and
they have received them and know.(éyxnacamd in truth that I came from thee;
and they have believed (éﬂT&STEA)GbQJ) that thou didst send me". In this
instance )CL.Y\/LJO’«k\/and érr\'c'reucmv are being used as synonyms for each
‘other, as if they were interchangeable (see'also 6:69, 8:24,28, 14:7,10).
However it is not true to say that "to know" always means much the same
thing as "fo believe", Thus in 10:15 Jesus is said to "know'" the Father
and to be "known® by the Father. Yet nowhere in the Fourth Gospel is it
claimed that Jesus *believes" in the Father, or vice versa.(27) Perhaps
10:37-38 gives us a truer picture of the relationship between *knowing" and
"believing”. Here we read: "If I am not doing the works of my Father, then
do not believe me (}Q] moTebeté poy); but if I do them, even though you
do not believe me (Komr e}xcm P1 TTIGTEU'TT&), believe the works (Tots
éf\/o(s TisTedeTe), that you may know (yv3Te) and understand (\,uvw~—
chqTEQ that the Father is in me and I am in the Father®, These verses

seem to indicate that even though there is a close relationship between the
two concepts, nevertheless "knowing®™ appears to be the result and aim of

(28)

"believing”.

In the Fourth Gospel it is possible to distinguish different vays in which
people come to "believe®, These can be grouped together under the followi»ng

four headings:
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(a) those instances where the process of believing is initiated by
some external act, usually a<yqpé?ou': €.g9. Jesus! disciples
"believed in him™ after he had worked the first of his *signs"

at Cana, and thus manifested his glory (2:11);

(b) those instances where a ®word"™ of Jesus initiates belief (e.g.

4:50); and

(c) those instances where the ®words® or "testimony® of others are
responsible for initiating belief: e.g. 4:39 tells us that many
Samaritans believed in Jesus “because of the woman's testimony*,
However, according to 4:41-42, we are told that many more

believed in him because of his own ®word¥;

(d) those instances where both a "word" and a "sign"™ have a part to
play in the developing of beligf. An example of this is the
cure of the official’s son who was ill (4:46-53). When Jesus
told him that his son would live the official *believed the word
that Jesus spoke to him®, It will be noted that this is the
same verse used to illustrate (b) above., However, after he had
heard the news of his son's recovery we are told that he himself
believed and all his household (4:53), In his own case the
"sign® served to strengthen belief while at the same time it
initiated belief in his household, Something similar'héppened
in the case of the man born blind (Chapter 9)., He too at the
‘outset believed in Jesus' "word* (9:7). But the miracle that
followed and subsequent events led him to exclaim in 9:38, "'Lord,

I believe!; and he worshiped him",

The abo§e categories refer primarily to the ways in which belief is
initiated. However, once this has taken place; *belief" being the active
process that we have seen it to be, must be developed and strengthened.
This comes about by the fostering of those characteristics of belief we

~ .

have listed above.(29)

Of the four categories listed above three of them, viz. (a), (b) and (d)
involve some sort of direct contact with Jesus. However the fact that it
is not required in those instances listed under category (c) shows that

it is not an essential condition for belief, Further, direct contact with
Jesus does not necessarily 1ead to belief, though it did in some way -
probably facilitate it. This is illustrated by Thomas's reaction following

the resurrection of Jesus, On the same occasion, however, Jesus proclaims
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as "blessed" those who have not seen and yet have believed (20:29), This
is the type of belief that is described in category (c) and is the most
praiseworthy form of belief. It is towards encouraging this form of
belief, which is in fact the only type possible in the post-ascension era,
that the Fourth Gospel is directed. This it does by calling upon the
testimony of others to what Jesus did (especially the dq)ueid.) and said,
i.e., his "word". '

At this stage it is necessary to comment briefly on the txfual variants to
be foupd in 20:31 and the significance of these for the destination and
purpose of the Fourth Gospel.. Two readings for the verb are to be found
both of wich are reasonably weli attested to, These are the presént

tense form, Tqu"rc-v.’Jr]Te, and the aorist tense form, rno'TebGr]‘u—‘;(so)
According to Barrett (St John, 479) the former reading is "probably right".
It certainly seems to be the reading that is favoured by most scholars,
Barrett translates TﬁcTeéqTfr by ®that you may continue to believe, be
confirmed in yotr faith", while he translates ﬁTcTeJchn& by *that you may
" here and now believe, that is, become Christians®, It is this author's
opinion that *"this variant raises acutely the question of the purpose of
the gospel: was it written to confirm the faithful, or as a missionary
tract, to convert the Hellenistic world?®" It would appear that he assumes
that one of the alternatives he postulates must be correct. This is an
assumption which other authors are also inclined to make, In turn this

influences their choice of reading.

Barrett himself (op., cit., 114) does not believe that a solution of the
textual problem can be achieved with certainty. However, even if a
solution was possible it still would not solve the question of the

purpose of the gospel "since", as the same author continues, "John may
have used his tenses inaccurately™. An analysis of the evangelist's style

and use of Greek would lend some weight to Barrett's conclusion.(31)

Two authors in particular have probably made the most valuable contribution
to this discussion by their attempts to place this problem of the textual

variants in its proper perspective, Both C.H. Dodd and R. Bultmann note

that too much importance should not be placed on the actual tense used by
the evangelist in 20:31. Dodd (op. cit., 9) is of the oﬁinion that "the
continuous present tense could be justified, even as addressed to those who
were not yet Christians.,...". For ths reason grammatical considerations

alone are not conclusive when it comes to deciding the purpose of the
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gospel and those for whom it was written. Bultmann (John, €98,f) in
similar vein, states that "so far as the Evangelist is concerned it is
irrelevant whether the possible readers are already 'Christianst!, or are
not yet such; for to him the faith of !Christians! is not a conviction
that is present once and for all, but it must perpetually make sure of
itself anew, and therefore must continually hear the word anew®”, 1In a
footnote (no, 7) he explicitly states that "it is (therefore) without

significance" which reading one adopts,

Briefly, therefore, the position adopted by both Dodd and Bultmann is that
it is not possible to understand the destination of the Fourth Gospel
exclusively in tevrms of 20:30-31, and more particularly according to the
reading given to the verb. However ve must disagree with Bultmann that it
was %irrelevant” to the evangelist whether its readers were 'Christians’

or not.

(6) The Use of <(u>_L(.32)

20:.31 concludes with the words Ksl TVt mc--rc—_éouies ‘Suﬁv %}\r\-re e
Ty Bvé}qu «LToO « These words introduce another very important concept
in the Fourth Gospel, namely, that of‘fgk)a « An analysis of 20:30-31 shows
that there are three fundamental ideas being employed by the evangelist and
about which he makes various statements. These three concepts are G?”xeﬁu.,
moTedelv and oA . It follows from what the evangelist says in 20:31
that his primary concern is that his readers diould have Z‘J;\ « But having
said that it should also be noted that in the evangelist's statement of
pﬁrpose it cannot be denied that these three ideas are closely connected with
each otﬁér to such an extent that they are inter-dependent ahd must be seen
as such if they are to be correctly understood. The association between these
three fundamental themes can be explained thus: ' V '

(a) the primary concern of the evangelist is that his readers "may

have life';

(b) but to achieve this *"life" it is necessary that they "believe®;

(c) however belief is possible only on the evidence of the qu;lefd~
of Jesus, either *'seen" directly or accepted by the believer on

“the "testimony" of others.

When Bultmann (op. cit., 698) commenting on 20:31 states that "hev(i.e. the

evangelist) announces the purpose of his book as he directly addresses the

reader; its purpose is to awaken the faith that Jesus is the Messiah, the
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Son of God", and Dodd (Tradition, 130), in similar fashion, says that *the
purpose for which he wrote his gospel was to lead its readers to believe
that Jesus is the Son of God (xx,21)", nobody would wish to argue with them
that they have not fully grasped what .the Fourth Gospel's purpose was
simply because these authors have emphasized the role of "believing”, 1In a
sense zwi can be viewed as the result and reward of *believing®. This
being the case, it is clearly the evangelist's most important task to assist

his readers to- *'believen©,

Having noted the importance of ‘Swﬁ in the Féubth Gospel's statement of its
purpose and destination it is now necessary to examine what the evangelist
has to say about its nature., The word itself appears 36 times in the gospel.
On 17 of these occasions it is qualified by oc’u.ﬁwos(3:15,16,36, 4:14,36,
5:24,39, 6:27,40,47,54,68, 10:28, 12:25,50, 17:2,3). On 14 occasions the
phrase €yeiv(xidviay) $uqv is used (3:15,16,36, 5:24,26,39,40, 6:40,47,53,
54, 10:10, 20:31). To these should be added the 16 times the verb ‘(ﬁv is

used as well as the three times %« oTolEV occurs.

Between ‘Swrs and ‘_/,t-.)e‘) Itdvies there appears to be no difference in meaning,
N
Both are used in contradistinction to v 1) which is the term used in the
Fourth Gospel for natural human life. This distinction is brought out
clearly in 12:25 where we read: *He who loves his life (q-au}\'\]\l) loses it,
and he who hates his life (q; UX:'\V) in this world will keep it for eternal -
life (Ywiv odiviov ). Clearly, life-in-this-world (Lpuﬁ ) is very
different from eternal life (‘5""’] «jLvios). When speaking of laying down
his "life" Jesus also uses the word \{JU)\r] (cf. 10:15,£).

Having established that there is a difference between these two forms of
life it is now necessary to examine how gu-‘ differs from \\Ju*r‘ This we

shall do by looking at some of the instances in which ‘_’)uf\ is used.

When speaking about the sort of "life"” which the Father enjoys the Fourth
Gospel has very little to tell us except that he is “the living (4Ov )
Father" (6:57) and that he "has life in himself" (&yet {uAv &v CxuTd) (5:26).

This "life" of which the evangelist speaks so much is closely associated with
the person of Jesus. The Fourth Gospel tells us that he is "the 1life®
(-«‘) Su;)) (11:25, 14:6) and that “life was in him (&v obTQ gu,‘] 3\\/)" (1:4).
Jesus also describes himself as “the bread of life (& &FTDS -rf\s f;u?]s )
(6135,48) and as "the living bread (& é‘«fm—os S %48V (6:51). Like the
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Father the Son also has *"l1ife®” in himself, but this has been granted to him
by the Father (5:26; see also 6:57). '

This "™life” that is Jesus has been made known to us., In fact the.very
reason for the sending of the Son into the world was that *'they may have
lifer, Thus in 10:10 we read: ():\,CJ —?\\AGO\/ Y vor 3...»«}1 2‘-}&““0"\’1 (cf. also
5:40). Thus as far as believers are concerned, the burden of the Fourth
Gospel 's message is that Jesus himself is the source of "life" for them. He
it is who gives "life™ %o those whom he will".(5:21),vbut especially to those
who *come to him" and "believe in" him (3:15,16,36, 5:24,40, 6:33,35,40,68,
8312, 10:28, 11:25), |

17:3 sums up what this life consists in from.man's point of view. It
states: "And this is eternal life, that they know thee the only true God,
and Jesus Christ whom thou hast sent", We have already had reason to |
comment on the relationshp between "knowing" and "believing".(33) It was
noted on that occasion that “knowing”, in some instances at leasf, appears
to be both the result and aim of *"believing”. This is true in the case of
the use of the verb “know® in 17:3. The person who truly‘"knows" has
eternal life, just as those who *"believe® have eternai life. Thus man
attains to.eternal life by believing in Jesus, by believing that he is the
Son and the One Sent by the Father (3:15,f.,35, 6:40,47, 11:26), by
"hearing® his word (5:24) and by following him (8:12). Those who "have
eternal life" are saved from the wrath of God (3:36) and from judgment,
having already passed from death tc life (5:23).

It thus becomes apparent that according to the Fourth Gospel man can already
possess "eternal life% even whle he is on this earth.(34) This prompts the
question as to the way in which "life* can be %eternal"%., First of all it
should be.noted that in the Fowrth Gospel *death" is spoken of only in terms
of‘4quvi. Further, it seems that the evangelist is not using the term
«AdvIcs exclusively in a temporal sense. ’A;uﬁvno& also refers to the
quality of the "life* in question. That there is a difference between
natural human life nyjxﬁ ) and the life of which Jesus is the source (%wA)
is highlighted by the different terms used to describe each, as we have
alfeady noted, However the reason for the difference in the quality of Sgaﬁ
when compared withkfuig‘ is due to the fact that guuﬁ is the life by which
God himself lives; it is also the life which the Son has received from the
Father (5:26, 6:57). It is this same %Lﬁ\ in which the believer shares.

For this reason a person who has this life shall never die (11:26).
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Thus, even though gu(\} ‘and ‘Su.ﬁ caduies seem to refer to the qualitative :
nature of true life, nevertheless 11:26 does indicate that there is also
a temporal aspect to it. In this context the fourth evangelist sees room
for development and progress culminating in the glorious "resurrection of
life" (cf. 5:29, 6:40,54). Hence, while \PUM endsin physical death such
death has no effect on ‘gur\] except in so far as it opens up room for

greater development. Dodd (Interpretation, 151) admirably sums up the

evangelist 's understanding of "life* thus: "He means by it life perfect
and absolute, timeless in quality and therefore exempt from death, He’
conceives it as possible for men here and now, but to be realized in its

fullness beyond the grave",

(7) The Use of &v T3 SQvOponTi %100

The final phrasev of _20:31', viz, éVT:Q 5\/6,*0‘1'! cu‘.n'oC), has also given
some difficulty to exegetes; Some prefer to link it with TotedovTes
and would then translate it *,... that believing in his name you may have
lifem, 1In support of thié interpretation they appeal to a similar con-
struction in 1:12, 2:23 and 3:18. However it should be noted that in these
instanceé the preposition used is c-js and not &v e A phrase very similar
to that we are discussing, viz. )6\/ T )OVé’J@LTl QU does appear else-
where in the gospel, e.g. 14:13,14, 15:16, 16:23,24,26 where Jesus is
speaking of "asking® and "giving" in his name. However it seems to me
that these instances cannot be cited as true parallels with context under
discussion since M"asking and giving in the name of" someone is obviously

very different from "believing in the name o0f" a person.

In the Fourth Gospel the verb ToTedav is usvally followe-dv by els and
not by ’e\l » However in 3:15 we read: v Tims é).T\'lG‘T&k,JU\/ & wﬁ)‘l‘\—el
2—7\{] f{)u.—\]\/ od-i.fwaov. Grammatically &—v u\f.ﬂ“\tb can best be translated with
M TEO WY , i.8s "eeoo believing in him ....". The order of the words
themselves suggest this translation as the obvious one.(35) Therefore,
while the construction of 20:31 might not be the usual one in the Fourth
Gospel, this is not sufficient grounds for maintaining that ev TR dvo-
Pt “ToO cannot be construed with rﬂo*‘ltg'lov’l‘es. In fact the

3] ~
~similarities between 20:31 and 3:15 are quite patent, with the &v T

/ ~ . > ~
ZDVO}A&LT! «>ToO of 20:31 replacing the &« o&n‘ue of 3:15.

Further evidence in support of the adoption of this construction may be

/ >
found in Mk 1:15 where we find THoTew&iv followed by &Y', While this
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might prove that ﬂ\GTEaSeﬂv'Es! vas used, even if only rarely, at the time
when the gospels were written, it is not in itself sufficient indication
that the fourth evangelist had this comstruction in mind when composing
20:31. In fact a closer parallel to what we have in 20:31 can be found in
1 John 5S¢ 13 where we reads:s ToOTek C\{Pol-k\)d- U}kl\ﬂ ivva C_chrrrc STt Sw‘]\/
éxc‘l‘c. WV iov, TAlS METEedoLoIV €ls T Svoper Tol 0ol Tl Seal
Here it will be noticed, however, that W(GTEU&R! is followed not by &
but by'GSS. This latter construction is one with which the fourth
evangelist was quite familiar.(36) In view of its fairly frequent use in
the Fourth Gospel itself and also in 1 John 5:13 one is led to ask why the
fourth evangelist should have decided to use such a comparatively rare
construction in 20:31 instead of the more familiar one if indeed it was his
intention that the phrase €uv T@ éwéfwalodfﬂi3 should be construed with
ﬂﬂcrﬂsdijW&s + In view of the importance of 20:31 as a stafement of his
purpose in composing his gospel one would have expected the evangelist to

make his meaning as clear as possible.

It seems to me, therefore, that there are no valid reasons why ésl‘d@ E»K%aunw
«BTod  must be construed with TToTedovTes in 20:31 especially in view -
of the fact that it is possible to translate the verse quite satisfactorily
by following the word-order as it stands - "that you may have life in his
name", This translation emphasizes that it is Jesus who is the source of
this "1ife™ and that it is given by him to those vho believe. As we have
seen, these are two aspects of‘@}mﬁvthat are elaborated and highlighted
‘throughout the gospel.

(8) A Comment on the "Destination" of the Fourth Gospel in

the light of 20:31

In itself 20:31 has nbthing to tell us about the %“destination" of the
Fourth Gospel apart from the important fact that it does appear to have one.
The evangelist's use of the 2nd person plural, ﬁic‘nsSEi]q‘re;, "eoo yOUu may
believe ....", places this question beyond all reasonable doubt. It comes
somevhat as a surprise, therefore, to read in a book of the calibre of
Barrett's commentary on the Gospel of St John that "it is easy, when we
read the gospel, to believe that John, though doubtless aware of the
necessity of strengthening Christians and converting the heathen, wrote
primarily to satisfy himself"° His gospel must be written: it was no
concern of his whether it was also read. Again, it is by no means

necessary to suppose that he was aware of the historical problems imposed

upon later students by his treatment of the traditional material. It cried
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aloud for rehandling; its true meaning had crystallized in his mind, and

he simply conveyed this meaning to paper".(op. cite, 115).

Before rejecting Barrettt!s views out of hand it should be noted that this
author is concernéd primarily in the passage quoted above with the possible
reasons why the Fourth Gospel came to be accepted at a much slower rate
than the Synoptics. One of the reasons he offers for this is an apparent
lack of interest on the part of the evangelist to make his gospel known:

"it may be doubted whether he (the evangelist) was very interested in its

publication" (ibid.).

Barrettt's views on the reasons why the Fourth Gospel came to be generally
circulated only at a comparatively late date are, of course, no mbre than
conjecture., He himself would be the first to admit this, However it is

a conjecture vhich, it seems to me, does not do full justice to all the
facts., If the fourth evangelist "wrote to reaffirm the fundamental
convictions of the Christian faith in the full light of new circumstances,
new terminology, and new experiences', as Barrett himself believes, (igig.,
117), and if “the traditional material eees Cried aloud for rehandling®
(2239" 115), it is hard to believe that the evangellst would not have

been anxious to share with others his own insights., (37)

If we may be permitted to return to the distinction we made in the
introductory chapter between the "reason™ why a person writes a béok and
the *'purpose* of the book itself,(38) it seems to me that it is quite
conceivable that one of the "reasons® why the evangelist wrote his gospel
was the 'personal satisfaction! it gave to him fo put down in writing ideas
and insights that, in the words of Barrett, "had crystallized in his mind"
(ope. cit., 115). But in addition to this we must hold that the gospel
itself had a different purpose and destination that dictated the choice of

material and the way in which it is presented in the gospel.

(C) Summary and Conclusions

Qur analysis of 20:30-31 against the background of the Fourth Gospel as a
whole leads us to make certain conclusions which we shall have to take into
account in coming to any decision as to what the purpose and destination

of this gospel is.
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(1) The first of these conclusions is that the evangelist selected
various "signs® out of the many that were known to him., Further,
his choice of material was not a haphazard one; rather the "signsY in
question were selected in accordance with a specific principle which he
enunciates in 20:31: *“these are written that you may believe that Jesus is
the Christ,\the Son of God, eees™s This means that the "signs™ chosen had
a function to perform in the gospel and that their meaning and value are to

be assessed in the light of the stated principle,

Because there was a conscious process of selecting his material on the part
of the evangelist we cannot accept, contra Goguel, that the Fourth Gospel
is no more than a mere %“collection of episodes which illustrate different
aspects of the Christian life", At the same time, however, it must be
admitted that there is no general agreement among scholars as to what the
underlying plan of the gospel is; but this lack of agreement should not be

interpreted to mean that the gospel does not have a plan.

(2) 1In addition to being the "principle" in accordance with which the
evangelist selected at least some of the material used by him in
the composition of the Fourth Gospel, 20:31 also explains what the *"purpose®
of that gosﬁel is. Clearly, in the 1ight of what we have said abOVE,OTUL&%k

have a very important role to play in the achieving of this purpose.

While it is generally accepted that the "signs" contained in the Fourth
Gospel are also "miracles*, this gospel, in comparison with the Synoptics,
i; to all intents and purposes unique in the choice of the term crqruaﬁx
to describe these events, Moreover, it does not explain the origin of the
term or’the meaning to be given to it. It is as if the evangelist presumed

that his readers were already familiar with the word,

These "signs' were intended to provoke a suitable response in those who
vgaw"” them, However it was not sufficient or even necessary to see the
"signs" being worked with one's own eyes, What was important was that the

true meaning of the "signs®" should be f'seen™ and understood,

The *signs" worked by Jesus had meaning not only for his contemporaries
but for people of all subsequent ages too. Naturally these people would
not have "seen" the signs' for themselves in the physical sense., Hence
for an account of what happened as well as for the true meaning of the

"signs" they would be dependent upon the 'testimony" of others, especially
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of Jesus' disciples in whose presence the "signs* had been performed.
Because of this the concept of "witness" plays a very important role in

the gospel.

(3) The purpose of the "signs® was to encourage belief in Jesus. The
_ Fourth Gospel makes it clear that the "believing" it wished to
encourage\;as an active, on~going process that involved a trust in,
acceptance of, and a commitment to the person of Jesus, It manifests itself,
as we saw, in a variety of ways, €.g. by listening to Jesus and his **word",

by accepting him and his *testimony®, by loving him, etc.

The evangelist never uses the word1T&r11s although it is a common enough
term in the rest of the New Testament. Instead he shows a preference for
the verb TMoTeleirv which probably highlighted the active nature of
bélieving which he wished to emphasize. The actual word ToTede is
concentrated in the first twelve chapters of the gospel. Nevertheless the
theme implied in it is spread throughout. This is particularly clear when
we take account of the different manifestations of belief to which we

referred in the previous paragraph.

(4) It is the evangelist's intention to encourage belief in Jesus as
"the Christ, the Son of God"™. "The Christ'", which is no more
than a translation of "the Messiah", is obviously é very Jewish concept.
Moreover it is a theme that unfolds in the gospel itself against the back-
ground of Jewish beliefs concerning the Messiah's origin, destiny and
mission, as well as the questions of whether he was also a *king" anq/br

"the prophet®.

It is hard to avoid the conclusion that the evangelist?’s treatment of this
theme is excessively "Jewish® in the sense that the problems treated by
him would have been of most interest to and meaning for a Jewish audience.
In fact it can be argued that the prominence he gives to these questions

is a clear indication of the audience to which he was addressing his gospel..

It was not a part of Jewish messianic belief that the Messiah would be a
diﬁine being, though obviously he would have been hjjhly favoured by God.
According to the evidence of the gospel the title, "Son of God", on the
- lips of Jesus! contemporaries appears to have been no more than an honorific
appellation, without any connotation of divinity being implied. But on the

1lips of Jesus himself, however, it was a designation that was to be under-
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stood literally. He was both in name and in fact truly the *Son of God".
In developing this theme in the Fourth Gospel the evangelist, as in the case
of “the Messiah", treats it against the background of Jewish beliefs,

especially those concerning the nature of God.

In brief: because acceptance of Jesus as mMessiah" did not involve an

accept;nce.of his divinity per se, the evangelist makes it clear that these
two titles, and the realities they represent, apply to the person of Jesus.
Not only is he the "Messiah"; he is also the "Son of God"., Both of these
‘themes are discussed in a Jewish context and with emphasis on those aspects

that would have been of particular concern to Jewish readers.

(5) 1It is only by "believing™ that Jesus is both "Messiah® and "Son
of God" that one will receive the *1ife"™ which is the end result
of rbelieving". This "life" in which the believer is called to share is
different from ordinary human life. In fact it is the same "life' as that
which the Father and Jesus also possesse For believers Jesus is both the

source of this ®life' as well as the one who alone can give it,

(6) It is clear that the Fourth Gospel does indeed have a "destination"
and that its intended readers were uppermost in the mind of the
evangelist when he wrote his gospel. However no matter which reading of
1ﬂcﬂtﬂSevJ is accepted in 20:31 it is not possibleApurely on the grounds of
the tense used to answer the question of whether the intended readers were

Christians or note.
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CHAPTER SEVEN : CONCLUSIONS

Introduction

Having completed our examiﬂation'of the various theories thaf have been
proposed to explain the Fourth Gospel's destination and purpose, as well
as what the gospel itself has to say in this regard, it is now time to
bring together the conclusions we have reached in an attempt to arrive

~at some decision regarding the matters under investigation.

Jn 20:31, even though it clearly presumes that the Fourth Gospel does
indeed have a:destinatioﬁ; does got indicate whether it was addressed to
Jews or to Gentiles or to both groups. Nor does it settle the question
of whether its intended readers were Christiaﬁs or not, For this reason
it is necessary to seek for possible clues in the body of the gospel

itself as to the identity of those to whom it was'being addressed,

As far as the purpose of the gospel is concerned, while this is not
identical with the question of its destination, it”is nevertheless very.
closely related to its In fact it would be true to say that the one must
complement the other, Clearly the purpose of the gospel would have been
shaped by its destination since each of the differing destinations we
have discussed would, on the whole, have required from the evangelist a
different purpose and method of proceeding. The first.question that has
to be answered, therefore, is that of the Fourth Gospel'!'s destination,
Once this has been done the.ground will have been cleared for a precise

formulation of its purpose(s).

(A) The Destination of the Fourth Gospel

As we have indicated above, there are basically two questions that have to
be answered about the Fourth Gospel's destination. The first of these is:
~ Was the gospel written for Jews, or Gentiles, or both? The second is:

Were its intended readers Christians or non~-Christians?

To answer both of these questions adequately and satisfactorily it is
important that the evidence of the whole gospel-is taken into account. It
is- not sufficient, for example; merely to highlight those aspects that
ﬁight have been appealing and intelligible to a specific group of people

and then use these to show that the gospel must have been addressed to



‘then, while at the same time overlooking or failing to offer any explana-
tion for the presence of other material in the gospel that cannot so
easily be accommodated. This might appear to be an all-toc-obvious
statement to make. And yet, in Barrett's view at least, there are a
number of scholars who fail to apply the principle which it'entails.

vIt seems to me%, he writes (The Gospel of John and Judaism, 62), %“that

one commentator after another has described some features of the gospel
with a clarity and forcefulness which he was able tc acquire only by

closing his eyes to others®,

In the two sections which follow we shall attempt to answer the questions
which we have posed above, while at the same time we shall try to situate
the gospel's readers in the particular situation that will help to

identify them more closely.

(1) Was the Gospel written for Jews, Gentiles, or both?

Owr investigation of the evidence prOposéd by those who support a Gentile
destination showed that while it might be possible to establish that there
are certain similarities and points of contact between the Fowrth Gospel
‘and contemporary Greek philosophy, the Gnostic Systems, the Hermetica,
anq/br the writings of Philo, they are limited to specific aspects and
‘gsections of the gospel. Further it was shown that it was possible to
explain their presence in the Fourth Gospel in ways that were quite
adequate and at times even more satisfactory than by direct contact with
or influence by these movements and their literature. This was due, at
least in part, to the religious syncretism of the age., For example,
"Judaism .itself appears to have been influenced by contemporary non-Jewish
trends and concepts while in other instances it had apparently made a
significant contribution to the development of the movements in question.
A good illustration of this latter point is the impact which Judaism had

upon the development of Gnosticism,

When we turn to the evidence irn support of a Jewish destination the

picture that confronts us is a very different one., The Fourth Gespel,

from beginning to end, is satwrated with Jewish material, This in itself
does not, of cowrse, *"prove" that the gospel has a Jewish destination for,
as we have repeatedly emphasized, this could be no more than an indication
of its "background" and of the milieu in which the evangelist himself grew

up or in which the gospél material came to be composed.
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Thus the presence in the Fourth Gospel of "Jewish material® is not
necessarily significant for determining what the destination of the gospel

wvas, But at thé same time it cannot be denied that this material could

be a pointer to the readers which the evangelist had in mind when composing
his gospel.(1) It seems to me that what is of paramount importance in
deciding what the value of this material is for establishing the gospel's

destination is first of all the choice of material made by the evangelist,

and then the way in which he has used and developed it. Because of the

importance of this point for our argument it is necessary that we elaborate

it a little more fully.

When we discussed the evangelist's use of the 0ld Testament we noted that
his approach was essentially christological.(z) Indeed Jesus is, as
Schnackenburg and others have so rightly pointed out, the focal point and
major interest™ of the whole gospel. That this should have been so is
understandable whether the Fourth Gospe; was_being addressed to Jews or to
-Gentiles, But what is significant, I believe, for fhe gospelts destination
is that the evangelist'centres his whole presentation of Jesus around the
great figures of Jewish history, viz, Abraham, Isaac, Jacob and Moses, To
these we should add the name of John the Baptist, a person who had
obviously created a deep impression on large numnbers of the Jews, The
extent of this impression can be gauged from the fact that some of them
even thought that he might be the Messiah. The evangelist's intention, as
wve have seen, was to show that Jesus was superior to all of these great
men but at the same time between him and them there was no question of any
real opposition. Any apparent opposition between them and Jesus was a
result of a misconception on the part of the Jews about the true nature of
the relétionship that existed:between Jesus and these great figures,.
Moreover, Jesus is also described in terms of various images that are
deeply rooted in the 0ld Testament, e.g. the Logos, the Good Shepherd, the
True Vine, 5&}&183 ToJ e, the Living Water, the Bread of Life, the
Son of Man. Further, it is to him that the Law bears witness and it is in
him that it finds its fulfilment, as do the Jewish feasts and the Temple
itself, Thus, for a Jew to accept and to believe in Jesus does not
involve a rejection of his Beliefs and history. Rather it is this very
belief in Jesus that gave to all of these other things their true meaning

and value.

Similarly, it is the person of Jesus who stands at the centre of the

evangelist's own statement of purpose in 20:30-31 and his elaboration of
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this throughout the gospel, Here we saw that the concepts "Chrisq/
Messiah™ and "Son of God® in a very real way dceminate the evangelist's

portrayal of Jesus,

As far as Jesﬁs‘ Messiahship was concerned, the evangelist elaborated and
developed. the true meaning of this against the background of popﬁlar
pJewish.beliefs about his origins and birth, destiny, and the nature of the
kingship he would enjoy. It has to be admitted that these are questions
that would, in the main, be either practically meaningless for, or of
little interest to, the majority of Gentiles whereas for the Jews they '

were at the very centre of all their hopes.

The title "Son of God® was one with which the Jews were not ﬁnfamiliar.
But it could be argued, as Schnackenburg does, that such a designation was
equally intelligible to the Gentiles also. Yet the evangelist's whole
treatment of it seems to place it quite definitely in é Jewish context.
‘He clearly indicates, for example, how it was understood by Jesus?

contemporaries, on whose lips it was no more than a synonym for "Messiah",

The evarngelist is not, of course, satisfied with the popular understanding
of these two titles when applied to Christ. Rather he takes up the |
currentibeliefs and opinions of the Jews to show that in the end they lead
to a misrepresentation of the true nature of the person and work of the-
Messiah. Hence their views must be both corrected and supplemented., .In
doing this the evangelist does not &ispense with the title "Messiah®™ but
rather by means of the works and words of Jesus and of others he attempts
to give to it its true meaning. And here it is a question of the reality
far exceeding the people's expectations for not only is Jesus in truth the

" mMessiah", he is also the "Son of God“ in the literal sense of that word,

We would therefore agree with Van Unnik and Robinson (contra Schnackenburg)
that the evangelistt's use of the titles *"Messiah® and "Son of God" point to
an exclusively Jewish audience and not to a Jewish and Gentile one., Well-
disposed Jews would have found it comparatively easy to accept fhat Jesus
was the Messiah., The gospel itself gives us examples of this.(a) However,
that he was also the "Son of God™ in the literal meaning of that phrase
would haQe proved to have been a stumbling block of enormous proportions

for many of the Jews with their strict adherence to monotheism, For this
reason the evangelist felt compelled to show that Jesus?! claim to this title

was both in deed and in word well-founded.
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In addition to the fourth evangelist's presentation of Jesus against the-
background of Jewish questions and in the light of Jewish terms and
categories there are other elements in the gospel that indicate that it
was being addressed to Jews alone, Of particular significance here is
the question of exclusion from the synagogue, This was, as we have already
seen, a threat that would have held no fears except for Jews,
Thus it seems to me that there is in the Fourth Gospel a degree of
"Jewishness" far in excess of what we may legitimately expect to find in
any book that had its origin in a Jewish environment., This is the con-
clusion that inevitably forces itself upon the student of the gospel who’
attempts to evaluate all the evidence as objectively as possible and in the
light of the restrictions which the evangelist places.upon himself in
20:30-31. It is the "Jewish material"™ alone which gives to the whole of
the gospel a}unity and coherence that its purpose demands. This material
is spread throughout the gospel, it requires on the part of the reader a
reasonably detailed knowledge of the 0ld Testament and Judaistic practices
and beliefs if it is to be understood, and it covers topics that would have

been unintelligible to, or largely without meaning for, the non-Jew.

In claiming, however, that the Fourth Gospel was written for Jews we

cannot afford to overlook the presence of those explanatory comments that
appear to have been included for the benefit of Gentile readers.( ) Not
for one moment do we wish to deny that the reasonably well-educated Gentile
reader would have been able to find.much that was of value to him in the
Fourth Gospel., But this is not the same as saying that the gospel was

written for him in the first place,

The most likely explanation, as we saw, for the presence of these "non-
Jewish® comments in the gospel is that they should be attributed to the
hand of an editor who, recdgnizing the universal appeal and significance
that the gospel had beyond the situation for which it was specifically
written,(s) attempted to explain those customs, names and feasts that
would not have been understood by those who had no previous contact with

AY
or knowledge of Judaism and its practices.(6)

We may summarize our conclusions this far as fcllows: the Fourth Gospel
‘was originally intended by the evangelist for a Jewish audience. At a
later stage, however, an editor or editors gave to it a wider destination

by adding various explanatory comments that were considered to be
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necessary in order to make the gospel more intelligible to the Gentiles.(7)

(2) Was the Gospel written for Christians or Non-Christians?

In the previous chapter we noted that according to Bultmann nggg, 698, £)
it was *irrelevant® to the Evangelist whether the readers of the gospel
wvere !Christians! or not. Even though much of the gospel material that is
relevant in the context under discussion should not, in Bultmann's opinion,
be attributed to the Evangelist at all but rather to a Redactor, we find
that we cannot agree with the implications of his view as far as the
destination of the gospel is concerned., Owr inquiry has led us to see
that the fourth evangelist had a very definite destination in miﬁd when
composing his gospel, What remains for us to do is to éttempt to identify
that_dexination as closely as possible, We have already established that
the evangelist intended his gospel to be read by Jews. The question that
we must now attempt to answer is whether these Jewish readers were Christiansg

or not, .

Two scholars to propose that the evangelist had non-Christian Jews in mind
when writing his gospel are, as we have seen, Van Unnik and Rébinson. The
former suggested that *"the purpose of the Fourth Gospel was to bring the
visitors of a synagogue in the diaspora (Jews and God-fearers) to belief

in Jesus as the Messiah of Israel®”, while the latter pr0posed that the
Fourth Gospel should be seen as an appeal addressed to that "Greek-

speaking Diaspora Judaism® which was outside the Church.(a)-

_Our analysis of the views of these ‘scholars led us to conclude that there
was much in their line of argument with which we could agree, especially
in so far as this indicated a Jewish destination for the gospel. Whether,
however, it should be seen as being addressed only to Jews of the Diaspora
and whether it is legitimate to speak of them as being "outside the
Church" are two questions about which we must have certain reservations,

especially in so far as the latter is concerned,

The emphasis of these. two scholars on the Jews of the Diaspora is perhaps

understandable if one situates the Fourth Gospel's composition in the

post - A.D. 70 era., The var did not, of course, result in the depopulation
of Palestine, as Robinson seems to imply; but it did result in an exodus
of many of the Jews, some leaders among them, as well as in the almost
total liquidation of some of the groups that had exercised considerable
influence on Palestinian Judaism (e.g. the Zealots, and also many of the

Essenes, Sadduccees, members of the priestly families). Because of the
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reversals which Palestinian Judaism had'experienéed'as a result of the
war the Judaism of the Diaspora gradually came into its own in the
subsequent period. But the significance of this comment must be tempered
with the recollection of the fact that in this same period there was, as
we have seen, a move on the part of the Sages at Jamnia to achieve a
greater degree of unity and uniformity among Jews in general. The
destruction of the Temple which had, for obvious reasons, played a much
more important role in Palestinian Judaism than in the Judaism of the

Diaspora, must have facilitated this new development,

For these reasons it seems to me that while one would not wish to reject
the claims of Robinson and Van Unnik who see the Fourth Gospel as being
addressed to Jews of the Diaspora, it should not thereby be assumed that
the evangelist was excluding Palestinian Jews or that these Jews would
not have found the gospel as meaningful and as valuable as their co-
religionists elsewhere. In other words, Palestinian Jews cannot be
excluded from the gospel!s destinmation purely on the grounds of
differences in religious beliefs and practices between themselves and

Jews living in the Diaspora.

At the same time, however,_itAis legitimate to assume that the Fourth
Gospel was composed in a pafticular city or area and that the evangelist
could not have been completely wmaware of what was going on around him at
the time, Now while it is possible, .and indeed likely that some of the
material used by the evangelist may have'originated in Palestine itself,
tradition and the weight of scholarly opinion clearly situate the place of
- the gospel's composition in a city of the diaspora, Yet knowledge of the
exact 16cation and identity of the city in question, while it may provide
- us with corroborative evidence, is not essential for determining what the

gospel's destination was.(9)

It is on the question of whether the Jewish readers of the gospel were
Christians or not that we have reason to disagree most of all with the
views of Van Unnik and Robinson. In the course of our investigation we
have shown that there are clear indications that a “Christian® audience
was being addressed at least in certain sections of the gospel., Particular
stress in this respect was placed upon the evidence of John 13-17. We also
concluded that in his treatment of certain themes in the gospel the
évangelist appears to be presuming that his readers were already in

possession of knowledge that one would have expected to find in Christians.
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The themes in question were the sacraments, eschatology and the Church,
In each of these instances the evangelist seems to be selecting only
specific aspects of the theme, as if these were the ones that required
particular attention in the circumstances in which he was writing, or,
alternatively, best suited‘the achieving of the purpose he had in mind,
What he has to say about those aspects chosen by him would have been
intelligible only to those who were already familiar at least with the

broad outlines of apostolic teaching.

Thus, that there are indications in the Fourth Gospel which point to a
"Christian® audience (as opposed to elements that Christians would have
been able to read with profit) seems tO me to be beyond reasonable doubt.
Does this entitle us, however, to claim that the gggls of the Fourth Gospel
was written for Jewish Christians? To be able to answer this question it
is necessary for us to be clear in the first instance about the way in
which the word "Christian® is being used and what it is supposed to
represent. To say, for example, that because the Fourth Gospel arose out
of and belongs to the "Christian® Church and because it is concerned
exclusively with the person of Christ it is therefore a "Christian® book
is, of course, true but it does not answer our question, With the passage
of the centuries the word "Christian® has come to be applied to a large
variety of things. Not only is it used in reference to certain people;

it is also used to describe various institutions, objects, practices,

etc., all of which, it is claimed, have some contact with Christ and his
teachings. Thus one speaks of the "Christian® Church or Churches,
"Chfistian" Missions, the "Christian% era, a "Christian® éociety or country,
"Christian® education", "Christian" associations and societies, "Christian”

rites of marriage and burial, and so on.

In the context under discussion, however, our concern is clearly only with
people who claim to be or are described as 'Christians', At the present
time it is generally assumed that a "Christian® is a person who belongs to
one of the "Christian" churches. Whether, however, it is possible to be a
"Christian" without belonging to such a church is a question that does not
call for an answer in this thesis. Against the background of 20:30-31 and
iq the context of the overall discussion concerning the Fourth Gospel'®s
destination, for our purpose we may define a "Christian" in general terms

as."one who believes in Jesus'.

By thus reducing the definition of a "Christian® to its basic minimum, so

" to speak, are we now able to decide whether this gospel was intended for
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#Christians® or "non-Christians®? Unfortunately our answer must still be
in the negative. The reason for our difficulty in this respecf lies in
the different ways in which the fourth evangelist uses the word "believe¥,
In owr review of the evangelist's own statement concerning the purpose and
destination of the gospel we commented on tﬁe various ways in which people
come to believe in Jesus, and what it was that initiated that belief,
namely, a G?”ie}o\l, a "word" of Jesus himself, the "words" or "testimony®
of others, or a combination of these elements, We also emphasized the
active nature of Johannine belief., It involves a continuous and ever
deeper commitment to the person of Jesus and not merely an acceptance of
certain beliefs on an intellectual level about the nature of the person

(10)

and work of Jesus.

The problem that confronts us in deciding whether the Fourth Gospel was
intended for a (Jewish) Christian audience or not is this: what level of
belief, what degree of commitment to the person of Jesus, would have been
required by the fourth evangelist before he would have described a person
as a "Christian®, presuming that he was accustomed to using this term?’

John 9, perhaps the most graphically and impressively in the whole of the
gospel, describes for us the various stages through which this particular
person's faith in Jesus progressed from his acceptance of him as a

wprophet” (9:17) to his wltimate acceptance of him as “Son of Man" (9:35,£f).
There is no doubt that such a man would quite rightly have been described
as a "Christian™ in the post-Resurrection era, Yet this episode illustrates

how it is possible to "believe in Jesus®™ at different levels,

To qualify as a %“Christian%, however, the fourth evangelist would require
of a person that he believe in Jesus as "the Messiah, the Son of God"®

(cf. 20:30-31). True belief in Jesus also requires that a person is
prepared to confess it in public as the circumstances demand. Thais

~ conclusion is borne out by what we read in 12:42,f, Here we are told that
“many even of the authorities believed in him, but for fear of the Pharisees
they did not confess it, lest they should be put out of the synagogus; for
they loved the praise of men more than the praise of God". It should firét
of all be noted that the evangelist dces not indicate in what sense the
authorities *believed in®" Jesus, However one vital difference between
théir attitude and that of the man born blind is that the latter, unlike
the former, is prepared to confess his belief in public in spite of the

consequences of this to him.
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On the basis of these observations it seems to me that if the fourth
evangelist had offered a definition of what he meant by a "Christian®

he would have emphasized not only the necessity of ®believing* in Jesus
in the full sense of that word but also - and this is something that
should follow from and be inextricably bound up with a true coﬁmitment to
him - the importance of being prepared to "confess" that belief when
circumstances demanded it. Vhat the fourth evangelist has to say about
Joseph of Arimathea in this regard is illuminating: "After this Joseph
of Arimathea, who was a disciple of Jesus, but secretly, for fear of the
JewSeeeo” (19:38). While the evangelist does not appear to show any
antagonism towards Joseph as a person, as he does to the "authorities®
of 12:42,f., there can be no doubt that he does not approve of the secrecy
in which Joseph shrouded his belief.(11)

The question of the public confession of one's belief in Jesus would have

become a very live issue with the introduction of the Birkath ha-minim

into the liturgy of the synagogue, Prior to this date Jewish ®"believers®
wvere allowed to attend the synagogue unhindered even though there was
undoubtedly a gradual build-up of tension between them and official

Judaism, But the Birkath ha-minim changed this situation radically in

that it tended to emphasize the differences between Christianity and
Judaism, Believers were now called upon to declare their allegiance
either to Judaism or to Christianity. The manner in which individuals

were selected to lead the congregation in the Shemoneh Esreh ensured that

at least the majority of them would not have been able to avoid making

this choice.(12)

The fact that an individual was called upon to read the Birkath ha-minim

also fits in well with the Fourth Gospel's emphasis on the importance of

the individual ’s relationship to Jesus in faith. It was as an individual

tha the believer was, on these occasions, required to make a decision for
Jesus.(13) It should not be forgotten however that it is an individuwal
who in making that decision thereby chose to associate himself with the

Church, E. Kdsemann (The Testament of Jesus, 40) admirably sums up the

nature of the relationship between the individual and the Church as seen

by the Fourth Gospel thus:

“For John, the Church is basically and exclusively the
fellowship of people who hear Jesus! word and believe
in him: in short, it is the community under the Word.
All other ecclesiological definitions are oriented on
this one and significant only in so far as they give
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is viewed here with strange emphasis from the perspective

of its individuval members, To hear, to believe and to

follow is something that only the individual himself and

not his representative can and must do, even if he does

it within the Christian brotherhood., Pointedly, but not
exaggeratedly, we take note that John, as the first
theologian, passionately rejects the principle that it

is sufficient to believe with the Church, and to be (14)
_supported by the Church as the mother of the individual."

¥hen viewed against this background it does not appear that questions
regarding the nature of the Church were of vital importance to the readers
of the Fourth Gospel. It is true, as we have pointed out, that the
evangelist does presume its existence in his gospel and that his readers
are aware of it and various of its practices, especially those concerning
the sacraments of Baptism and the Eucharist. Further, it needs hardly to
be said that Jews could come to the Church in ways other than as a

consequence of the Birkath ha-minim. For example, submitting to Baptism

or taking part in the celebration of the Eucharist amounted to public acts
of belief in Jesus and as such would have been recogniced as "Christian®

rites,

It is not an unreasonable assumption, however, to believe that in the

years following the introduction of the Birkath ha-minim greater attention

would have been given by Jewish Christians to the development of a richer
ecclesiology.(15) Their exclusion from the synagogue and everything that
this entailed on a personal level would, of necessity, have led them to
reappraise their situation vis-a-vis Judaism. In the atmosphere of

increasing confrontation between "Church® and “Synagogue"™, to which events

“surrounding the Birkath ha-minim would have contributed immensely,
"believers* began more and more to see thémsélves corporately as the "true"®
Israel in contrast to those Jews who had rejected Jesus, This would have
been an understandable - and human - reaction on their part. After all, it
was necessary to £ill the vacuum created in their lives by their exclusion
from the Synagogue and Judaism itself. The Fourth Gospel itself laid the
foundations for this type of ecclesiological development, emphasizing as

it did that those who believed in Jesus and accepted him as the Messiah
were the ones who were being true to the teachings of the Law and the

Prophets, and as such constituted the "true Israel“.(16)

To return to the problem of whether the Jews for whom the Fourth Gospél

was written are to be described as "Christians®" or not. The fourth
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of *'believing". In view of the way we have defined "Christian® above it
might appear, at first sight, that the two terms "Christian™ and "believer®
could be used interchangeably. But if we examine closely the way in which
the Fourth Gospel uses the term "believing®” we will notice that it is used
to describe different categories of people. For the sake of convenience
e may group all of those who are described as ™believing” in Jesus in the
gospel into two main groups, viz,, "true believers® and those whom M, de
Jonge ("Jewiéh Expectations about the 'Messiaht'! according to the Fourth
Gospel™, 265,f) refers to as "sympathizing Jews" or “Jewish sympathizers®.,
That which distinguishes the *"true believers® from the others is the facf
that they were prepared to confess their belief in Jesus in public, as we
have already explained above. For this reason we could aptly describe

the latter group as "secret believers® for it was their unwillingness to
make a public confession of their faith that prevented them from being

classified with the community of "true believers",

Among these nsecret believers® we find people like Joseph of Arimathea,
although he is even described as a pwk@fyri; Tod \rYxoB (cf. 19:38-42),
Nicodemus (cf. 3:1-2, 7:50-52, 19:38-42),(1 ) many among the 3&P;<mJTE£

(cf. 12:42-43) and even some of the Pharicees (cf. 9316). As far as the
common people were concerned we find that many of them were also favourably
disposed towards Jesus (cf. 2:23-25, 6:2, 7:40-41, 10:42, 11:45,47-48,
12:11; see also the references to a.cvk&qx*.among the Je#s over Jesus in
7:43, 9:16 and 10:19).(18) Whether, howeve the common people in these
instances should be classified as "true believers" or merely as
fsympathizers” is not clear from the texts in question in spite of the fact
that on certain occasions their attitude is described as one of belief

(Cfc 2:23, 7:31, 8:31, 10342, 11:45’48, 12:11)0

Because of the comparative prominence Nicodemus enjoys in the Fourth Gospel
it is not unreasonable to argue, as M. de Jonge does in his article
"Nicodemus and Jesus: Some Observations on Misunderstanding and Under-
standing in the Fourth Gospel® (p. 338) that he "is not pictured as an
individual person, but as a representative of a lafger group”, In the
light of the role plajed by Nicodemus, de Jonge argues further that *the
evangelist wants to make clear in what respects the faith of the grouwp
represented by Nicodemus fell short of true Christian faith and why their
understanding was in fact misunderstanding, putting them outside the
community of the true believers of Jesus Christ® (igig., 349). Because

the faith of these *'secret believers' was defective, especially when it
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came to a public confession of it, all of them fall under the condemnation
of 12:42-43 (cf. also 5:44). It is from the consequences of this condem-

nation that the fourth evangelist wishes to save them,

This discussion brings us to the conclusion that the Fourth Gospel should
be seen as being addressed not only to those who may be described as
nChristians" in the strict sense of that word, i.e. the "true believers®,
but also to those other “secret believers*" who, though sympathetic towards
Jesus, were not yet ready to make that public confession of their faith
that *true belief" required of them. The particular group of *"believing®
Jews that the evangelist had in mind when composing his gospel were those

who were affected by the introduction of the Birkath ha-minim with the

public acceptance or disavowal of the person of Jesus that it involved,

(B) The Purpose of the Fourth Gospel

Having established what the destination of the Fourth Gospel is all that
now remains to be done is to determine in precise terms what its purpose

was in the light of the conclusions we have reached above,

Granted that the Fourth GOSpél was written for Jewish "believers?” it is
clear that its *'general purpose"(19) must have been to 'strengthen the
faitht of these believers and not, therefore, to initiate belief. This,
however, is not a completely satisfactory answer to the questicn of the
gospel's purpose because what is also of particular interest to us is the
vay in which the evangelist did this. ' In other words, what were the

gospel s “specific purpose(s)"?

To answer this question we have to bear in mind the considerable differences
there were both in the nature and extent of the "belief% of the two groups
of Jewish believers to which we have referred. Because of the situation in
which the members of each of these twe groups found themselves the
evangelist had to adopt a varied approach in an attempt to meet the

differing problems and difficulties that were being experienced,

We have shown above that the Fourth Gospel was written for those Jewish
"believers" whose faith, in one way or another, was being tested in the

situation created by the introduction of the Birkath ha-minim. In this

context the question that now concerns us is the vay in which the fourth

evangelist set out to strengthen their faith. First of all, he does this



255.

by what we have referred to elsewhere as the *direct appeal” method.(zo)

" While this would have had value for both "true® and "secret" believers it
seems to me that it would have been particularly apposite in the case of

the former who, having made their public confession of &ith in Jesus, found
themselves being rejected and even persecuted by théir former co-religionists
and countrymen. Those methods we described as "indirect®, viz. the polemical
and the apologetical, would in the main have been directed at the "secret™
believers who still needed to be finally convinced of the correctness of
professing their belief in Jesus irrespective of what the consequences might
be as far as official Judaism was concerned, At the same time this approach
on the part of the evangelist would also have served to re-inforce the

commitment of *true believers%,

In brief: the evangelist strengthens the faith of "believers' by the use
of both direct and indirect methods. The former should be seen as being
directed primarily, though not exclusively, at "true believers®" while the
latter were intended mainly for *secret believers® but again, not

exclusively so.

What of those "polemical features" which we acknowledged were indeed present
in the gospel? Our discussion of the polemical theories showed that in
themselves they prove to be inadequate as explanations of the gospel's
purpose, For this reéson, while it might be legitimate to refer to these
features of the gospel as *secondary' or %“subsidiary' purposes, it seems to
me that it would be more in keeping with the evangelist'!s approach and style

to describe them rather as one of the means or techniques used by him to

strengthen the faith of "believers", They are, in a manner of speaking,
the indirect consequences of the method chosen by him to achieve the

purpose which he had set for his gospel.

We have shown that the evangelist displays a'polemical attitude only in his
treatment of a certain section of the Jewish people, But his main interest
is centred on those who were well disposed towards Jesus and accepted him
for what he was. The other "Jews", who in the gospel are so diametrically
opposed to Jesus, are the very ones who, in the situation in which the
gospel came to be composed, were responsible for submitting the faith of
"believers” to the test. Clearly there was no question of winning over the
antagonistic section of the Jewish people and the evangelist does not even
éttempt to do it. Rather he considered it to be his duty to protect
"believers" as far as possible from their onslaughts and arguments and in

this case he obviously felt that the best form of defence was to attack$
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The line of argument we have been pursuing rules out'any "missionary®
purpose for the gospel in the strict sense of that word. Those aspects
in the gospel which have been used by some scholars to attribute to it a
purpose of this nature were, in actual fact, intended by the evangelist to
strengthen the faith especially of those who were hesitating and faltering
in their commitment., All the arguments used and the evidence employed by
the evangelist had as their purpose to prove that Jesus was indeed ®the
Christ, the Son of God" and that therefore they should believe in him

irrespective of the consequences to themselves,

In the pursuit of his objective the evangelist selected only what he
considered to be useful for the purpose in hand., In this respect the
yitness” value of the material was of paramount importance. On this

point X#semann (The Testament of Jesus, 38), commenting on the way in which

the evangelist handled the material which he had received from the primitive
Christian tradition, notess "Whatever does not serve as a witness for
Christ is cast away, regardless of how important it may have been
historically".(21) A good illustration of this principle at work in the
gospel is the way in which the evangelist handled the question of John the

Baptiste. That any polemic was intended nere is clearly unproven,(22)

(c) Conclusion

By way of summary, therefore, we conclude by stating that owr inquiry has
shown that the destination of the Fourth Gospel was Jewish "believers®™ -
both the *true" (i.e, Jewish Christians strictly so called) and the ®secret"®
ones - whose faith was being sorely tested by the introduction of the

Birkath ha-minim into the synagogue service in the city where the

evangelist was residing. The purpose of the gospel was to strengthen the
faith of both of these groups of believers, This the evangelist did by
selecting and using material that had a direct, exhortatory, appeal and by
the use of more indirect methods that involved a polemical and apoiogetical

approach,

At a later date, however, betause of the universal appeal that the gospel
was found to have, an editor (or editors) attempted to present it in a form
that would have been more intelligible to Gentile readers., This he did by
adqing various explanatory comments before it began to be circulated on a

wide scale,

It seems to me that this explanation of the Fourth Gospel's destination and
purpose is the only one that does full justice to the gospel as a whole as

well as to all of the differcnt elements to be found therein,
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patterns, consult Groussouw, op. Cit., 8-17.

Cf. Barrett, St John, ad loc.; Bernard, St John, ad loc.; Brown,

John, 332,ff., 1065,ff.; Bwltmann, John, 700, ff.; Guthrie,
Introduction, 315,f., 334,f.; Kummel, Introduction, 147,f£f.; Lightfoot,
St John, 336,ff., 345,ff.; Marsh, St John, 653,ff., 681,ff.; B.M,.
Metzger, The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption,
and Restoration, 223,f.; idem, A Textual Ccmmentary on the Greek New
Testament; P, Parker, "Two Editions of John*; Richardson, St John,
3ﬁ4,ff.; Sanders and Mastin, St John, 440,ff,.; Schnackenburg,

St John, 181,f.; Wikenhauser, Introduction, 304,f.

Cf. Brown, John, 207,

Cf. Barrett, St John, 83,ff.; idem, "John" (Peake's Commentary), 844;
Bernard, St John, xxxiv,ff.; Braun, Jean le Thé&ologien, I, 301-392;
Brown, John, LXXXVII,ff.; Bultmann, John, passim; Guthrie, Introduction,

241, ff.; Howard, St John, 440,f.; Kummel, Introduction, 165,ff.;
Lightfoot, St John, 1,ff.; Marsh; St John, 20,ff., 78,f.; Mollat,

St Jean, 50,ff.; Painter, John, 3,f.; P. Parker, "John and John Mark";
Richardson, St John, 14,ff.; Sanders, *"John", 944,f.; Sanders and
Mastin, St John, 24,ff.; Schnackenburg, St John, 75,ff.; Wikenhauser,

Introduction, 283, ff.
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Traditionally the author of the Fourth Gospel has been identified
with the "beloved disciple" who in turn has been identified with

the apostle John, However the evidence in favour of this tradition
is not of such a compelling nature as to exclude other possibilities.
Among these mention may be made of the identification of the author
with "John the Elder", a certain “John of Jerusalem® and John Mark.
Sanders and Mastin, op. cit., 50, on the other hand, identify the
"beloved disciple® with Lazarus and therefore do not accept that the
“heloved disciple®™ was the author. The question is further
complicated by the fact that editor(s), in addition to the author,
apparently made a contribution to the composition of the gospel.

See Braun's discussion of the identity of fthe disciple whom Jesus
loved!' (op. cit., 301,ff.) and the question of the two Johns (ibid.,
357, ££4).

Cf. Barrett, St John, 105,ff.; idem, *"John" (Peakés Commentary), 845;
Brown, John, CIII,f.; Howard, St John, 441; Kummel, Introduction,
175; Marsh, St John, 41,f.; .Schnackenburg, St John, 149, ff.;
Wikenhauser, Introduction, 319.

Cf.Barrett, St John, 105,£ff.; idem, "John" (Peake's Commentary), 845;
Brown, John, LXXX,ff.; Guthrie, Introduction, 282,ff,; Howard, St
John, 447; Kummel, Introduction, 175; Marsh, St John, 25,ffe;
Wikenhauser, Introduction, 319,f. '

Cf. Barrett, St John, 22,ff,; idem, The Gospel of John and Judaism,
esp. chapter 1; Brown, John, LII,ff.; Bultmann, Frimitive
Christianity in its Contemporary Setting; Dodd, Interpretation, Part
One; Guthrie, Introduction, 319,ff.; A.JeBe. Higgins, The Historicity
of the Fourth Gospel, 15,ff.; W.l}. Howard, Christianity According to
St John, 29,ff., 34,ff.; idem, St John, 449,ff.; A.M. Hunter,
According to John, 23,ff.; Kummel, Introduction, 141,ff., 154,f.;
Lightfoot, St John, 42,ff.; Marsh, St John, 31,ff.; S. Neill, The
Interpretation of the New Testament, 1861-1961, 292,ff.; Richardson,
St John, 22,f.; Sanders, "John*, 941,ff.; Schnackenburg, St John,
119, ff.; Wikenhauser, Introduction, 309, ff.

See also 209, ff. in particular.
Cf., for example, Barrett's comments on this in his commentary, p.115.

On the topography of the Fourth Gospel see especially the following
works: W.F. Albright, *"Recent Discoveries in Palestine and the Gospel
of John"; Barrett, The Gospel of Jehn and Judaism, 36,f., 60;

Bernard, St John, 1lxxix,ff.; R.E. Brown, New Testament Essays, 158,f.:
Dodd, Interpretation, 452,f.; idem, Tradition, pacsim; Robert and
Feuillet, Introduction, 625,f.; Guthrie, Introduction, 250,ff.;

A.J.B. Higgins, The Historicity of the Fourth Gospel, 78,ff.; Howard,
St John, 448; A.M. Hunter, According to John, 49,ff.; Schnackenburg,
St John, 15,f.; D.J. Wieand, "John V.2 and the Pool of Bethesda".

Cf. Dodd, Interpretation, 452,f., and Tradition, 244,f,

See the comments on the "Pool of Bethesda" in the conclusion to this
section.

See, for example, L.H. Vincent's investigations intc the Antonia
Fortress and the Lithostrotos, the excavations at Bethesda,
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See Robert and Feuillet, op. cit., 653; Schnackenburg, op. cit., 15.
However W.A. Meeks in his The Prophet-King gives a more favourable

assessment of Kundzin's hypothesis.

See J.A.T. Robinson, "The Destination and Purpose of the Fourth
Gospel", and A.J.B. Higgins, op. cit., 78.

Cf. Dodd, Tradition, 240, and Brown, New Testament Essays, 158,

See the commentaries, ad loc.; also D.J. Wieand, op. cit.

Clearly the question of the Fourth Gospel's place of composition and
that of its destination are distinct although if it was possible to
throw some light on the former this might assist us in determining
what the latter was. See our discussion of the "Place of Composition"
above,

On this question see especially the following works: Barrett, St Jchn,
esp. 10,ff.; idem, The Gospel of John and Judaism, 20,ff.; M. Black,
An Aramaic Approach to the Gospels and Acts; Brown, John, CXXIX;

S. Brown, "From Burney to Black: The Fourth Gospel and the Aramaic
Question'; Dodd, Tradition; Grant, Introduction, 149,ff.; Guthrie,
Introduction, 316,ff.; A.M. Hunter, According to John, 18,ff.;

C.F.D. Moule, An Idiom Book of New Testament Greek, esp. 171,ff.;

J.H. Moulton and W.F. Howard, A Grammar of New Testament Greek, Vol. 2,
esp. the Appendix; Robert and Feuillet, Introduction, 644, ff.;
Schnackenburg, St John, 105, ff.

For a list of the words used most frequentiy by the fourth evangelist,
as opposed to their comparatively limited use in the Synoptics, see
Barrett, St John, 5,f.

See below, pp. 32,ff.
Cf. S. Brown, op. cit., 324,f.

The distinction between %"actual" and "virtual® translation was first
made by J.H. Moulton. "By 'virtual translation' is meant that the
author, who had only an imperfect mastery of the Greek language in
which he wrote, inadvertently used constructions which were common
in his native Semitic tongue without realizing that they were
unacceptable in Greek" (S. Brown, op. cit., 326).

See below, pp. 83,ff.
Cf. M. Black, op. cit., 61,f.
Cf. Schnackenburg, op. cit., 106, and S. Brown, op. cit., 337.

Regarding the significance of the use of Kn&as see Dodd, Traditionm,
308. He notes: *That this was the name by which the apostle was
known by Aramaic-speaking Christians in the earliest days does not
admit of doubt, in view of the evidence of the Pauline epistles".

See Bultmann, John, 105, note 2.
However the possibility that some of these could have been the,&ork
of an editor should not be ruled out entirely.
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35. The phrases are Schnackenburg's, cp. cit., 107, who also gives
us a list of such words, phrases and constructions without,
however, informing us by what criteria they were selected.

36, See also his examination of the Prologue in The Gospel of jJohn and
‘ Judaism, 22,ff. where he finds "that no one of the alleged
Semitisms of the prologue is truly convincing” (ibid., 28).

37. Such a practice would not be confined to the fourth evangelist if

it could be proved that this is what actually happened. In
similar fashion, for example, it is possible to argue that earlier

'~ translations of the Bible into the vernacular were at times more
interested in keeping as close as possible to the wording and style
of the original texts even at the expense of what might be called
#good" English. Moule (op. cit., 172) for example, nctes that *"it
is instructive to study the impact of Semitic languages on owr
English versions®", That these languages have exercised some

~influence on the English of the Bible -~ and as a consequence on -
'spoken! English -~ is more than probable. It should be noted,
however, that the comparison between the English translations of
the Bible and the Greek of the Fourth Gospel cannot be taken too
far. To do so would be to postulate the existence of an Aramaic
original behind the Fourth Gospel from which the Greek text was
translated much in the same way as modern translations are made
from the Greek text. The purpose of the comparison we have made
above is merely to show how the language of the original sayings in
isolated cases could have had some influence on the Greek text of
the Fourth Gospel.

38. See owr discussion of this on pp.7,% above. It is also important to
note that this editor or other editors may have made further
additions to the gospel before it was released for circulation.

3%, Cf. M.F, Wiles, The Spiritual Gospel, esp. Chapter 1, 7,ff.

40. Ssee our discussion of the authorship question above, pp. g,r,

41, For a discussion of Bultmann's Source Theory, see below; pp.33,£f.
For a brief chronological and yet comprehensive review of all of the
important source theoriess see, for example, H.M, Teeple, The
Literary Origin of the Gospel of John, 30-51, v -

42, See his Ego Eimi, 108, quoted by Schnackenburg, St Jchn, 52, For a
further discussion of Schweizerls work see, i.a.,  R.T. Fortna,
The Gospel of Signs, 203,£ff.; T.W. Manson, "The Life of Jesus: A
Survey of the Available Material, (5) The Fourth Gospel®, 321; and
HeM. Teeple, op. Cite., 19,f.

43, For a list of these characteristics see W. Nicol, The Semeia in the
Fourth Gospel, 16,ff,, and D.M. Smith, The Composition and Order of
the Fourth Gospel, 68, note 45, Braun, Jjean le Th&ologien, I, 401, ff.
alsc has an appendix entitled *Les Caractéristiques Johanniques®” in
which he provides a comprehensive list of these characteristics in
the light of the suggestions made not only by Schweizer and Ruckstuhl
but also by Menoud, Jeremias and Howard,

44, For a brief discussion of Ruckstuhl !s views and conclusions see
Teeple, op. cite., 20,f.
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45, See, for example, R.T. Fortna's discussion in The Gospel of Signms,
15,£f. of *"ideological®, *stylistic™ and "contextual% criteria and
the importance of each in analyzing the narratives of the Fourth
GOS?EI .

46, See the discussion of this in J.M. Robinson, op. cit., 54,ff.,
242,ff., Schnackenburg, St John, loc. cit., and Bultmann, John,
loc, cit, It is interesting that even Schweizer admits that 2:1-10
contains no Johannine traits while 4:46-53 contains practically
none, Cf. J.M. Robinson, 236. A slightly different approach is
advocated by S. Temple in "The Two Signs in the Fourth Gospel®™.
While maintaining that the two episodes in question are connected,
he holds that they *fcome from a different tradition to that which
provided the main source for the Fourth Gospel and that in writing
the gospel the evangelist inserted the two at appropriate places
in his main source® which the author refers to as "the Core™ (p. 174).
Finally, those who.argue that these two miracles have not been taken
from a source point out that the evangelist indicates that 4:46,ff.
was the second sign done in Cana, and therefore the use of **second®
here does not contradict what 2:23 and 4:45 say. Among those who
hold this view mention may be made of Ruckstuhl, See D.M. Smith,
ODe Cit', 664

47, One author who has tried to argue that there is a move towards more
agreement among scholars about the actual extent of such a source is
R. Kysar. In an article entitled, "The Source Analysis of the Fourth
Gospel. A Growing Consensus?", he analyzes John 6 in the light of
¥nine major source theories® (viz. R. Bultmann, R. Fortna, H. Becker,
W. Wilkens, W. Hartke, E. Broome, O. Merlier, S. Schultz, and M.E.
Boismard). His analysis leads him to conclude that it is%evident
that a growing consensus as to the sowrces utilized by the fourth
evangelist is emerging* (p. 152). While he has limited his own
analysis to John 6 he suggests that "a substantial agreement might
indeed exist among the critics with regard to the entire gospel¥,

It seems to me that in this statement considerable emphasis should

be placed on the word "might™ in view of the differences of opinion
among scholars concerning the content of the Source(s) useds In a
footnote Kysar himself (ibid., 152) does admit "the existence of a
sizable body of scholars who continue to maintain that source

analyses of the fourth gospel of any kind are fruitless and impossible
speculation”,

48, Quoted by J.M. Robinson, op. cit., 236, note 10; see also the
comments of B. Lindars, in similar vein, on Bultmann's theory, in
Behind the Fourth Gospel, 22,ff, :

49. See above, pp. 20,f.

50. Cf. Wikenhauser, Introduction, 307.
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1. See, i.ae; E.L+ Allen "The Jewish Christian Church in the Fourth
Gospel"™; C.K. Barrett, "The Lamb of God"; idem, "The 0ld Testament
in the Fourth Gospel"; idem, St John; Bernard, St John; P. Borgen,
Bread from Heaven : An Exegetical Study of the Concept of Mamna in
the Gospel of John and the Writings of Philo; Braun, Jean le
Théologien, II; Brown, John; Bultmann, John; H. Conzelmann, An
Qutlinrne of the Theology of the New Testament; F.L. Cribbs, ™A Re-
assessment of the Date of Origin and the Destination of the Fourth
Gospel®”; M. de Jonge, *Nicodemus and Jesus: Some Observations on
Misunderstanding and Understanding in the Fourth Gospel®; Dodd,
Interpretation; idem, The Bible and the Greeks; idem, Tradition;
E.D. Freed, 0ld Testament Quotations in the Gospel of John; T.F.
‘Glasson, Moses in the Fourth Gospel; C. Goodwin, "How did John

" Treat his Sources?"; R.M. Grant, A Historical Introduction to the
New Testament; E. Grdsser, "Die antijudische Polemik im Johannes-
evangelium®; A. Guilding, The Fourth Gospel and Jewish Worship;
Guthrie, Introduction; A. Hanson, "John's Citation of Psalm LXXXII
Reconsidered”; A.J.B. Higgins, The Historicity of the Fourth Gospel;
W.F. Howard, Christianity According to St John; 1idem, St Jot}
idem, The Fourth Gecspel in Recent Criticism and Interpretation;

A.M. Hunter, According to John; J. Jeremias, * MwvocAs®™(TDNT);
Lightfoot, St John; T.W. Manson, "The 0ld Testament in the Teaching
of Jesus"™; Marsh, St John; J.L. Martyn, History and Theology in

the Fourth Gospel; W.A. Meeks, The Prophet-King : Moses Traditions
and the Johannine Christology; L. Morris, The Gospel According to
~John; C.F.D. Moule, The Birth of the New Testament; A, Negoitsa &

C. Daniel, *L'Agneau de Dieu est le Verbe de Dieu (Ad Jo. i 29 et 36)";
Painter, John; S. Pancaro, The Law in the Fourth Gospel; Richardson,
St John; Robert & Feuillet, Introduction; J.A.T. Robinson, *The
Destination and Purpose of St John'!s Gospel™; Rl.A. Rosenberg, *Jesus,
Isaac, and the !'Suffering Servant '"; Sanders, John; Schnackenburg,

St John; E.M. Sidebottom, The Christ of the Fourth Gospel; R.H.
Smith, "Exodus Typology in the Fourth Gospel"; R.V.G., Tasker, The

0ld Testament in the New Testament; G. Von Rad, K.G. Kuhn, W. Gutbrod,
"*tg-ru.r‘])\, etc,” (TDNT); W.D. Wead, "We have a Law".

2. This should be seen in the context of the description of the Torah as
"bread™, a point to which we shall return.

3. See.Bultmann, John, 273, and Barrett, St John, 261, for the inter-
pretation of this verse,

4, This is a disputed point - cf, Dodd, Tradition, 105,f., Brown, op.cit.,
794’ 848,f., Barrett, oOp. Cito, 445,f., Morris, OP e Cit., 786,ff.

\

5 See DOdd, ODoe Cito, 104,ff¢

6. In this connection D.W. Wead (op. cit.) argues that "when Jesus was
accused of being the Son of God he was not only accused of blasphemy
but also of being a false prophet who brought signs to authenticate
his claims and led the true Jew away from the Mosaic law. On both
counts he was worthy of death", '

7. Dodd believes that "all through the trial the issue was political.
Everything turns upon the title PoociAeSs » (op. cit., 112). If this
is the impression that the fourth evangelist!s account gives it is
because, in my opinion, the "Jews™ realized the only chance they had
of getting a death sentence passed on Jesus was to press a charge of
this nature, In other words, the "Jews" were shrewdly manipulating
Pilate's own fears rather than obviously pressing the charges for
which they thought that Jesus should die,
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In addition to 13:33, see also 18:20,36,

Interesting in this connection is 18:15. The identity of the
disciple who ™vas known to the high priest® (yvwoTos w0 =py-
lepel ) is something of a mystery although various suggestions

have been made, e.g. the evangelist himself anq/br the "beloved
disciple®, What is clear is that he must have been a person of
some influence. This could have been because he was related to

the high priest or because he enjoyed a position of authority

among the Jews, in all probability being a priest himself, Dodd,
Traditions, 86,f., who discusses the possible meanings of yvwoTds ,

notes that it would not have been impossible for this disciple to

have been a prigst since Acts 6:7 tells that many priests (folus
67\)“’5 Tov Tef&qu) were numbered among the early Christians.

The question of who are the true descendants of Abraham is a theme
that Paul also discussed in Romans 4, esp., 13-25.- According to
him they are those who have faith in Christ irrespective of whether
they are Jew or Gentile., See also Galatians 3:6,ff,

! >
For a discussion of the meaning to be attached to the ey:-s il
of Jesus in tis context, see below, page 226, and note 21 to chapter

6.
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' See the reference to Th. C. Kruijf's discussion of the meaning of

p0voyevﬁsin the Fourth Gospel in note 20 to chapter 6.

For a discussion of the points raised here and also of the importance
attached to the sacrifice of Isaac in Jewish literature and elsewhere
in the New Testament, especially in Heb. 11:17-19 and Rom. 8:32, sece
Braun, Jean le Théologien, II, 179,ff.; see also R.A. Rosenberg,

op. cit,, who comments on the traditions that Isaac's sacrifice took
place at the time of the year when the feast of Passover came to be
celebrated., Rosenberg concludes that "students of Christian origins

- have come increasingly to realize that the view of Jesus as the

P¥71%, the 'Righteous One' of Isaiah 53, and the Gospel of John's
concépt of Jesus as the Passover lamb reflect one fundamental concept,
viz., that the sacrifice of Isaac was to be re-enacted by the ‘new
Isaac! who, like the old, was a 'son of God' (p.388).

See the note on this in Barrett, St John, 195, where he discusses the
0l1ld Testament background to this theme., See also Glasson, op. cit.,
53,ff., who comments on "the song of the well” in Num, 21:17,f. and
the significance of the *well™ in Jn 4 in the light of this. He also
refers to the interpretation that "the well is the law*, Further, he
detects certain verbal similarities between the account of Jn 4 and
that of the meeting between Isaac's servant and Rebekah by the well

in Gen. 24, While it is no doubt possible that the evangelist's
familiarity with the 01d Testament may have had an indirect influence
on him in certain instances when composing his geospel, for example by
calling to his mind certain well-known expressions or turns of phrase,
it is difficult to believe that he consciously intended to imitate the
account of Gen. 24 when writing Jn 4 as there is no real reason why he
should have done so,.
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Glasson, op. cit., 33,ff. is of the opinion that *the reference
in John 3 to the brazen serpent is not just a passing allusion®.
He comments on the significance of the *"seeing™ of the brazen
serpent in Num 21:8 and the importance attached to "seeing® in
the Fourth Gospel as a whole, and on the *lifting up™ and setting
on a "standard™ (semeion) of the serpent,

Cf. ibid., 45,ff.

Cf. ibid., 48,ff., also Braun, op. Cit., 16. Glasson, op. cit,.,
74,ff, also argues for a connection between "the light of the
world®" saying and the pillar of fire in the wilderness with the
latter, in all probability, being one of the themes underlying
the light ceremony which took place during the Feast of Tabernacles,
On reading Glasson's book one is left with the impression that the
author has gone to great lengths to uncover as many parallels as
possible between the Fourth Gospel and the Moses-Exodus theme,
Some of these parallels are, however, so hidden that it requires a
great deal of imagination and ingenuity on his part to draw them
out. While it cannot be doubted that such parallels are possible
it must also be admitted that the evidence he uses is, at times,

‘largely hypothetical and therefore unconvincing. The parallel

between f'the light of the world® saying and the pillar of fire is
a case in point. See also Meeks! comments (op. cit., 287, n. 1)
on Glasson's book. . .

See Barrett, OPe Cito' 264. - . . - ) _-‘..., -

See fhe section below devoted to a discussion of the Law.

See Schnackenburg, ope. Cite., 276,f. N,

The problem of whether the prophet-like-Moses of Deut. 18:15,ff.

is identified with the Messiah in the Fcurth Gospel is a difficult
one to solve and as such is beyond the scope of the prsent thesis
apart from the general references made to it in the context under
discussion, For a discussion of the question as a whole and of
the differing attitudes of specific groups in the gospel, see J.L.
Martyn, History and Theology in the Fourth Gospel, 95,ff. The
contribution of W.A. Meeks is of particular importance in this
connection., This author (op. cit., e.g. 89) notes that & ypicTos
and S mpogATqs are carefully distinguished in the Fourth Gospel,
(cfe 1:21,24, 7:38-52). However, both titles are attributed to
Jesus by the fourth evangelist, according to Meeks., See esp, 21,ff.,
and Chapter TwoO.

Barrett, op. cit., 240, notes that this is probably the correct way
to understand the verse, He points tg the fact that "the name Moses
is in an emphatic position, and the oL is placed so as to negative
itn,

See also Glasson, Op. Cit., 26.

Cf. Smith, op. cit., 334,
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25+ ' Foe=-M. Braun, Jean le Théologien, II, 187,ff., treats the same
theme but from a different angle, He sees the Fourth Gospel's
use of onpefoVv as being based on the use made of this concept
in the Wisdom literature, especially the Book of Wisdom,

26. Glasson argues that it is possible to establish some sort of
connection between certain themes of the farewell discourse and
prayer of Jesus and the Book of Deuteronomy (op. cit., 74-78),
various Johannine terms, e.g. "know", *sent me", *do these works®,
*not of myself", and the language of the Penteteuch in general
(pps 79-81), and the delegatlon of Joshua as the successor of
Moses and Jesus' commission of his disciples (pp. 82-85).

However the exact nature of the connaction between this material
is difficult to assess. Glasson himself, in one place, refers to
nstriking coincidences™ between the farewell discourse and prayer
of Jesus and the Book of Deuteronomy {(p. 78). Perhaps such
*coincidences®™ should rather be attributed to the evangelist's
knowledge of and familiarity with the Pent{teuch as a whole,
which, in all probability, influenced him while composing his
gospel but at an unconscious level,

27. By ®directly" in this instance we mean that the evangelist wishes
to give the impression that he is quoting the exact words of
Scripture, It is not, however, thereby being implied that he is
quoting accurately, as we shall see,

28. An informative discussion of the way in which the fourth evangclist
-uses the 0ld Testament is contained in the article of Barrett, *The
0ld Testament in the Fourth Gospel®.

29. See Brown, John, 321,ff.

30. Brauh, Jean le Théologien, II, 21, believes that such an explanation
is "trés possible®,

31. See Barrett, op, cit., 24.

32. e.g. Schnackenburg, St John, 122. Another scholar who argues that
John probably quoted from memory is C. Goodwin in. his article,
"How did John Treat his Sources?v.

33. éee Brown, op. Cite., 320; Bultmann, John, 302,f.; Glasson,
OE. Cito, 50,£o .

34, A. Hanson ("John's Citation of Psalm LXXXII Reconsidered®),
referring to the fourth evangelist!'s use of Ps 82 in 10:34, suggests

that "no explanation of this passage is adequate which does not show
how the Son being described as God fulfills the scriptures®,

35. See Braun, ope Cite., 28
36.' Schnackenburg, op. cit., 123.
37. The comments we made above regarding the nature of the relationship

between the Fourth Gospel and the Moses-Exodus theme as treated in
the 01d Testament are also applicable here,
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Regarding Moses!' role as a "shepherc” see Meeks, op. cit., 311,f.
and Glasson, op. Cit., 86,ff.

The word *mistranslation® is used by Dodd in referring to the
suggestion of C.J. Ball., It is, however, inaccurate since dq«vés
is indeed one of the meanings of the Aramaic W1 2 U and there-
fore it cannot be called a "™mistranslation™. At the same time it
should be noted thatojawves does not cover all the meanings of the
Aramaic word. Hence 1t might be better to refer to it as an
"inaccurate translation" rather than as a "mistranslation®,

For a criticism of Doddts wview that *"Lamb of God"™ should be under-
stood and interpreted apocalyptlcally, see the article of Barrett,
"The Lamb of God",

See Pe 224. - o o : _ -

It is worth noting that in the opinion of some scholars the fourth
evangelist probably 1nﬁﬂﬂed to 1ncorporate more than one idea by
his use of the phrase S %puuds Tod Decd , See, for example,
Barrett, St John, 146,f., Marsh, St John, 124,f., Richardson,

St John, 48, f.; also Brown's treatment of the whole topic, John,
58,ff., and that of Braum, Op. cit., 69,ff,

See also the same author‘ts work, The Bible and the Greeks, chapter
2, for a more comprehensive dlscuSSLOn of the ways in which the
fourth evangellst uses the term vokos in contrast to the meaning
it had in ordinary Greek usage. Also S, Pancaro, The Law in the
Fourth Gospel, 514, ff.

In the view of some scholars the phrases ev - \/c).u-o ™ u),&e-rcf*
and exf-nJ vcthJ Gw  are indications that the evangelist was dis-
associating himself from the Jewish Law and could therefore have been
a Gentile himself. Against this view it should, however, be noted
that it is Jesus who speaks the words in question, Alternatively it
is sometimes argued that this usage shows that the gospel was
addressed to Gentiles. See, for example, Dodd, op. cit., 84.
However, I do not believe that these two phrases can be isolated and
then used to show what the evangelist!s overall attitude was to the
lawe To wnderstand his attitude to the Law it is necessary to take -
into account his total treatment of this concept in his GosPel. See
Glasson's comment on this, op. cit., 92,

See M, de Jonge, op. Cit., 344,f.
See Dodd's Interpretation, 83,ff., for quotations from the various

rabbinic sources which describe the Law in these terms; also
Pancaro, ope. cit., 452-487.

Another unnamed festival is referred to in 5:1; it could be either
Pentecost or Tabernacles.

See Brown, op. cit., 326, and also Glasson, op. cit., 49,f., 58,f.,
for a description of the rites surrounding the feast.

Accordlng to Brown, Op. Cite., 404, the verbscxy4u}$CJ\: and
evtnga‘;SCau can be considered to be synonyms.
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See above, p. 55

Cf. Barrett, op. Cite, 35,ff.; Dodd, Irterpretation, 423, £fe;
Lightfoot, op. cit., 39,ff.; Guthrie, Introduction, 295, ff.

See also the views of Brown, op. cit., 121,ff.; Braun, op. cit,,
89,ff.

The meaning of this term, together with other related concepts,
will be discussed in another context. See pp. 78,ff.

ReM, Grant, "The Origin of the Fourth Gospel®, 309,f., mentions
Gaius of -Rome (in Eusebius's H.E., III, 28, 2) and the Epistula
Apostolorum, 1, 7, as other possible sources of information in this
regard, But these, according to Grant, do not provide us with any
new evidence regarding the teaching ¢f Cerinthus,

Ope. cite, I, 26, 1. The translation is taken from Documents of the

Christian Church, selected and edited by H. Bettenson, p. 37.

See what Irenaeus, ope. Cite., 26, 2, has to say in this regard.

See what the Codex Toletanus as quoted by R.V.G. Tasker, The Gospel

“According tc St John, 24,ff. has to say on this point. In his

article on "Ebionism in The Encyclopaedia of Religion and Ethics,
Vol. 5, 139-145, V. Beveridge discusses the origin of the name, the
various types of Ebionism, the nature of their beliefs and their
association with Jewish Christianity. See also the article of Je.4e
Fitzmyer, *"The Qumran Scrolls, the Ebicnites and their literaturer®,
437,ff., in which the auther discusses what we know of the Ebionites
("relatlvely little®) from patrlstlc sources and their own
literature,

In this connection it would, perhaps, be more accurate to speak of
Cerinthus as sharing "docetic" views with others, rather than of
Docetism as having much in common with Cerinthus,  As R.H. Stracha",
The Fourth Gospel : Its Significance and Environment, 18,f., puts it
"zt (i.e. Docetlsm) cannot properly be regarded as a sect, or
identified exclusively with any particular name like Cerinthus., It
rather represented a tendency of thought which appears and re-appears
in the theology of many schools",

Hence the origin of the name *Docetist*, the intransitive use of the
verb §3kefv meaning to "seem", to “appear®,

See Kdsemann, op. cit.; €Spe 6yff,

K¥semann's emphasis on the §&§=« of Jesus is, in large measure, a
reaction against Bultmann's emphasis on Jesust B*ﬁi For Bultmann
the key to the Fourth Gospel was "The Word became flesh® (1:14);
this interpretation led him to emphasize the humanity of Jesus, He
expresses the point thus in his Theology, II, 69: “the Revealer is
nothing but a definite historical man, Jesus of Nazareth", In
addition to the discussion which precedes this quotation, see also
Bultmannt!s commentary on the gospel of John, esp., 60,ff, for a
detailed elaboration of his views in this regard.
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See Guthrie, Introduction, 332, note to pe. 277, for a brief comment
on this, '

One scholar who agrees with X&semann that the Fourth Gospel is
docetic is J.L. Martyn. On this point see his History and Theology
in the Fourth Gospel, 117, n. 173; also his "Source Criticism and
Religionsgeschichte in the Fourth Gospel", 272, note 32, Another
scholar who appears to believe that the Fourth Gospel presents a
docetic picture of Jesus is E.Ls Titus. This author (in The Message
of the Fourth Gospel (1957}, 33, quoted in L. Morris, The Gospel
According to John, 37, note 90) writes: "with the descent of the

Spirit - the point of the Incarnation - that humanity ceased to
operate, except in terms of the physical organism: he walked about,
used the voice mechanism, etc., but the mental and spiritual '
qualities were no longer those of a man, From the pointaof the
Incarnation, the continuum of the human element remained only in the
minds of the Jews"™., Morrists own comment on this quotation is that
"if this is not Docetism it is Apollinarianisme Either way Titus
makes our author a-heretic",

The literature on the Gnostic Systems and related topics is enormous.
I.a. see the following: Brown, John, LII,ff.; Bultmann, John;

idem, Primitive Christianity in Its Ccntemporary Setting, 193,ff.;
idem, Theclogy of the New Testament, I, 164,ff., II, 3,ff«; R.P.
Casey, '"Gnosls, Gnosticism and the New Testament"; J.H. Charlesworth,
The Odes of Solomon; C. Colpe, "New Testament and Gnostic
Christology"; J. Danielou, The Theology of Jewish Christianity,
69,ffe, 365;ffe; Dodd, Interpretation, 97,ff.; W. Foerster, Grocis s
A Selection of Gnostic Textse I. Patristic Evidence; R.M. Grant,
Introduction, 202,ff.; idem, “Gnosticism® (iInterpreter‘'s Dictionary
of the Bible); idem, Gnosticism and Early Christianity; R.Me. Grant,
and D.N. Freedman, The Secret Sayings of Jesus; R. Haardt, (the
following articles in Sacramentum Mundi) "Gnosis", *“Gnosticism®,
"Mandaeism®, "Manichaeism"; 1idem, Gnosis ¢ Character and Testimony;
W.F. Howard, The Fourth Gospel in Recent Criticism; He. Jonas, The
Gnostic Religion; W.Ge KUmmel, Introduction, 158,ffe; W.A. Meeks,
The Prophet-King; S. Neill, The Interpretaticn of the New Testament 3

1861-1961, 173,ffe; W. Nicol, The Semeia in the Fourth Gospel;

Je Painter, "Gnosticism"; Richardson, Saint John, 30,ffe; JeMe
Robinson and H. Koester, Trajectories through Early Christianity, esp.
260,ff+; Schnackenburg, St John, 138,ff., 543,ffe; E.Ms Sidebottom,
The Christ of the Fourth Gospel; D.M. Smith, The Composition and
Order of the Fourth Gospel; HeM. Teeple, The Literary Origin of the
Gospel of John; W.Ce. van Unnik, Newly Discovered Gnostic Writings;
A+ Wikenhauser, Introduction, 309,ff.; Re. McL. Wilson, Gnosis and
‘the New Testament; idem, The Gnostic Problem; E.M. Yamauchi, Pre-
Christian Gnosticism. ' :

It should be noted that Dodd himself has contributed to the confusion
to which he refers in the opening sentence quoted above., As Painter,
John, 15, points out, Dodd, in his commentary on the Johannine
Epistles, gave to the term a much broader meaning than he attached to
it in Interpretation.

Concerning the meaning to be given to these latter terms, see below,
note 72, For a review of the different approaches to the whole
problem of the definition of the terms involved here, see E.M,
Yamauchi, op., cite., 13,£f.
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Clement of Alexandria, Excerpta ex Theodoto, 78,2, in W. Foerster,

ODe Cito, 230. ©See also W.C.,Van Unnik, Opo‘CitQ, 21,f.

See the definition given above on pe. 79.

Cf. Re Haardt, Gnosis : Character and Testimony, 11,ff., and H.
Jonas, ODe Cito, 33,fo

For a discussion of the work of Bossuet and Reitzenstein see E M.
YamauChi’ 21,ff., and 74,ff. :

Cf. Re McL. Wilson, The Gnostic Problem, 172,ff., 261,ff.; R. Haardt,
vMandaeism", op. cit., 372, discusses the origin of Mandaeism and the
evidence that indicates that there might have been a relationship
between it and Judaism and Christianity; see also E.M. Yamauchi,

ope Cite, 135,ff., who discusses the views of K. Rudolph. Rudolpn

holds that Mandaism is derived from 'a heretical Jewish Gnosticism

uninfluenced by Christianity?. In support of his contention he
argues that "in the Mandaic texts we find: (1) allusions to the 0ld
Testament; (2) parallels to the ethics of Judaism; and (3) a high
regard for marriage as in Judaism®, .

The ideas expressed by Wilson here are at the root of the distinction
between what is known as proto-Gnosticism and pre-CGnosticism: "On

the one hand the pre-Gnostic is prepared to recognize the existence

of themes and motifs, concepts and ideas in the pre-Christian and
pre-Gnostic period, which are preparing the way fcr the devel-pment

of Gnosticism proper. The proto-Grostic view however would find the
essence of Gnosticism already in the centuries preceding the second
century A.D. and also outside of the strictly Christian Gnosticism

of the second centuwry“. Wilson, Op. Ccit., 17; see also E.M. Yamauchi,

ope. cit,, 18,f. and ouwr discussion above regarding the definition of

termse.

H.M. Teeple, The Literary Origin of the Gospel of john, 38,ff, notes
that according to Faure the source in question may have beea called
a "Book of the Signs of Jesus', For a discussion of Faure's source,
as well as the suggestions made by other scholars in this connection
see, for example, J.M. Robinson, op. cite, 237,f., andW. Nicol,

OPe Cit., €SDe 9,ff

For a discussion of the nature of this source as well as for a
reconstruction of its contents following the indications given by

"Bultmann in his Commentary, see D.M. Smitht's, The Composition and

Order of the Fourth Gospel, 34-44.

See the section which follows this for a discussion of the anti-
Baptist polemic theory.

For a discussion and reconstruction of this sowrce see D.M, Smith,

OD e Cito, 23-34,

See DM, Smith, ibid., 48,ff., for a reconstruction of this source,

See ibido, 51,ff.

See ibid., 3,ff,
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80. Even though it has become customary to speak of an "ecclesiastical
redactor®”, Bultmann himself prefers to speak simply of Redaktion.
This obviates the neaed to decide whether more than one person was
responsible for editing the gospel., Cfe D.M. Smith, ibid., 213.

81« The page references are to Bultmann's The Gospel of John.

- 82, The examples given are not exhaustive; further, it should be noted
that Bultmann does not state categorically in every instance that

all of these can be attributed to the redactor. At times he suggests
that this is only "possibly" or *tentatively®™ the case.

83. See D.M. Smith's very comprehensive treatment of this particular
aspect of Bultmann's thecry, ope. Cit., 116,ff,

84. These are foints which we shall discuss elsewhere, See pp. 109,ff
and 183’ff. .

85. Cf. Bultmann'ts Theology, 1I, 12,ff,

86. For a list of these characteristics, apart from Bultmann's own
article, see W.A. Meeks, op. Cit., 7, n. 3. For a brief review of
the history of "Bultmamnts identification of the Gnostic background
of the Fourth Gospel", see D.M. Smith, op. cit., 16, ne 55. Orn
Bultmann's views in general see, i.a., E.M. Yamauchi, op. cit., 24,°%f,

87 According to some Gnostic systems there were two principles opposed
to each other from the very beginning, namely, light and darkness,
good and evil, Ged and matter, Cf., Weo Foerstasr, op. cite., 10,f., and
Re Haardt, Gnosis : Character and Testimony, 6,f. ' ’

" 88 Cf. W. Foerster, ope Cite; 4,f., who notes that this unknown God is
usually described in terms of various negative expressions, e.g.
tineffable', 'unspeakable!, 'non-existent?!, See alsc R.M. Grant,

" @Gnosticism and Early Christianity, 97,ff. ' :

89, This is the "call" which awakens the divine element in man and is an
integral part of all the Gnostic systems. Cf. W, Foerster, op. Cit.,
9,fe3 He JOnas, ope. Citey, 74-91.

90, In the context of the Gnostic myth the concept of the "redeemed
Redeemer® sometimes occurs., Meeks, op. cit., 15, following Colpe,
comments thus on this concept: This term never in fact occurs in
gnostic sources, although it can be deduced logically from the various
versions of gnostic myth. The term expresses the fact that the
redeemer is often identified, implicitly or explicitly, with the
primaeval man and thus also with the individual man or souls to be
saved", For Colpe's criticism of this concept see Meeks, op. Cite.

See also W, Foerster, ope. Cite, 16,f.

91, See Wikenhauser, op. Cit., 312,f.
92, See esp. Bultmann's article of 1925, already referred to.
93. For a brief account of the views of Bauer and Bultmann, see W.F.

Howard, The Fourth Gospel in Recent Criticism and Interpretation,
78-82.
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94, See the 28 characteristics referred toabove, note 86,

95, The extent and implications of Johannine dualism are discussed by
Bultmann, Theology, II, 15-32, Cf. also H. Jonas, op. cit., esp.
Chapter 3, “Gnostic Imagery and Symbolic Language”, 48,ff.;

' Dodd, Interpretation, 103, ff., and Schnackenburg, op. cit., 139,Ff,

96, Bultmahn pays particular attention to these.as they are at the
basis of what he calls the "Offenbarungsreden®,

97. Cf. Bultmann, John, 24,ff.

98, Cfe Re Haardt's artiéie on "Mandaeism", op. cit., 371, also Dodd,
Interpretation, 115,ff., and EM. Yamauchi, op. cit., 117,ff.

99, Cf. also E.M. Yamauchi, op. cite., 79,ff.
100, See above p. 33,

101, See the discussion of this point in note 119 in the next section
of this chapter,

102, For a brief resumé of Rudolpht!s views see Meeks, ope. Cite., 13.

271,

103. For a discussion of some of these terms, see Schnackenburg, Op. Cit.,

548, ff.
104, See EJM. YamuC-hi, ODe Cito’ 152,£
105, Cfo. Bultmannts Theclogy, II, note on pe 13,

106, The literature on the Deadeea Scrolls is extensive. The following

works were consulted with profit: W.F. Albright, "Recent Discoveries

. in Palestine and the Gospel of St John"; idem, New Horizons in

Biblical Research; Je. Allegro, The Dead Sea Scrolls:A Reappraisal;

C.K. Barrett, The Gospel of John and Judaism, 56,ff.; 0. Betz,

- "Dead Sea Scrolls®; Brown, John, LXII,ff,; idem, "The Qunran Scrolls

and the Johannine Gospel and Epistles™ (New Testament Essays);

M, Burrows, The Dead Sea Scrolls; idem, Mcre Light on the Dead Sea

Scrolls; J.He Charlesworth, "A Critical Comparison of the Dualism
in IQS III, 13 - IV, 26 and the 'Dualism! contained in the Fourth

Gospel®; idem (ed.) John and Qumran; F.M. Cross, Jnre, The Ancient

Library of Qumran and Modern Biblical Studies, espa. 153-162;

Je Danielou, The Dead Sea Scrolls and Primitive Christianity;

GeRe Driver, The Judaean Scrolls, esp, 544-550; WeRe rarmer,
*Essenes”; A.M. Hunter, According to John, 27,ff.; KUmmel,
Introduction, 156,ff.; Marsh, Saint John, 37,ff.; L. Mowry, %The

Dead Sea Scrolls and the Background for the Gospel of John®™; S, Neill,
The Interpretation of the New Testament, 296-313; B. Reicke, "Traces

of Gnosticism in the Dead Sea Scrolls?*; Schnackenburg, St John,

108, ffey, 128,ffa; HeM. Teeple, "Qumran and the Origin of the Fourth

Gospel"; G. Vermes, The Dead Sea Scrolls in English.

107« See also Brown, "The Qumrdn Scrolls and the Johannine Gospel and
° Epistledy 103,ff.

108, See, for example, Charlesworth, ope. cit., 414,f.; Cross, op. cit.,

153,ffe; Driver, op. cit., 544,ff.; Schnackenburg, ope Cita., 108,f.,

128,ff.; Brown, Jokn, LXII,ff., and "The Qumran Scrolls and the
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Johannine Gospel and Epistles™; Hunter, ope Cite, 27,ffe;
 Daniélou, op. cCitas, 108,ffe

109, For a discussion of the dualism of Qumran and the Fourth Gospel,
their similarities and differences, see especially the article of
Charlesworthe

110, For a discussion of these differences see Hunter, op. cit., 30;
Driver, op. cit., 546,ff.; Schnackenburg, op. Cite, 131,ff,

111, - For a discussion of the influence of Zoroastrian dualism on the
Fourth Gospel, see W.F. Howard, Christianity according to St John,
81,f‘

112, According to Schnackenburg, op. cit., 129, "there is no doubt that
the Qumran sect belonged to the apocalyptic. trend®,

113, See Mowry's article, op. cite., especially her schema on p. 86,

114. Much the same point is made by other authors, e.ge. Albright, "Recent
Discoveries in Palestine and the Gospel of St John', 169,f.; FdHe
‘Borsch, The Son of Man in Myth and History, 257, note 3; Bwrrows,

The Dead Sea Scrolls, 338,ff., and More Light on the Dead Sea Scrolls,
130,ffe; Neill, op. cite, 306-313; Richardson, Saint John, 23,f.;
Sanders, ®"Joln®, 943, See also H.M. Teeple, "Qumran and the Origin
of the Fourth Gospel"™, who contests the view that the Fourth Gospel
has been influenced by Qumran. -

115, Sidebottomt!s suggestion of a *common pool®™ of technical terms giould
be seen against the background of the syncretism of the age. See
our comments on this point above, pp. 81,f£f.

116, See Yamauchi, op. cit., 159,ff. for a discussion of various views
that have been proposed which suggest a connection of some sort
between Judaism and Gnosticisma..

117+ 1In addition to the Introductions of Grant, Guthrie, Ktmmel, Robert

& Feuillet, Wikenhauser and the Commentaries of Barrett, Brown,
Bultmann, Howard, Lightfoot, Marsh and Schnackenburg, see also the
following: Barrett, The Gospel of John and Judaism; J.M. Boice,
Vitness and Revelation in the Gospel of John; R.E. Brown, *John the
Baptist in the Gospel of John"; M., de Jonge, "Jewish Expectations
about the Messiah' according to the Fourth Gospel"™, esp. 252,ff.;
Dodd, Interpretation; idem, Tradition; M. Hooker, *"John the Baptist
and the Johannine Prologue"; W.F. Howard, The Fourth Gospel in
Recent Criticism and Interpretation; J.He. Hughes, "John the Baptist :
The Forerunner of God Himself"; L. Morris, The Gospel According to
John; Painter, John; J.A.T. Robinson, "Elijah, John and Jesus : An
Essay in Detection®™; idem, "The Baptism of John and the Qumran
Community*; idem, "The Relation of the Prologue to the Gospel of St
John"; R. Schnackenburg, "On the Origin of the Fourth Gospel®;

A, Wind, *""Destination and Purpose of the Gospel of John"; W, Wink,
John the Baptist in the Gospel Tradition.

118. Cf. Baldensperger's Der Prolog des vierten Evangeliums, sein
polemisch-apologetischer Zweck (1898). For a brief discussion of his
views see Howard, Ope Cite, 57, fo This same author, in St John, 451,
has also drawn attention to the fact that the theory propounded by
Baldensperger had already been suggested by Hugo Grotius as early as
the seventeenth century, and also by G.C. Storr in the eighteenth.
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We have already discussed Bultmaann®s gource theory above. Suffice

it to say at this pcint that his hypothesis regarding the origin of
the material in question is not widely accepted today., A more
commonly held view now is that the Prologue did not originate in some
baptist hymn but rather in a Christian hyrm. This is the view of both
¥&semann and Haenchen among others, both of whom were former students

" of Bultmann. See Brown'®s discussion of this whole question in his

commentary, and also H, Zimmermann, "Christus-hymnus und johanneischer
Prolog". As is well known, Bultmann also asserted that the origins of
the Mandaeans, with whose literature he claims that the Fourth Gospel
has certain affinities and similarities, is to be found among the
followers of the Baptist. See, for example, his article *Die
Bedeutung der neuerschlossenen randfischen und manich&ischen Quellen
fur das Verstindnis des Johannesevangeliums', 143, However the
tendency among scholars in more recent times is to reject any
connection between John the Baptist and the Mandaeans. This is the
conclusion of K. Rudolph, for exampie, who made a thorough study of
the question in his work, Die Mandder, Vol, I, Prolegomena: Das
Mandderproblem,

Note the use of )e.\/.\_» in 1:20,

Brown, in the appropriate places in his commentary, refers to the

evidence of the Clementine Recognitions which could suggest that the
fourth evangelist was directing his comments against specific claims
made by the Baptist!s disciples for their Master, e.g. that he, and

not Jesus, was the Messiah, and that because he came before Jesus he

was greater than he,
See the discussion of these verses in Dodd, Tradition, 300,

This author, however, also notes that there is ™o need eees to
accept the departure (of the Johannine account) from the Symoptic
picture was part of a fierce polemic against a Johannine sect. The
Fourth Evangelist"™ he continues, "simply and properly exercised
freedom with the details of the ministries of John and Jesus in order
to indicate the close relationship which did in fact exist between
them", Yet in a footnote (218, ne. 1) he goes on to say that "this
is'not to deny that there is a sharpness about the Evangelist's
references to John which probably owes something to a clash with
those who made extreme claims about John's status'". The people in
question are not "Johannites" but seemingly another group. He
says that the case for this will be put in a further article. On
the basis of what he has written here, however, Hughes! views seem
to be inconsistent in that he attributes freedom to the evangelist
in the handling of his material and yet maintains that the way he
handled it was dictated by a polemic of some sorts.

See our comments on this below, p. 221.

For an analysis of the more important theories in this regard see,

. for example, Brown, John, 3,ff., esp. 22 where he tabulates the
opinions of various scholars on this point. Brown himself has hnis

own theory about the format of the Prologue, but as Barrett, The
Gospel of John and Judaism, 33, notes, it does not differ essentially

from the others, Barrett himself, St John, 125,f,, rejects the idea
of a poetic structure behind the Prologue. He believes that this
view *"is confirmed by the fact that the whole passage shows, on
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careful exegesis, a marked internal unity, and also a distinct unity

. of theme and subject-matter with the remainder of the gospel; and

by the variety of the attempts which have been made to restore the
original form of the Prologue™, This is a position which he has
reaffirmed in his recent book already referred to, The Gospel of John
and Judaism, 34. ' '

Even though, it should be noted, the Baptist is never referred to as
PaPTuS.

Another scholar who argues that 1:6-8 is only an ™apparent" inter-
ruption and not a real one is Marsh, St John, 98,

The phrase is that of J.A.T. Robinson, "The Relation of the Prologue
to the Gospel of St Jom*, and is quoted by M. Hooker,

See our comment of the variant readings'for 1:34 in note 18 to
chapter 6, Irrespective of which reading is accepted both mean much
the same in the context.

It is a disputed point among scholars whether 3:31-36 were spoken by .
the Baptist, or by Jesus, or written by the evangelist as a comment.
Of the three suggestions, the merits and demerits of each of which
are discussed by Brown, John, 159,f., it seems that the one that

they were spoken by the Baptist is the weakest of all. The main
reason for this is that the general tenor and language are so
different from that used by the Baptist in the gospel up to iiis
point, while on the other hand it does bear certain similarities with
Jesus! own style in the gospel. '

It should be noted that we are not concerned with the question of
whether the fourth evangelist's understanding of the baptism of John
and its purpose is more accurate, historically speaking, than the
Synoptics,

See our comments on this type of ™purpose® above on p. 37,ff.

See W. Wink, op. cit., 105,f., who believes that the fourth-
evangelist sets out to portray the Baptist as the ideal witness to
Christ and the model of what the Christian's own relationship to
Jesus should be like. While there are good reasons for accepting
the argument that the Baptist was an *'ideal" witness there dces not
appear to me to be any convincing indications in the Fourth Gospel
that the evangelist wished to present him as a model for Christians,
though undoubtedly Christians would have been able to learn from the
Baptist!s example,

In addition to the commentaries ad loc., see also Barrett, St John,
69,f.; Bernard, 5t John, clxii,ff., clxvi,ff.; Braun, Jean lie
Théologien, IIX, 137-159; 0.S. Brooks, "The Johannine Eucharist :
Another Interpretation'; Brown, John, CXI,ff.; idem, New Testament
Essays, 51,ff., 77,ff.; Bultmann, Theology, II, 58,f.; O. Cullmann,
Early Christian Worship; J.D.G. Dunn, Baptism in the Holy Spirit,
183,ffe; W.F. Howard, Christianity According to St John, 143=150;

Je Jeremias, The Eucharistic Words of Jesus, passim, e€spe. 125-137;

E. Kdsemann, The Testament of Jesus; B. Lindars, "Word and Sacrament
in the Fourth Gospel*; Mollat, Saint Jean, 14,ff.; L. Morris,

The Gospel According to Johnj; Schnackenburg, St John, 160,f.




Notes to pages 110 - 115 275.

135, Cf. also Rultmannts Theology, I1I, 58,f.

136, We have already had occasion to discuss the role of the "Redactor"
in Bultmanmn's theory; see above, pp. 83,ff, There we noted that
if one accepts Bultmann!s views in this respect one must also
accept, in view of the nature of the additions made by the redactor
to the gospel, that this redactor gave to it a direction which it
did not originally possess. Our conclusion, however, was that the
gospel, apart from obvious editorial comments and additions, should
be seen as the work of one man., This conclusion was based primarily
on the fact that there appears to be a uniform use of language and
style throughout the whole of the Fourth Gospel, If howéever it
could be shown that the content of the sacramental texts referred te¢
by Bultmann was at variance with the teaching of the rest of the
gospel, then there might be a case, on the grounds of a lack of
nthematic unity" (see above p. 34), that these were indeed additions
which the redactor or editor made, at the same time being careful to
imitate the language and style of the rest of the gospel, This lack
of "thematic unity" is, however, something that has still to be
proved. The evidence we propose to discuss in the remaining part of
this section will show that Bultmann's contention, even on the level
of “thematic unity%, is without foundation.

137. Another scholar who tends, to some degree at least, in the same
direction as Cullmann is Barrett. In addition to 3:1-15 he
believes that it is possible that there are allusions to baptism in
the washing of the feet (13:1-11) and in 20:23; and to the
eucharist, in che. 15 (the allegory of the Vine) in addition to ch. 6.

138, Dunn himself believes that in chapters 4, 7, 19, *water® is being
used as a metaphor for the Spirit., He does not even believe that a
Christian reader would have found a reference to baptism in 3:5.
Cfe ODo cite, 188,ff0

139, For this reason even if one accepts with Bultmann and others that
Udwros 1s a later addition, I do not believe that this alone
undermines the baptismal significance of the chapter since it is
possible to view the *mew birth" image and that of water - cleansing
as emphasizing two separate aspects of themture of Baptism, See
the discussion of this point in Braun, cp. cit., 139, and Brown,
John, 141-144,

140, Many scholars have argued that even in the miracle of the multi-
plication of the loaves and fish it is possible to uncover
eucharistic features both in content and language. R. Brown,

John, 248) sums up his own conclusion thus after a review of the

" evidence: "even if we cannot be sure of every detail, the
eucharistic coloring of the Johannine account ¢f the multiplication
seems beyond doubt." See also the other commentaries ad loc.

145. Cf. Brown, New Tastament Essays, 272,ff.

142, As has already been mentioned, it is possible that other passages
allude to the sacraments. For a discussion of these, as well as a
list of the relevant texts, see R, Brown, New Testament Essays,
56,ff. However, because of the lack of wmanimity amoung scholars
in this regard I have omitted them for reasons given above,
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Forba'similar explanation see also Richardson, St John, 47.

In his hypothetical construction of the various stages that
preceded the final writing and editing of the gospel, R. Brown
postulates a stage in which *a body of traditional material about
Jesus which had come down from John" “was preached, developed, and
formed over a number of years by John and disciples under his
guidance®, Cf. New Testament Essays, 87, footnote 26; also John,
XXXIVe. '

Cfe. Schnackenburg, op. cit., 376, for a list of the various
suggestions that have been made by scholars in this regard,

For the views of Barrett, see his commentary, ad.loc.

See owr discussioh of this in Chapter 6, p. 215,

Earlier in the same article, Lindars had suggested that 20:31 "may
well be precisely the form of baptismal confession in John's
CirCIG", Pe 55

See, e.ge. Brown, John, CV,ff., espe. CX,f.

According to the Oxford Dictionary.
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CHAPTER THREE

1.

2.

3.
4.
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By way of example, mention may be made here of the views of

E. Haenchen, Contra Bultmann's multi-source theory Haenchen
accepts the existence of only one source, But like Bultmann

he believes that the contribution of the redactor, whom he

calls the MErginzer™, i.e, the "Supplementer” (see H.M. Teeple,

The Literary Origin of the Gospel of John, 102), was considerable, -
Be was in fact responsible for the references to the sacraments,
futuristic eschatology, the beloved disciple, chapter 21, as well
as for the few references that seem to be dependent upon the
Synoptics,

In assessing the significance of Haenchen's theory for the
destination and purpose of the Fourth Gospel we come up against

the same problems we encountered in the case of Bultmann's theory,
This is so because even though Haenchen reduces the sources behind
the gospel to one he nevertheless attributes to the redactor much
the same as Bultmann had done with similar consequences for the
gospel as we know it, See our comment on this aspect of Bultmannuls
theory on pp. 86,f. For a general discussion of Haenchen's views

see J.M. Robinson in Trajectories Through Early Christianity, 250,ff.

See his The Gospel'of Signs and "Source and Redaction in the Fourth

Gospel's Portrayal of Jesus! Signs*"; also E.D. Freed and R.B. Hunt,

®“Fortna's Signs-Source in John®,

' Cf. The Gospel of Signs, 221,f.

Tbid., 223.
Ibid., 226,ff,

For a reconstruction of the text of this source see ibid., 125, ff,
For a discussion of the source itself and the assumptions on which
it is based, see B, Lindars, Behind the Fourth Gospel, 28, ff,. and
Freed and Hunt, op. cit.

Ibid., 223.

Another scholar who, in some respects, follows a similar line of
argument is W. Wilkens. In his Zeichen und Verke, Wilkens, according
to M. de Jonge ("Nicodemus and Jesus: Some Observations of Misunder-
standing and Understanding in the Fourth Gospel®, 354,f) argues that
*the original gospel must have been a missionary !signs-gospel!
intended for the Hellenistic-Jewish communities existing in the area
of the Johannine Church. This was later taken up (by the same author)
into the present gospel which may be characterized as an tesoteric!?
gospel, written with the intention to correct docetic errors within
the Johannine congregations and to fortify and deepen the Christian
faith®, See also Fortna's own discussion of Wilken's views in
oyilhelm Wilken's Further Contribution to Johannine Studies - A Review
Article™, It will be noted that while Fortna and Wilkens both posit
the existence of an original "Signs Gospel® they disagree on the
question of its authorship and that of the Fourth Gospel. Fortna
would attribute the two works to different authors whereas Wilkens
believes that one and the same person was responsible for both., They
do, however, agree in atributing a missionary purpose to the %Signs
Gospel",
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See W.Ce Van Unnik, ®The Purpose of St John'évGOSpel", and J,A.T.
Robinson, ®The Destination and Purpose of St John's Gospel"™,

Robinson believes that "the Kéc- oS 1is not the world outside
Judaism but the world which God loves and the world which fails to
respond, be it Jew or Gentile® (ibid., 112). According to
Robinson, however, it is only the le Jewish world with whlch the
gOSpel is concerned,

Robinson argues that the EpuskAJ&és of 4:46,ff.,, was presumably
a Herodian and therefore a Jew, .Similarly "the Greeks™ of 12:20
were “Greek-speaking Jews", See the discussion of this below,.

On p.116, note 12, Robinson refers to a letter of R. Gamaliel I in
which a similar phrase is to be found. But it seems to me that
the value of this parallel is somewhat dubious in that Gamaliel
refers to "the sons of the diaspora of the Greeks” and not merely
to "the diaspora of the Greeks", Contra Robinson it could well be

~argued that the phrase in question, on being paraphrased, could

refer to the "sons" living among the diaspora of the Greeks, In
any event, in Gamaliel's letter there is litie doubt who is being
addressed because of his use of "the sons", words which do not
appear in 7:35, For Van Unnik's interpretation of this verse, which
is similar to that of Robinson, see op. cit., 193. Van Unnik could
be accused of being inconsistent in the way in which he himself
understands and uses the term "the Greeks™., We have already noted
how, when discussing the term *"Christ® he had pointed out that it

" was a concept that would have been understood only by the Jews.

Then he added, "To the Greeks it was quite unintelligible" (ibid.,
176). Obviously in this context Van Unnik is equating Greeks with
Gentiles.

According to H.B. Kossen, "Who were the Greeks of John XII 207%,

97, notes 1 and 2, Bernard, Bauer, Bfichsel and Dodd believe that they
were "proselytes” while Strack-Billerbeck, Windisch, Strathmann and
Schnackenburg describe them as "Godfearers*,

In actual fact there is no record in the gospel that this is what
happened. The gospel merely states that Andrew and Philip told
Jesus (12:22) about the request of "the Greeks®,

In this regard there is much in the articles of Van Unnik and Robinson
with which we would agree, as owr discussion in Chapter 2, Part 1, and
Chapter 6 would indicate,

Contra Robinson's and Van Unnik's interpretation of 11: :50-52, Dodd,

Interpretation, 282, thinks that it is unlikely that the Témt T3 BecT

refers only to the Jews of the Dispersion. In his view they are rather
the tother sheep not of this fold! that have to be gathered in, among
whom Dodd includes the Samaritans of Chap, 4 and the Greeks of Chap. 12.

' Schnackenburg also rejects the theory that T kv« To3 Geocd  refers

only to dispersed Jews. He argues that " £®wvos ist ein vblkischer,
kein geographischer Begriff"; the phrase Téxw« 0 Oe¢od, therefore,
should be seen as having a wider meaning than é8wos , including more
than Jews. In his opinion it is a theological term (cf. 1:22 where it
appears once more) and refers to the whole Church, to believing Jews
and Gentiles. (For Schnackenburg's views, see H.B, Kossen, ope Cite,
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106, fey ne 2, and A, Vind, "Destination and Purpose of the Gospel of
John", 35. Schnackenburg's article, *Die Messiasfrage im Johannes-
evangelium™was not available in South Africa). Another scholar who
argues along similar lines is S. Pancaro. 1In his article, “'Pecple
of God' in St John's Gospel'™ he examines the meaning to be given to
the terms €8vos Axds and Térve Tol ©ecd against the background
of the way in which they are used in 11:50-52, ‘He believes that in
the Fourth Gospel A= ds stands for the new 'People of God*, the
Christian community. The "children of God" of 11:52 are rneither the
Gentiles nor the Jews of the dispersion as such, but rather all
those, whether Jew or Gentile, who would be united into this new
People by the death of Christ. See op. cit., 129; also his article,
"The Relationship of the Chwurch to Israel in the Gospel cof John", and
his book, The Law in the Fourth Gospel, 290, ff,

17. This‘question‘ﬁill be deait with more fully in the next section,
18, This is a point to which we shall return in Chapter 6, pp; 227, ff,

19+ The Birkath-ha-Minim and the question of exclusion from the synagogue
will be discussed in detail in the next chapter.,

20. For a list of the names of some of these scholars see A. Wind,
#Destination and Purpose of the Gospel of John", 28,f.

21. See also his article, *The Background of the Fouwrth Gospel", esp.
33255

22, Concerning the relation of the Fourth Gospel to Judaism, Gnosticism
and Mandaism, Dodd's other areas of investigation, see the previous
chapter,

23, See Barrett, St John, 28,ff,; idem, The New Testament Background :
selected Documents, 54,ff.; Bernard, St John, I and II; Brown,
John, LVII; Bultmann, John; idem, Primitive Christianity in its
Contemporary Setting, 147,ff., 161,ff., 176,ffs; Dodd, Interpretation;
W.F. Howard, Christianity According to St John; A. Debrunner,
He Kleinknecht, O. Prockschy G« Kittel, "Alyw s eees"” (TDNT) »

24, Cf, Dodd, Interpretation, 149,f., who notes that the fourth
evangelist1s use of e Swios with its qualitative connotation as
opposed to the purely quantative meaning that could be attached to
this term, appears to have much in common with Platonic usage.

25, .See Bultmann, John, 24; idem, Primitive Christianity in its
Contemporary Setting, 114,ff.; Barrett, Selected Documents, 61,ff,

26, Cf. Barrett, The New Testament Background : Selected Documents, 173,ff.;
Bernard, St Jonn, I & II; Brown, John, LVII,f.; Bultmann, Primitiva
Christianity in its Contemporary Setting, 111,£f.; Dodd, Interpretation,
esps 54-73; idem, "Ihe Background of the Fourth Gospel", 339,ff.; -

~ EeR. Goodenough, "Philc Judeus"; W,F. Howard, Christianity According to
St John; idem, St John, 452,f.; Schnackenburg, St John, 125,f¢:
E.M., Sidebottom, The Christ of the Fourth Gospel, esp., 26~49; R. McL.
-Wilson, The Gnostic Problem, 30-63,
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Cf. Bultmann, op, cit., 112,

For a brief review of his writings see E.R. Goodenough, Ope Cita,
7964 fe

Cf. Dodd, Interpretation, 66,ff., for a discussion of the points
mentioned here by Howard. It is -important to note, as Dodd points
out, that Logos is never personal in Philo ®except in a fluctuating
series of metaphors” (p.73). In other words, in those instances

where Philo appears to be personifying the Logos this personlflcatlon
must not be taken seriously™ (p.67).

Cf. DOdd, jbido, 276; R MCL. Wilson, OP e Cito, 36’ffo

Op. cite, 71,f; see also 276,ff. where the author first of all

lists passages from Philo's writings that appear to have an affinity
with the thought of the Prologue before attempting to show how Philc's
use of Logos makes the Prologue, according to Dodd, more intelligible

~ than any other approach,

See, i.a., Braun, Jean le Théologien, II, "Essénisme et Hermétisme®
(Appendix II, 253-276), and "Saint Jean et les Grecs" (Appendix III,
277-300); Brown, John, LVIII,f.; Dodd, Interpretation, 10-53;

idem, The Bible and the Greeks, 99,ff,; 1idem, "The Background of the
Fourth Gospel", 336,ff.; W. Foerster, Gnosis : A Selection of Gnostic
Texts, 326-335; Schnackenburg, St John, 136-138; W. Scott, Hermetica,

~esps Vole 1, 1-16. It is possible to argue that at least part of the

Hermetica should be discussed in the section devoted to the Gnostic
Systems because certain Gnostic motifs can be found in this body of
literature, Indeed this is the approach of certain authors. For
example, W. Foerster (op. cit., 326,ff) includes "Poimandres® in his
#Selection of Gnostic Texts™. R. McL, Wilson (Gnosis and the New
Testament, 22) is of the opinion that the Hermetica *are at least
semi-Gnostic", Similarly R.M. Grant (Gnosticism and Early Christianity,
148) does not accept that they are completely Gnostic. He writes:
#They know no saviour, and they are only slightly dualistic; saving

- gnosis is not exclusively knowledge of the self, but is knowledge of

the world as well®, He is prepared to accept, however, that they are
“semi-Gnostic®, He, too, in his Gnosticism : An Anthology includes
extracts from the Hermetica, Undoubtedly there are many points of
contact between the Hermetica and Gnosis as we have defined it in the
previous chapter, But there are also considerable differences

between the two and it is because of these that this body of literature
is treated as a separate entity in this section,

See, for example, the comments of A. Loisy in this regard in the 2nd -
edition of his Quatridme Evanglle,quoted in Braun, Ope Cite, 255.

Cf. Braun, ODe Clto, 254,fo
Scott, ope. Cito, 8,fo
Ibid., 11,f.

Scott, notes that the writers of this body of literatwre "were, scme
of them certaimly, and probably almost all, Egyptians by race, though
Greek by education”. It is "the fervocur and intensity of religious
emotion®” which is to be found in the Hermetica "that is the
distinctively Egyptian element* according to Scott,
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Dodd, Interpretation, 11, notes that "a date in the first century

is perhaps not excluded for one or two tractates; and it is possible
that some of the citations may be from Hermetica later than the third
century"., The conclusion of Scott (op. cit., 10) is much the same.
See also E.M. Yamauchi, Pre-Christian Gnosticism, 71,f.

For a translation of the text see, for example, Foerster, op. cit.,
326-335; Dodd, The Bible and the Greeks, 99,ff.; see also this
latter author!s Interpretation, 30,ff. for a resum€ of Poimandres,

‘See 34=35 for thé "parallels® in question. F.M. Braun, op. cit.,

290-291, reproduces Dodd's list with, however, some omissions and
additions,

For a more complete discussion of the Nyos theme in Poimandres
see Dodd, Interpretation, 37,ff., idem, The Bible and the Greeks,
115-121, and Brau.n, ODe Cito, 291,fo

See ouwr comments on this, pe 230,

See, i,a., Barrett, St John, 31,f.; idem, The New Testament Background
¢ Selected Documents, 91,ff«; G. Bornkamm, * (o Apiav, Huew s
(TDNT); Bultmann, Primitive Christianity in its Congemporary Setting,
185,ffe; W.Fe Howard, St John, 454; S. Langdon, H.,A.A. Kennedy,

A. Moret, P. Gardner, "Mysteries¥ (in Encyclopaedia of Religion and
Ethics); Marsh, St Jchn, 36,f.; R.He Strachan, The Fourth Gospel
its Significance and Environment, 46,ff.

Cf. Bultmann, ope. cite., 1863 S« Neill, The Interpretation of the New
Testament : 1861 - 1961, 153,ff.

See the discussion of this in the previous chapter,

It seems that scholars have, on the whole, seen more similarities
between Paul and the Mystery Religions than between the latter and
the Fourth Gospel. See, for example, S. Neill, ope. cit., 157,ff.,
G. Bornkamm, op. Cit., and S. Langdon, op. Cite - |

See Dodd, Interpretation, 139,

In fairness to Dodd it should be noted that he does not make it
absolutely clear-whether this "common background” is shared only by
the Fourth Gospel and Poimandres, or whether it is also shared by
other movements.

The literature on this topic is considerable; apart from the
commentaries, ad loc., see, for example, Barrett, St John, 60,ff.;
F.H. Borsch, The Son of Man in Myth and History, esp. 257-313;

C. Colpe, " & UQS ToG svbprmiod * (TDNT); idem, “New Testament and
@Gnostic Christology”; H. Conzelmann, An Outline of the Theology of
the New Testament,131,ff.; Dodd, Interpretation, 241,ffe.; E.D. Freed,
"The Son of Man in the Fourth Gospel*; R.M. Grant, Introduction,
343,ff.;3 J. Massingberd Ford, *"'The Son of Man?! - A Euphemism?¥;
Painter, John, 53,ff.; Schnackenburg, St John, 529, ff. (Excursus

"V, “The Son of Man in the Fourth Gospel™); &. Schweizer, *The Son of
Man“; E.M. Sidebottom, The Christ of the Fourth Gospel, 69,ff.;

S.S. Smalley, "The Johannine Son of Man Sayings"; H.M. Teeple, "The
Origin of the Son of Man Christology".
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50, See, for example, Schnackenburg's discussion, op. cit., 535,ff.
51 Cf£. Co COlpe, TDNT, Ope Cito, 406.
52. See DOdd, OPs Cito, 241,

53, See Bultmann, John, 260,f., on the possibility'that this -might be
the work of an editor.

54. That the evangelist has taken the title from a "common tradition
behind the gospels" is a view that is ghared by Dodd also in his
Interpretation, 241. :

55 Our approach to this question presupposes that the "Son of Man" title
is something more than a mere euphemism for *Son of God" (contra
Massingberd Ford, op. cit.) or a variation for "Son of God" or "Son"
(contra Freed, ope. cite., 403, who denies that there is any separate
Son of Man Christology in the Fourth Gospel.)

56 For a list of these see Braun, Jean le Théologien, II, 127,£,.

57. See also We.F. Howard, Christianity According to St. John, 47,ff.,
TeWe Manson, On Paul and John : Some Selected Theological Themes,
136,ffe; L. Morris, The Gospel According to John, 115,ff., and
E.M. Sidebottom, The Christ of the Fourth Gospe1 in the Light of
First-Century Thought, 26,ff.

58, See also Ps. 147:15,18.
59. Cfe. also the Book of Sirach 24:3.

60, It is possible to uncover "Wisdom motifs® behind the Fourth Gospel's
presentation of Jesus not only in the Prologue but also throughout
the whole of the Gospel, For a discussion of these see Brown,

Ope Cite, cxxii,ff., 522,f+; Braun, op. Cit.,127,ff.; AM. Hunter,
According to John, 33,ff,; E.M. Sidebottom, op. cit., 203-207,

61+ For a discussion of the rabbinic sayings in support of this, see
Dodd, ODoe Cit., 82,ff., and Bram, ODe Cit., 142,ff.

62. Cf, Docdd, ope cite, 82, 175,f Ge Kittel in the article on AJSY(DS
in the TDNT lists parallels in rabb1n1c 11terature about the Law for
the fo%low:.ng phrases in the Prologue' Cv “FX'): npos Tov Bedv,
BGeds ™~ O )\OyOS Moo SO w10l c\,eve-ro LJ() q:t-as
TTA"‘P')S s ok>~r] 9(\9@5

63. Both G. Kittel, ope. cit., 132, and Schnackenburg, St John, 485,
reject the influence of Memra on the Johannine Logos. See also Dodd,
Interpretation, 68, footnote, and E.M, Sidebottom, The Christ of the
Fourth Gospel, 38,ff,

64. It should be noted, however, that the concept Adyoc: can be found in
the Gospel of Truth, which was in all probability an early Valentinian
worke.

65« Cfe Wilson, ODe Cit., 43

66, See also Dodd, op. cite., 60,fe
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67. What is said in this respect is true, even to a greater degrese,
of the Logos concept as used by others, e.g. the Stoics.

68s See the comments of Painter, op. cit., 20,f., in this regard.

69. On the question of religious syncretism see, i.a. He Jonas, The
Gnostic Religion, Chap. 1, esp. 14,ff., and above pp.81, ff.

70. In fairness to Dodd it should be noted that this scholar, while

- emphasizing Hellenistic influences in the Fowrth Gospel, does not

- neglect the Jewishness of the material used. In his Interpretation,
(pe 133), for example, he notes that the fourth evangelist "is well
aware of Rabbinic Judaism" even if he is, in Dodd's words, "only
partly sympathetic to it"”. Again, in his book Historical Tradition
in the Fourth Gospel, Dodd also emphasizes the Palestinian nature of
the material used by the evangelist even if it does have a Hellenistic
flavouring. For Dodd the Fourth Gospel is an example of the inter-
penetration of Judaism and Hellenism. On this point it should not be
forgotten, as Barrett (St John, 32) rightly comments, that Palestine
itself was part of the Hellenistic world, For a discussion of the
extent of Hellenistic influence on Palestine see W.D. Davies, Paul
and Rabbinic Judaism, 1,ff.

71« See, for example, the works listed by J.D. Purvis in "The Fourth
Gospel and the Samaritans', 161, note 1,

72. See this authoris article, "Did Jokn Write His Gospel Partly To Win
’ Samaritan Converts?".

73. See his article, "Samaritan Studies®,
74, See J. Bowman, Ope. Cite., 302,

754 vSamaritan Influence in the Gospei of John", Catholic Biblical Quarterly,
30 (1968).

76« Purvis, op. cit., 168,ff., following the views of Meeks elaborated in
his article, *"Galilee and Judea in the Fourth Gospel" and in The
Prophet-King, 313,ff. has commented on what he considers to be the
important role played in this gospel by Samaria and Galilee taken as a
unified entity. Purvis argues that in the Fourth Gospel the Galileans
are closer to the Samaritans than to the Judaeans. In fact the
Galileans and Samaritans, together comprising the northern part of
Palestine, represent the "Israelites®", a title used by the Samaritans
to describe themselves., Against this background Purvis (1b1d., 172)
contends that "in this Gospel, Jesus is not rejected by Jews, to be
accepted by Gentiles, but accepted by Israelites (1.e. Samaritans and
Galileans) to be rejected by Jews".

77« The Samaritans did not accept the existence of any prophet after Moses
" except the *"Taheb?,

78. Recent studies have tended to show that Moses is not the only person
in Samaritan theology on which the Fourth Gospel's christology could
have been modelled., Purvis, op. cit., 177,ff., refers for example to
the possible roles that Joseph, Elisha and Joshua could have played
as eschatological figures here.
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See PUlI‘ViS, ibido, 162’ff0

80. On this point see Meeks' comments on Kundzin's thesis, in The
Prophet-Xing, 314,ff,

81. See G.We. Buchanan, "The Samaritan Origin of the Gospel of John",

82, As Freed would have us believe,

83. This is Purvis's own "tentative proposal®, op. Cit., 191,£f,

CHAPTER FOUR

1. See our comments on the importance to be attached to the textual
variants for this verse on p.3 and pp.232,f,

2, For a detailed list of those scholars who have accepted a Christian
destination for this gospel see A, Wind, "Destination and Purpose
of the Gospel of John', 30,ff.

3. Regarding this article see the comment made above under note 16 of

" the previous chapter, See also his commentary on St John, 154, ff,

4, For an outline of the views of these scholars as well as for some of
the criticisms levelled against them by Schnackenburg, see above
Ppo1 24,ffo

5. For a summary of Schnackenburg's views on the points mentioned here
see his commentary, 154,f., and also H.B. Kossen, "Who were the Greeks
of John XII 207*, 101,f.

6e See‘ abOVE, Po1320

7. Ex *Messiasfrage%, 262, quoted by A. Wind, op. cit., 62; see also
H.B. Kossen, op. cit., 103.

8. See the references to “Messiasfrage® in A, VWind, op. cit., 30,f., n. 3.
See also Schnackenburg's comments on this in St John, 163.

9. Ex '"Messiasfrage", 263, quoted by A. Wind, op. cit., 49.

10 On this point see also his comments in St John, 162,ff.

11. See above, pp. 119,ff,

12. For a general review of the theories and evidence see, for example,
Guthrie, Introduction, 867,ff. and 876,ff., and W.F. Howard, The
Fourth Gospel in Recent Criticism and Interpretation, esp. 276,ff.
For a resumé and analysis of the views of C.,H. Dodd, see Painter,
John, 104,ff. It should be noted that those scholars who do not
accept that the authors of the gospel and I John are identical do,

. nevertheless, admit that there is a relationship of some kind between
them. Dodd for example believed that the author of I John was a
disciple of the evangelist while Bultmann (The Johannine Epistles, 1)
stated that "the author of I John had the Gospel before him and was
decisively influenced by its language and ideas*.

13. See above, pps 109,ffe
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See i.a., Barrett, St John, 14,ff., 34,ff.; Bernard, St John,

xciv, ff.; Brown, John, XLIV,ff.; idem, New Testament Essays,
143,ff.; C.L. Cribbs, "A Reassessment of the Date of Origin and

the Destination of the Gospel of Jchn?; idem, "St . Luke and the
Johannine Tradition"; 0. Cullmann, “The Plurality of the Gospels as

a Theological Problem in Antiquity*; Dodd, Interpretation, esp.
289,ff.,; idem, Tradition, esp. 434,ff.; E.D. Freed, “The Entry

into Jerusalem in the Gospel of Jomnn"; C. Goodwin, "How Did John
Treat His Sources?"; Guthrie, Introduction, 253,f., 287,ff.s

AJJ.B. Higgins, The Historicity of the Fowrth Gospel; Hoskyns,

The Fourth Gospel, esp. 58,ff.,; Howard, St John, 439,f., 458;

A.M, Hunter, According to John, 36,ff.; Kummel, Introduction, 142,f£f,;
Lightfoot, St John, 26,ff.; Marsh, St John, 42,ff.; L. Morris,
Studies in the Fourth Gospel, 15,ff.; W. Neil, One Volume Bible
Commentary, 401,ff.; Richardson, St John, 25,ff.; Robert & Feuillet,
Introduction, 661,f.; Sanders, John, 935,ff,; Sanders & Mastin,

St John, 6,ff.; Schnackenburg, St John, 2¢6,ff.; D.Je. Selby,
Introduction to the New Testament, 208,ff.; D.M. Smith, "John 12:12,7€f,
and the Question of John's use of the Synoptics"; H.B. Teeple,
"Methodology in Source Analysis of the Fourth Gospel®; idem, The
Literary Origin of the Gospel of John; idem, ®The Oral Tradition
that Never Existed"; Wikenhauser, Introduction, 299,ff.; M.F. Viles,
The Spiritual Gospel; Fe.E. Williams, *"The Fourth Gospel and Synoptic

. Tradition : Two Johannine Passages™; A. Wind, "Destination and

Purpose of the Gospel of John".

See Busebius, Hist. Eccl., VI, 14,7.
Ibid., 24, 7-13.

In Panarion, 51.

Sée his De Consensu Evangelistarum. For the attitude of the Fathers
in general to this whole question see M.F. Wiles, The Spirituwal Gospel,
7-21,

See the reference in D.M. Smith, op. cit,, 82,

The underlined words which appear on page 34 and are repeated on page 37
are in italics in Barrett.

Earlier in the Introduction to his commentary (p.18) Barrett had stated
his views on the Johannine passion narrative thus: *the Johannine
passion story is an edited version of the Marcan, into which John has
introduced some fresh material, He has retold the story from his own
point of view, giving full place to his own special interests; but he
does not offer a complete independent passion nmarrative®,

A similar view is suggested by Sanders, John, 937, and also, apparently,
by F.C. Grant in his article, "Was the Author of John Dependent upon
the Gospel of Luke?" referred to by Robert & Feuillet, Introduction,
663. ' -

It will be noted that the views expressed by Barrett in this instance
are similar to those of Hoskyns and Richardson to which we have
referred above,

See his article, *"Whence the Gospel According to John" in John and
Qumran, ed. by J.He Charlesworth, 184,f.
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Notes to pages 179 - 189

H.M. Teeple, in an article entitled “The Oral Tradition that Never
Existed", challenges the whole concept of an *authentic oral
tradition® behind the gospels in general and Gardner-Smith's and
Dodd's positions with regard to the Fourth Gospel in particular,
Teeple maintains that both these writers *lost" their objectivity
because of their zeal to find some material in John that is
authentic and independent of synoptic traditions", ibid., 59.

See J.M. Robinson, op. cite., 238,f.

See, for example, our discussion of the eschatological question in
the next section,

See Ml Fe Wiles, The Spiritual Gosbel, 11,fe, 13,£f., and O, Cullmann,
#The Plurality of the Gospels as a Theological Problem in Antiquity*™,

Literature: Barrett, St John, 56,ffe.; Brown, John, cxv,ff.;
Bultmann, John; idem, Theology, II; Dodd, Interpretation; Howard,
Christianity According to St John, 106,ff.; E. Kdsemann, The

Testament of Jesus, €spe. chape 2; Mollat, Saint Jean, 20,ff.;
Painter, John; Schnackenburg, St. John, 159,f,

Cf. Barrett, op. cit., 56, for an explanation of the ”superficial
contradiction® that this phrase implies.

On this poinf, see Painter, op, cit., 43-46.

See, however, our discussion above, pp. 7,f., for the value of this
chapter for our study.

See, for example, Bultmann's comments on 5:28,f. in John, 261, f,.,
the other references listed on p.8B6, as well as ouwr comments on
Bultmann'!s "redactor®,

See also Barrett's comments on the attitude of Christians to Jewish
apocalyptism in The Gospel of John and Judaism, 42,ff., 73,f.

See the brief comments on Haenchen's views in Guthrie, Introduction,
333, and in XUmmel, Introduction, 163,

See above, ppe65,ffe.

Martyn is rather vague about the identity of the city in question.
He notes (op. cit., 58, n. 94) that '"there were separate Jewish
communities in each of the first three cities of the empire® viz,
Rome, Alexandria and Antioch., While he also admits that the
structure of the Jewish community in question as well as the
conditions prevailing in the evangelist!s own city could have been
found in *a number of other cities™ Martyn limself seems to prefer
Alexandria as the place where the Fourth Gospel was written,

For example, M. de Jonge, "Nicodemus and Jesus: Some Observations

on Misunderstanding and Understanding in the Fourth Gospel®, 338,

n. 1, does not believe it 1is possible to substantiate Martyn's claim
that of ¥pysvTes 1s always used in the Fourth Gospel for those

286+

members of the Sanhedrin who believed secretly, Cf. Martyn, op. Cit.,

74, ££.
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39. See, for example, the various commentaries-ad loc.; also, K.L.
Carroll, "The Fourth Gospel and the Exclusion of Christians from
- the Synagogue® and W. Schrage, "S@Mocuvikywyes® (TDNT).

40, It is true that here it is a question of visiting the Temple and
not the synagogue. However, because of the greater degree of
reverence and importance attached to the Temple, is it unreascnable
to assume that what would deserve exclusion from the synagcgue
would, a fortiori, also resuit in exclusion from the Temple? It
should be noted that the episode described in John 9 is situated in
Jerusalem but no mention is made of exclusion from the Temple. Is
it possible to see any significance in this omission? We shall
give the probable reason for this in the paragraphs which follow.

41, Martyn, op. cit.,, 148, lists the following authors: Hoskyns,
Blichsel, Howard, Lightfoot, Bernard, Schlatter and Bultmann. To
these we may add the names of Brown and Barrett. In the comments
that follow on the Birkath ha-minim I am dependent largely upon
Martyn, op. cit., 22-41, and W.D, Davies, The SELtlng of the Sermon
on the Mount, 275, ff., Carroll, op. cit cit.; Schrage, op, cit;

Se Pancaro, The Law in the Fowrth Gospel, 24J,£f., 404,ff,

42, Barrett, Selected Documents, 167; see also Martyn, op. cit., 36,ff.

43, Cf, Davies, op, cit., 275,ff.; Martyn, op. cit., 34,f., and
Barrett, The Gospel of John and Judaism, 47,f.

44, R,T. Herford, Christianity in Talmud and Midrash, 379, believes that
the term "Minim" was intended to designate Jewish Christians. See
the whole of Herford's discussion, esp. 361,ff. Carroll, op. Cit.,
20, also believes that the *Minim" were Jewish Christians.

45, Most scholars would not perhaps be prepared to admit that anything
that occurred as late as A.D. 115 occurred "in the period of the
Fourth Gospel™; see owr discussion above, page 1,ff, on the question
of the date of the Fourth Gospel. What is beyond doubt is that
anything that happened in the earlier part of the presidency of
Gamaliel at Jamnia occurred during the period of the Fourth Gospel,

46, See the discussion in Carroll, op. cit., esp. 23-31, of the various
references in the Mishnah that point tc¢ the close connection that
existed between the Christians and the Jews,

47, See Martynm, op. cit., 39, note 74, as well as Excursus B, 148, ff,

48, On the work of reconstruction that took place at Jamnia (Yavneh)

" and the role of Johannan ben Zakkai in this, see J. Neusner, A 1 Llfe
of Rabban Yehanan Ben Zakkai Ca, 1-80 C.E., esp. Chap. 8, 147, £f.;
see also Davies, op. Cit., 256-315 who discusses Jamia and its work
in the context of the light it might throw on the Gospel of Matthew
but which nevertheless, contains much general information about
Jamnia; Moore, op. cit., 83-92, and I. Epstein, Judaism, 111,ff.

49, Other notable parties within Judaism such as the Zealots and the
Essenes were no longer major forces to be reckoned with as they had,
to a large extent, been wiped out in the recent rebellion,.
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50. See Davies, op. cit., 294,
51. See Davies, ibid., 265. 271,f.

52. Another writer who believes that the Fourth Gospel was written in
" order to counteract the confusion caused by the Birkath ha-minim
among Christians is H. Mulder., For a discussion of his views see
A. Wind's article, "Destination and Purpose of the Gospel of John",
passim,

CHAPTER FIVE

1. In the context under discussion the word "multiple" is beihg used
to mean 'more than onet,

2. See our comments on this distinction in the introductory chapter,
PPe 39'fo

3. See also this author®s brief comments on these points in his article,
"On the Origin of the Fowrth Gospel®, 227,ff., Here he states quite
" clearly that "apologetic against the contemporary followers of the
renowned baptist must be accepted as one of the Gospelt!s secondary
purposes",

4, See the discussion of this'below, PPe 237,f.
5. On these see also his commentary, 115,ff.
6. For a fuller discussion of Barrett'!s views on the question of the

Fourth Gospel's relation to Judaism see his book, The Gospel of
John and Judaism. '

7. Martyn points out that he does not accept Fortnma's reconstruction
in its entirety, choosing to disagree with him in a few places.
Two other scholars who argue in favour of "the independent existence
of a signs-source similar to the one reconstructed by Fortna®™ are
E.D. Freed and R.B. Hunt in their article, "Fortna's Signs-Source in
Johnt, : ' '

8. See above, pp. 124,ff..

9. Concerning the destination and purpose of Fortna's Signs Gospel
see above p, 125; in the pages of his article which follow (253, ff)
he gives some examples of the application of his two hypotheses and
the *intervening developments® to the text of the Fourth Gospel
itself, :

10, Other scholars have also attempted to establish that the Fourth
Gospel underwent various editions. We have already referred to the
views of W. Wilkens in his Zeichen und Werke, but see also the
discussion of his views in his book, Die Entstehungsgeschichte des
vierten Evangeliums by J.M. Robinson in his review of the same;

P. Parker, "Two Editions of John'"; S. Temple, "A Key to the
Composition of the Fourth Gospel"; M,E, Boismard, in Schnackenburg,
St John, 70,f. These theories are, in general, based on what we
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have seen to be the well-founded assumptioa that an editor has made
a contribution of some sort to the composition of the Fourth Gospﬁl.
The point at issue in them is the nature and extent of that
contribution,.

11, See our discussion of this point in chapter one, pp. 28,ff.; cf.
also We Nicol, The Semeia in the Fourth Gospel, esp. chap. 1, 8,ff,

12, Martyn himself refers to his own starting point as a *"hypothesis”,

' But his examination of the gospel in the light of the two hypotheses
postulated by him leads him to suggest that there are grounds for
"increased confidence in the hypothesis of SG" (op. cit., 259)

13. Regarding the question of eschatology in the Fourth Gospel and
Barrett's views on this see above, pp. 183,ff,

14? See above, pp. 41,ff.
15f See abévé, p. 1€3.

165 See above, PP 11,f£.
17, See above, PPe 65,ff.

18, See above, p. 44.

CHAPTER SIX
.1, See above; PPe 14,ff,

2. In addition to the commentaries, ad loc., for a brief and yet concise
review of the various elements of these verses see, for example, G.
Campbell Morgan, The Gospel According to John, 9,ff., and M.C. Tenney,
John : The Gospel of Belief, 27,ff.

3. 8See our discussion of this, ppe. 7,f.

4, See, for example, Sanders & Mastin, St John, 47,f.

5« Contra Mollat?is presentation the "dramatic*, "logical® and Ycyclical®
treatment of the material should not really be grouped under "plans®
in the accepted sense of this word. - It would be better to view them
as characteristics of the author!s style,

6. In Bible du Centenaire, quoted by D. Mollat, cp. cit., 28,

7. See, however, our discussion of the question of the "Background® of
the Gospel and the relation between this and the gospel's destination
and purpose, pp. 13,ff. :

8. In addition to the dlscu551on of tle various 6-}LL[M~ in the commentaries,
see also Barrett, St John, 62,ff,; Brown, New Testament Essays, 168,ff.;
idem, John, 525,ff.; WVW.D. Davies, Invitation to the New Testament,

440, ff.; Dodd, Interpretation, 133,ff.; R.T. Fortna, "Source and
Redaction in the Fourth Gospel's Portrayal of Jesus! Signs"; A.M.
Hunter, 'According to John, 66,ff.,; W, Nicol, The Semeia in the Fourth
Gospel, esp. 62 ff.; 113,££f., 116,£f,; Painter, John, 22,ff.; K.H.
Regenstorf, * rLHCtoV~..°' (TDNT), esp. 243,ff.; Richardson, St Johu,
62,f.; Schnackenburg, St John,515, ff.
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Following the use of&m) in the pnrase érﬁ Tﬁs ﬁt“s in verse 21 which
Sanders and Mastin translate by the land*, they translate the phrase
el vAs O s in verse 19 "by the sea®; similarly Bernard (St
John, 186), who does not accept that this event is miraculous. See,
however, R. Brown's treatment of this event, op, cit., 251,ff., where
he translates érﬁ*ﬁﬁs GAJwam7s "upon the sea®,

However, on page 55 they refer to the Resurrection as "the final,
seventh, and so perfect sign."

The theme of the "glory" of Jesus is an important one in the Fourth
Gospel occurring as it does a number of times. For a discussion of
this theme see, for example, Brown, John, 503,f., W. Nicol, The Semeia
in the Fourth Gospel, 119, ff., 124,ff.; Painter, John, 50,ff. Of
particular significance here is the valuable contribution of E,
Kisemann's book, The Testament of Jesus, in which the author under-
stands the Fourth Gospel as a whole in the light of this theme.

Cf. 2:11 and below under Tr(o"reéenv .

For a comprehensive analysis of the theme of "witness" see J.M. Boice,
Witness and Revelation in the Gospel of John; see also F. Mussner,
The Historical Jesus in the Gospel of St John, 35,f£ff., and S. Pancaro,
The Law in the Fourth Gospel, 194, ff.

In addition to the Commentaries, see also M. de Jonge "Jewish Expect-
ations About the MWessiah' According to the Fourth Gospel"; idem,
"The Use of the word.XplcTﬁs in the Johannine Epistles'; Dodd,
Interpretation, 213,ff.; S.E. Johnson, "The Davidic-Royal Motif in
the Gospels™; T.W. Manson, On Paul and John : Some Selected Theolog-
ical Themes, 153,ff.; W.A. Meeks, The Prophet-King, esp. 32,ff.,
61,ff.; Painter, John, passim.

See S.,E. Johnson's article, op. cit.

On the way in which the Fourth Gospel handles the question of Jesus!
kingship see Painter, John, 53,ff. This author writes: "Only when
Jesus! death was imminent did he accept the kingship ascription,
because misunderstanding was ruled out by the situation. Prior to
this, the nature of Jesus'! kingship -is shown through the Son of Man
theme, thus bringing a corrective to bear on the misconceptions®,
(ops cits, 54). T.F. Glasson in his book Moses in the Fourth Gospel,
31,f. notes; in the context of the Moses/Christ typology which he
develops, that on occasion Moses himself is referred to as Xing in
Jewish writings. He believes that this could have been one of the
strands in the Fourth Gospel's presentation of Jesus! kingship. He
writes: "If Moses was a king, he had little resemblance to an
ordinary king. The kingship of Jesus is of the Mosaic type and is in
even greater contrast with the kingdoms of this world". For a more
complete study of the theme of Jesus! own kingship as well as that of

" Moses and the possible relationship between the two see W.A. Meeks,’

The Prophet-King.

Besides the general commentaries, see also C.X. Barrett, MfThe Father
is greater than I' (Jo 14:28): Subordinationist Christology in the
Fourth Gospel"; J. Blinzler, "Sonship"; E. Boismard, "Jé€sus, le
Prophete par excellence, dlaprés Jean 10:24-39%; G.H. Boobyer, *Jesus

as 'Theos! in the New Testament"; Dodd, Interpretation, 250,ff.;
T.We Manson, On Paul and John : Some Selected Théological Themes,
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131,£ff.; B.A., Mastin, ") Neglected Feature of the Christology of

the Fourth Gospel*; W.A. Meeks, The Prophet-King; Painter, Johnj; :
T.E. Pollard, Johannine Christology and the Early Church, esp., 15,ff.;

E.M. Sidebottom, The Christ of the Fourth Gospel, 149,ff,

18. A less probable reading for 9:35 also has & u&os ToL Becd;
similarly, a less probable reading for 1:34 has & & kXexTOS in place
of 6 UI0S . See the comments of BeM. Metzger, A Textual Commentary
on the Greek New Testament, 228,f., and 200 respectively.

19, For a discussion of the various texts that deal with ‘the prophet! in
the Fourth Gospel see Boismard and Meeks, op. cit. See also T.F.
Glasson, Moses in the Fourth Gospel, 27,ff. This author notes that
while there are several explanations possible for the Fourth Gospel's
apparently inconsistent approach to the question of the identity of
the prophet, "there can be little doubt that the Evangelist himself
regards Jesus as (among other things) the true fulfilment of the hope
for fthe prophet that should come into the world!®, (op. cit., 29).

20. As far as 1:18 is concerned, 1t seems that the reading povo evAs @e&&
is more probable than po CVGV Li0s : see BaM. Metzger, A Textual
Commentary on the Greek New Tedtament, 198, and B.A. Mastin, op. C1t.,
37,ff. For a different approach to the question of the WaY'waJOY&VQS
should be understood see Th, C. de Kruijf, "The Glory of the Only Scn

(John 1:14)", 111,£f, This author sees the use of this word in the

New Testament in the context of an Isaac-Christ typology since povo: evqs
was also used to descrlbe Isaace 1In the light of this he concludes

that *the term Vo jen qs as used in the Fourth Gospel is more of a
soteriological than of a christological nature, John uses the title

of Isaac, which in certain circles had already been transferred to
Israel, to indicate that in the sacrifice of Jesus! life God manifests
his true love tc those who believe that the crucified Jesus is the

only Son of God", op, cit., 123,

2t. Bernard, St John, I, cxxi, for example, is one of those who believes
that C O eip1_ in this instance is a translation of the divine names; .
see also his comment in II, 322 on 8:59, See also R, Brown's
discussion of the use of’Eydy clpj throughout the whole of the gospel
in his commentary, DPe 533,ff. Bultmann, on the other hand, rejects
the suggestlon that "e:u)CAH] renders NAVITIN (or alternatively
ANY) "IN ) which can be 'used to refer to God because of verses

~ like Deut. 32: 39, Is. 41 4, 43:10, 46:4, 48:12%, He also rejects the

suggestion that QT““‘;V* "might be a rendering of {\} —\}L '
which came into use as a divine name because of EXe 3:14 ‘eeees Jesus!?
statement would then mean *I am the 'I—am'“. But is it p0351b1§ to
read this out of the simple e, ) CJ}LI ? It would mean that eyw
would have to be both subject and predicate', Bultmann maintains that
"this view is not possible in the context, for then the stress would
lie on the predicate, whereas in the context after W Vs Aﬁp 7eve59«4
the stress must be on the subject ey«A s and there is no reason to
expect a substantial predicate at all®., See Bultmann's commentary,
327,f. See also ne. 3, p. 225,f., where Bultmann distinguishes the
various forms of the & Cxeﬂ}gi formwla into the "presentation*, the
"qualificatory", the *identification”, and the “recognition™ formulae,
For a rather different approach, see B. Lindars, Behind the Fourth
Gospel, 46, who believes that *all the 'T am' sayings in John are best
understood in terms of a Wisdom Christology, which also lies behind
thesgogos doctrine of the Prologue®, See also his note 4 to Chapter 4,
Pe . '
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22, Together the verbs STOTTEAANE (W and Tleliew  appear over 40
times in the Fourth Gospel, an indication of how important this
theme of "sending" is in the gospel.

23. In addition to the commentaries ad loc., see also the following:
Braun, Jean le Théologien, III, 121,£ff.; Brown, John, 512,f.; R.
Bultmanu, Theology of the New Testament, Vol. 2, 70,ff.; R.
Bultmann & A. Welser, Y[ ocTeld s seoe"” (TDNT); Dodd, Interpretation,
179,£f«; R.T. Fortna, *"Source and Redaction in the Fourth Gospel's
Portrayal of Jesus' Signs"™, 160,ff.; W.F. Howard, Christianity
According to St John, 151,ff.; D, Mollat, St Jean, 19,f.; J.He
Moulton & W.F. Howard, A Grammar of New Testament Greek; F. Mussner,
The Historical Jesus in the Gospel of St John, 18,ff.; Painter,
John, 71,ff.; Schnackenburg, St John, 558,ff.; H. Zimnermann,
WFaith", -

24, Regarding the relationship between "seeing" and “believing" see our
comments on ppe 217,f. above,

25, Dodd (op. cit., 289,f), for example, refers to chapters 2-12 as the
“Book of Signs". For R. Brown (John, CXXXVIII) the "Book of Signs"
covers 1:19 - 12:50., However the value and appropriateness of such a
title for this section of the gospel has recently been questioned.

J. Painter (op. cit., 10), for example, notes that this title "over-
looks 20:30 and the possibility that the reswrrection of Jesus was
the greatest of the signs. 20:30 seems to suggest post-resurrection
signs".

26, For a.comprehensive and tabulated list of what believing involves,
see Painter, op. Cite, 78,

27. The verb used to "know® in this verse is . whoke v, Clearly, if we
were to follow Abbott's translations, the verb cidda would have been
more appropriate in this instance since it seems to me that it is not
a question of *acquiring knowledge® but rather of "knowing all about®
someone. :

28, On this point see F.-M. Braun, oOp. cit.; 133, f.
29. See PPe 229’fq

30, For our comments on the textual evidence in support of each reading,
as well as the way each is to be translated, see above, p. 3.

31. See our comments on the fourth evangelist's language and style in the
context of ouwr discussion of the language in which the gospel was ’
Witten, Pp. 21,f£.

32, In addition to the commentaries, ad loc. see also the following:
Brown, John, 505,ff.; Dodd, Interpretation, 144,ff.; W. Grossouw,
" Revelation and Redemption, 35,ff.; W.F. Howard, Christianity
According to St John, 174,ff.; Painter, John, passim; G. Von Rad,
G. Bertram, R. Bultmann, "%io...." {TDNT),

33. See above, p. 230.

34, See our discussion of the eschatblogical question above, pp. 183, ff.
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35, However C.F.D. Moule, An Idiom Book of New Testament Greek, -80,f.
appears to accept that even in 3:15 Mo Tedwwv 1s being used
absolutely; hence he rearranges the word-order thus:ive ... o
TTioTedhwy g-..:«\.v DI e T a\{{})-

36, See above, p. 228,

37. It should be noted that Barrett does not deny that the Fourth Gospel
has a "destination", In a more recent work, The Gospel of John and
Judaism, he states umequivocally that *John wrote not for pagans,
not for Jews, but for Christians®” (p. 17). Even in his commentary
(st John, 300), when discussing 9:23, he notes that ©it is probable
that among the readers of John were Jewish Christians who had been
put out of the synagogue...". See also his comments on the significance
to be attached to MoTeuFnTe in 20:31, ibid., 479. Hence the
point at issue is whether or not John "wrote primarily to satisfy
himself" (ibid., 115), and therefore, preswmbly, only secoandarily in
order to strengthen the faith of Christians,

38, See pp. 37,f.

CHAPTER SEVEN

1. See our discussion of the possible significance of the gospells
" ®hackground” for determining what its destination and purpose were,
PPe 13,£f.

2. See above, pp. 59.
3. See the discussion of this above, ppe 221,fFf.
4, See above, pp. 210,ff,

5 On this see the comments of Hoskyns, The Fourth Gospel, 49.

6e It should be borne in mind that in addition to these non-Jewish
elements there are other aspects of the Fourth Gospel which could
quite easily have appealed to the Gentiles and thus prompted an
editor to make these further additions for their benefit. We refer
to those terms and concepts which, as we saw, have some similarity
with others that could bte found in material with which the Gentiles
would have been familiar, e.g. the Hermetic and Gnostic literature
and the writings of Philo. It must be noted, however, that while
terms such as the "Logos' or the "“Son of Man" might have had a
familiar ring about them as far as the Gentiles were concerned, we
are not suggesting that their understanding 6f these and other
concepts was the same as that intended by the evangelist. This is a
matter which we have already discussed above, pp. 156,f., where we
also commented on some of the possible consequences of this situaticn.
All we wish to suggest at this point is that despite the gosgpelts
"Jewishness™ and the fact that it was criginally intended for a Jewish
audience, some of the terminology used by the evangelist could
conceivably have suggested to an editor that not only Jews but also
Gentiles would benefit from reading it.
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That an editor or editors did make some contribution to the form of

‘the Fourth Gospel as we now possess it is, I think, beyond doubt.

See above, pp. 7,f. But that he was responsible for these explanatory
comments is, of course, no more than conjecture as there are no
linguistic or textual grounds on the basis of which it might be
possible to prove this contention. Yet when we view the gospel against
the background of the way in which the evangelist has presented his
material it seems to me to be a reasonable hypothesis in the absence of
any more convincing explanation for their inclusion in the gospel.

See above, pp. 124,ff.

See our discussion of the fplace of composition™ in the introductory-
chapter, ppe. 10,f., as well as our comments on the possible types of
destinations that the Fourth Gospel could have had, pp. 20,f.
Regarding the identity of the city of composition see the comments of
Martyn in his History and Theology in the Fourth Gospel, 58, note 94,
While Martyn appears to favour Alexandria, the more ccmmon view

~ supports the clalms of Ephesus,

See above, pPe 229 fe

It could be argued, however, that Joseph and to a lesser extent
Nicodemus, in view of the role they played in procuring the body of
Jesus after the crucifixion and in burying it, were publicly
associating themselves with him and thus in the process became "true
believers!”, See M. de Jonge, *Nicodemus and Jesus : Some Observations
on Misunderstanding and Understanding in the Fourth Gospel", 342,f.

Is the fourth evangelist indicating in 12:42,f., that it was possible
for some of the "authorities™ so to organize matters that they them-
selves were never called upon to read the Benedictions?

This theme of tdecisiont is one that receives considerable attention
in the Fourth Gospel and has rightly been emphasized by Bultmann as
is evidenced by the frequency with which the word Entscheidung
appears in his writingse.

See also Xdsemann's views concerning the fourth evangelistts attitude
to the Chwrch, pp. 119, ff,

In spite of the evidence of Acts 11:26 to the effect that it was in
Antioch that the disciples were first called "Christians" at what
must have been an early date, it is significant that the Birkath
ha-minim, in the earliest form of it known to us, speaks, not Of
"Christians® but of *Nazarenes", This would seem to indicate that
among the Jews at least this was the more popular title by which the
followers of Jesus were known, Whether the Jewish “believers®" them-
selves used this latter title to describe themselves or preferred the

title fChristians® we do not know with any degree of certainty.

See our treatment of this theme in chapter 2, pp. 68, ff. See‘also the
comments of F.L. Cribbs in his article, "A Reassessment of the Date of

Origin and the Destination of the Gospel of John®", 47,f, After a

brief review of the internal evidence in this regard Cribbs concludes®
that John "seems to have attempted to argue that Christianity
represented a genuine extension of historic Judaism, and this would



17.
18.

19.

20.
21,

22,

Notes to pages 252 - 256 255,

seem to indicate that John was written at a time when this viewpoint
could still be maintained, as well as at a time when this conception
was beginning to be increasingly challenged by orthodox Judaism',

As we have seen, Cribbs uses this evidence to argue in favour of a
pre-A.D. 70 dating for 'the Fourth Gospel., While we would agree with
him that John does appear "to argue that Christianity represented a
genuine extension of historic Judaism' we cannot accept that this
necessarily points to a pre-A.D. 70 dating., See above, pp. 207,ff.

Concerning Joseph and Nicodemus see, howeﬁer, ncte 11 aﬁove.

See our discussion of this last-mentioned point abbve, PPe 46,f.

See the discussion of terminology above, ppe 37,ff.

See above, pe 197

Concerning the evangglist's selection of matefial, see above, p. 215,

See above, ppe. 99,ff.

\
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