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Abstract

This study is an attempt to read the Prologuehef Gospel of John using the type of
Rhetorical Analysis based on Semitic logic. Thism@ie approach shows the chiastic
construction of the Prologue demonstrating its mend be anthropocentric rather than
theocentric. Furthermore this Semitic logic makegdssible to identify the central term
(motedovowy) in the Prologue and also demonstrates the sicgidacing of that term.

Modern and post-modern literary approaches arda@mg to discover what the implied
reader knows about the Prologue. Tagonalein all this is that the more one engages with
the implied reader, the more one gets to know attmutext. The construction of the implied
reader takes into account the worldview prominerihe first century CE biblical world. The
aspects which deal with a retrospective readintheftext make it possible to enter into the
Jewish biblical and socio-cultural matrix which hgsnerated themes touched on by the
Prologue. The aspects dealing with the prospecaading of the text demonstrate how the
Prologue prepares the real reader to engage vétrethainder of the Gospel of John.

The research in Intertextuality has made it abaotigaclear that in reading the Prologue
the real reader actually engages with a multiglicf texts and circumstances to such an
extent that s/he is not merely reading Jn 1:1-18abvast network of information and codes
known to the implied reader. The interpretationsdpiced by such an engagement are both
creative and original. For example, the associatibthe centre piece of the Prologue with
the promise God made to Abraham is no mere infiieletap — it derives from literal and
thematic intertextual engagements with the twoatesnts which comprise the Christian
Bible.

Some epistemological problems have surfaced vwa#pect to the interactionism and
relational dynamics associated with the readingcgse and these are pointed out in the
thesis. It must be noted that far from hamperirgwiork, these epistemological issues have
actually pointed out new directions for furthergach. In this regard the General Conclusion

to the thesis is relevant.

Key terms: Johannine Prologue; the Gospel of John; Exedestgletical Method; Rhetorical
Analysis; Semitic thinking; Intertextuality; Read@esponse Criticism; Implied reader; Real
reader; Jesus Christ; Moses; Jewish culture; JodBaptist; Qumran community; Aoyog;
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION

0. Preamble

The title of this dissertation i Retrospective and a Prospective Reading of JAl&:1

Using the Method of Biblical Rhetorical Analysfd.the outset it would be useful to explain
some of the terms used in this title. The wBidlical is underlined in the title above so as to
stress that the rhetoric used in this work is déifié to other types of rhetoticWhat is
referred to in this work is a distinctive type S&miticliterary logic, the details of which will
be made clear in the section on methodology undert 8 below.In nuce this project
intends to investigate the rhetorical features lné Prologue of the Gospel of John
(Jn 1:1-18), the implications for the reader (ihestwords, what the implied readémows
about the Jewish biblical, religious and culturatkground to fully comprehend the text, and
also the dispositions of the implied reader whioh r@ecessary for the text to be effective —
hence the ternretrospectivg and its (the Prologue’s) function as an indicafor the

subsequent text of the Gospel of John — (henctetheprospective

1 Rationale for the research

Several studies have been undertaken to understamdstructure of the text of
Jn 1:1-18. To date only Meynet (1989; 2010) apptahave followed the method Biblical
Rhetorical Analysis as distinct from other formsRtietorical Analysis for the study of the
Prologue. | completed my licentiate at the PordifiGregorian University in Rome under the
supervision of Professor Roland Meynet S.J. in thistudied Mk 7:31 — 8:26. In that study
| was struck by the rigorous demands of the metbogay extremely close attention to the

inner workings of the Greek language, and consdtyyd¢a the compositional features of the

! Cf. the rhetorical approaches used by Robbins Z208nd van den Heever (2002). The unnumbered
introductory pages of Meynet's (2010a) latest padilon bring the distinctions betwediblical Rhetorical
Analysis and other types of Rhetoric sharply irdous.

2 Basically the implied reader is a creation of tinet and is distinct from the (flesh and blood) éinpl reader

(cf. Fitzmyer 1995:60-61). This and related congswvill be discussed in greater detail under 8ecliwo
below when the method relevant to that sectionissussed. From the variety of notions of impliedder, a
definite description of what this thesis meanshsy ¢onstruct will be posited at that stage. For,rsffice it to
note that implied reader refers to reader/heardiéage as envisaged by the text.



text. These demands yielded an understanding ofvtir& that otherwise would not have
been possible.
| also gleaned from Professor Meynet the generaddéncy among students to avoid this
method — often to the detriment of the research.ti@nother hand, there also exists the
possibility of doing rhetorical analysis for purdigguistic reasons. It is my conviction that
any biblical exegesis should lead to a deeper stateding of the text. For this it is necessary
to interact with the text as much as possible dmh tto use complementary methods to
explore more fully how the text was received by théginal audience. For this purpose,
insights from Reader-Response Theory will be usesl,will insights from studies in
Intertextuality.
Briefly stated this project deals with the followi questions:
« What does the implied reader/hearer/audighe®w about the OT and the
corresponding Jewish background and culture to cehgmd the text of
Jn 1:1-18?
* How does the text of Jn 1:1-18 shed light on tHeseguent text of the Gospel
of John?
In this dissertation | wish to show that the aiithe Prologue of John is twofold, viz.
« To engage the real reaién a Jewish religious and cultural milieu — the
proper contextin which to understand the work; and
» To introduce the real reader to the rest of therthoGospel. In other words
the assumption at this stage is that the Prolog@eroute map that guides the
reader through the gospel text.

Hopefully the project will produce a new way of déey Jn 1:1-18.

2 Preliminary literature study

The Prologue of John has been the subject of nmadlkd and detailed analytical study,

which has brought to light, frequently in very fidetail, the grammatical and syntactical

3 Henceforth to be referred to simplyiamplied readeiin this thesis

* This refers to thélesh and bloodempirical reader.

® Barrett (1958:22-28, 125-141) makes these Jewdsimections abundantly clear — this even in spit¢éhef
assertion that John ‘marks a decisive point inHe#enization of the Christian faith’ (:3). Evank903:77-145),
and Stibbe (1994:54-72) also clearly demonstraewdsh connection with the Prologue of the Gospébbn.

2



elements of the tekt Far too often statements are made regarding tecetding
Christology intimated in the Prologue and the discussion sthpg€. It is my contention
that the Prologue serves a deeper function thaelyngr give an indication of the direction
of the Christological thinking of the Johannine S&ch Some recent authSréiave made
headway in this regard, but the conclusions haes semewnhat tentative. Brodie (1993:133)
for example, notes that ‘[s]cholarly discussiontled prologue has centred on three factors—
its origin, structure, and meaning’, but he omdsptobe the function of the Prologue. He
does refer to Jn 1:1-18 as a ‘striking overtur&2@) to the gospel, but does not show the
specific intention of the text. It is my contentitivat the Prologue, apart from being a general
introduction, actually contains the equivalent girapositic®, or thesis statement, in which
the specific aim of the text is communicated arat this is achieved by a careful use of
rhetoric. This project is an endeavour to demotsti@m the actual compositional features
of the text, that the work goes well beyond andation of the type of Christology to an
actual engaging of the real readeon a faith journe¥ and a pilgrimage of progressive
enlightenment.

Haenchen (1984:2-39) has provided a historicalepwgpanning Clement 1 to Ernst
Kasemann but nowhere in this survey is mention nwdey attention paid to the literary
and rhetorical features of the work. It would apptbat the thrust of scholarly efforts was a
purely theological grasp of the work. In terms bé tstructure of the work, investigations

were undertaken to show aspects such as Hirschee ‘fpoetic perspective’ (:31),

® Barrett (1958), Brown (1966), Haenchen (1984)marethree examples of this type of study.

" That John does present a descending Christologytisn any doubt. The weight of scholarly opiniisn
overwhelming in this regard. What is of importanice this research is to look beyond the descending
Christology so as to expose the wider aims andgsap of the text. According to the method usedalyae
the text, the centre of the passage is not so rthechdvent of the divinity, but the effect thatsthidvent has on
humanity. In other words, the heart of the Prologugnthropocentric, not theocentric.

8 Brodie’s (1993:3-10) survey of ‘Johannine Studi€se Three Ages of Interpretation’ is illuminatiig this
regard.

° Culpepper (1983), Brodie (1993) and Stibbe (1988) examples of scholars who do not look at ‘whest |
behind or outside’ (Stibbe 1993:9), but rathethatactual text as a literary unit.

10 This refers to an aspect of ancient Greek Rheforighich the specific aim of the work is outlinddis a
feature of some of the New Testament letters. Beexample Jewett (1991:265-277) and Aletti (1988)

' The actuakngaging of the reades a key concept in modern literary approachesrfeaning does not fly at
the real reader from out the page. It is derivetnffa complex strategy of interactions which alswoive the
readers’ (Radford 2000:4).

2 This is whereBiblical Rhetorical Analysis is very useful. For examplethas preliminary stage it would
appear the positioning of the participtestetovowv in the central aspect (Jn 1:12) of the Prologuefis
importance. In other words this central term hasedorical function within the overall scheme o tBospel of
John. This is what a preliminary survey of the gbsext seems to show. A study of this and othensewill be
done and hopefully it will be demonstrated thatfloarth Gospel, through a careful usé&key wordsconveys a
s;)ecific message. Comblin (1979) has documenttskfifsuch key words.

¥ Wellhausen did call for ‘a comprehensive literarificism’ (Haenchen 1984:28), but the referenceetis to
criticism vis-a-vis ‘literary layers’ (:28) so as to expose the difier sources. It does not entail the ‘New
Methods of Literary Analysis’ (Fitzmyer 1995:50)caRhetorical Analysis (cf.:50-67).

3



Strathmann’s ‘kerygmatic stylization’ (:32) and ¢wmadic instruction book’ (:33),
Bultmann'’s idea of theui generisnature of the Prologue and the view that John’sp&bis
an existential rendition of ‘the gnostic redeemeythin (:36), Brown’s notion of the five-
staged composition of the work (:37), Schnackenburigw that the work was composed in
small literary units by various secretaries eachwbbm had his or her own style, and
Kasemann’s notion that ‘the voices of various ‘feyalists” confront us out of the Gospel of
John’ (:38).

Staley’s (1986) study shows the importance of mgittention to the structufeof the
text and also to the appeal to ‘ancient Hebrew atiang art’ (Staley 1986:242) in the
interpretation of Biblical texts. His exposition thfe ‘thematic, symmetrical structure’ (:249)
is most impressive. and readily finds a home withia scope of this thests Staley groups
the Prologue into lines and strophes and then fh#slatter together in a larger unit to
demonstrate the chiastic structure of the commusiti245). More recently, Stibbe (1983)
motivated by Culpepper’s (1983natomy of the Fourth Gospgiroduced a commentary in
which he employs the method of narrative critici$fis close examination of the text shows
such rhetorical devices as deliberate or ‘intertigrarallelism’, ‘inclusio’, and ‘the device of
“circularity” (Stibbe 1993:199). Elizabeth Harr{8994) offers some useful insights into the
function of the Prologue and notes that every neerh, clause and phrase plays a part in the
fulfilling of the function of the Prologue which emrding to her is to place ‘the entire work
within the literary sphere of Greek religious draifiéarris 1994:195). She does not however
show in which ways the linguistic components adyuallfill that function. This is where
Biblical Rhetorical Analysis can be of benefit and addhie already voluminous body of
knowledge of the Gospel of John.

Michael Theobald (1988) offers a detailed studytte Prologue. He starts off with a
presentation of nineteenth century interpretatiafisrationalism, metaphysics and the
thoughts of scholars such as F C Baur and E SchwHeg then looks at the variety of

interpretations of the twentieth century rangingnir Bultmann’s history of religions

14 Staley (1986:242) points out that what is mearsthyctureis ‘simply literary design’.

15 Staley’s (A) and (A') are particularly insightfshowing as it does the relationship of the Logosstm,

creation and humankind in (A) and to humankindgneation and God in (A’). Note the reverse ordeavehg

the concentric construction (cf. Staley 1986:248)2& his is the fruit of paying attention to theaple of the
text. Cf. The observation by Paul Beauchamp orfdaha (the shape or the structure) of the text undemioiet
34 below.

16 Another work by Stibbe (1994:1-4) gives a succiwnmary of efforts to highlight the literary desscof the
Gospel of John and goes on to describe the moemtéoermeneutical pluralism” in which attentiongisen to
“Structuralism, deconstructive criticism, feminiigérary criticism, narrative criticism, reader pesse criticism,
rhetorical criticism, speech art theory and dissewanalysis” (:3).

4



perspective to the study of the structure of thet t&s a hymn. Theobald’s work is
comprehensive but his historical setting of theotatship spanning two centuries is hardly
helpful to the methodological approach of this the¥hat will be of benefit though, is his
examination of the termArché (Theobald 1988:164-271), and also his fourth ¢biapn the
relationship of the Prologue with the rest of Gogelohn (296-399).

As regards an interpretative framework for the arsthnding of the Prologue, the 1993
study ofWord and Gloryby Evans is most illuminating with its assertiohattthe OT and
subsequent Jewish sources play a key role in tleepiretation of the Prologue of Jdhn
What then does the implied reader know about tirgeepretative sources to understand Jn
1:1-187? Furthermore what does present-day schgtangied to know about how the text was
composed so as to reach its target audience? ém wibrds, what were the literary devities
employed by the text so as to meaningfully engdege implied reader? In this regard
references will be made to the compositional festaf biblical texts.

Basednter alia on:

1. The Rhetorical Analysis of the text — with recoutseMeynet’'s (1989; 2010)
analysis and my own suggested variations;
Stibbe’s (1993) commentary;
The studies byinter alia, Evans (1993), Stibbe (1994), and Harris (1994);
Westermann’s (1998) study of the Gospel of Jakra-visthe OT; and
More recent work in this regard by Menken (2005 du Rand (2005) | wish to:

o M 0D

* highlight the rhetorical features and purposeshef Greek text (with English
text boxes provided as well) of Jn 1:1-18,
» show what the implied reader/hearer/audience knabeaut the OT and the
cultural world of Judaism so as to comprehendéie aand
» show how the Prologue functions as an indicatottierrest of the text of the
Gospel of John.
In this way it is hoped that the state of the aesle will be taken further, highlighting the

definite purposes of the Prologue so that a molistloreading of the text might be possible.

" Brown (1988:13-15) also reaches the conclusionttieaGospel of John has Jewish sources. A recerit by
McBride (2006:142) appeals to the thought of Philtom he sees as ‘a unifier between the Greek anislie
world’. The implication is that the implied readberefore has a Jewish interpretative frameworks ®hwhere
the work by Ska (1990), and Alonso Schokel (19&8) make an impact.

18 The work by Stibbe (1994) is most helpful in trégard.

9 Apart from Meynet (1998), Ska (1990), Alonso Sa#§988) and Fitzgerald (1997) give useful insiginto
the compositional features of biblical texts.



3 Theoretical Framework and Methodological Consideations

Any scholarly study demands a rigorous applicatisrfar as methodology is concerned.
With respect to the study of biblical texts, twasigaapproaches are possible —dichronic
and thesynchronic Whereas the former pays attention to the hisibrietails in the
development of the text, the latter attends toatial textper sewithout focusing on the
traditional and historical details. The synchroapproach studies the text ‘in its final form’
(Williamson 2008:399) with the emphasis placed ioguistic aspects, the structure of the
narrative and the capacity for persuasion. Apadmirthe Philological-Grammatical
applications, and the Textual Criticism proceduieghe initial part of this project, the
methodology is largely synchroAfc In other words the focus will be on the text amdits
communication strategies.

In their introduction to the compilatiddiscourse Analysis and the New TestamBotter
and Reed (1999:15) state that: ‘We are increasitiging and working in a multi-
disciplinary academic world’. They go on to deseriine necessary eclectic dimensions of
Biblical Studies. This project is not exemptednirguch eclecticism. The principal theories
to be employed are modern and post-modern litetheories. These include Biblical
Rhetoric, Reader-Response Theories, Intertextuaity Intratextualit§f. Whereas Reader-
Response CriticisPi, and Intertextualif’ are fairly commonplace in recent biblical
scholarshipBiblical Rhetorical Analysis is something of an enigma. iewvof the fact that
its application is foundational to this work, theaim principles of the approach will be
outlined hereunder. The methodological featurethefcomplementary methodologies will

be addressed under the relevant sections.

2 The diachronic and synchronic approaches are sighitually exclusive as made out to be by van lerse
(1998:17). This point will be explored further metintroductory chapter to Section Two below.

21 The reference here is to the deliberate positmpoinwords in the crafting of the text. The frufttbe Biblical
Rhetorical Analysis will be used to generate sujtiprs with respect to Intratextuality. Key wordslivibe
studied to see how they are employed in the rethetext of the Gospel of John. This is one of dheas in
which Biblical Rhetorical Analysis is very useful. As indicated@otnote 12 above, ‘at this preliminary stage it
would appear the positioning of the participletetovowr in the central aspect (Jn 1:12) of the Prologuefis
importance. In other words this central term halsedorical function within the overall scheme oé tBospel of
John. A study of this and other terms will be dand hopefully it will be demonstrated that the EbuBospel,
through a careful use &y wordsconveys a specific message. Comblin (1979) hasrdented fifteen such
key words'.

22 Thiselton (1992:515-555) offers a useful synthesishe theoretical positions dfiter alia Wolfgang Iser,
Umberto Eco, and Stanley Fish. Another theoristthis regard is McKnight (1999:370-373). A useful
exposition of the theoretical framework dealt wittre is also found in van lersel (1998:14-29).

2 Vorster (1989), Voelz (1989) and van Wolde (1988 most useful with respect to the theoretical
perspectives on Intertextuality.



3.1 A note onBiblical Rhetorical Analysis
3.1.1 Its place within the broader field of Literary Analysis
3.1.1.1 Literary Analysis?*

While historical criticism concerns itself ‘with ehhistorical circumstances in which the
text was written, literary criticism is concernedhwthe text as a finished piece of writing’
(Holladay & Walker 1996:141). The issue with thétda is not ‘how the text came to be
written or what we can know from outside the texatcount for what is in it, but what we
can learn from what is said in the text itself'41). The text constitutes a “world” in its own
right’ (:141) and engaging with the text enables tmparticipate in the ‘world created by the
text’ (Lategan 1992:627).

Fitzmyer (1995:50-67) notes that recent developgmanliterary studies have facilitated
progress in biblical exegesis. Among the methodbterary analysis that can profitably be
used for biblical study are Rhetorical Analysis,rfdéive Analysis and Semiotic Analysis
(:41). But what exactly is the scope of each ob¢hsystems of analysis? Beal, Keefer and
Linafelt (1999:79) clearly articulate the dilemnaing the modern biblical scholar by noting
the difficulty in accurately defining the variousands of Literary Analysis as these ‘often
spill over into each other, overlapping and diffigsiand frustrate any strictly genealogical
tracing of movements'. It is nonetheless possiblesay what each approach emphasizes
bearing in mind that the differences are frequenthfy in the degree of emphasis of one
aspect or another. The idea in using these appesastio be open to eclecticism as any form

of absolutism can blind one to a more holistic ustéending of the text.

3.1.1.1.1 Rhetorical Analysis

Aristotle (1941:1318) defineshetoric as ‘the faculty of observing in any given case the

available means of persuasion’. Ogiven caseis Biblical literature and in this regard

24 The termsAnalysisandCriticism are used interchangeably when referring to Lieramalysis and Narrative
Analysis. Rhetorical Analysis will be used spedflg for the Semitic rhetoric employed by Meyned§8,
1989, 1992, 1996, 1998, 1998a, 2001, 2009, 201M)&0and used in this thesis. This is to distingutigrom
the Rhetorical Criticism of the Graeco-Roman world)

% Chatman (1978:15) notes that among the needseoéty theory ‘is a reasoned account of the stracti
narrative, the elements of storytelling, their camation and articulation’.
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Fitzmyer (1995:53) documentehetoric as ‘the art of composing discourse aimed at
persuasion’. He goes on to describe ‘three kindshetoric’ (:54) viz. Classical Graeco-
Roman Rhetoric, Semitic Rhetdficand New Rhetoric. With respect to Classical Rhetor
three modes of public speaking are distinguished)) (These are:

» the judicial mode used in law courts,

» the deliberative mode used in political assembées,

» the demonstrative mode used for celebratory ocnasio
Owing to the great influence of rhetoric on Helltiu culture classical rhetoric is a valuable
tool in the interpretation of biblical texts. (:54)

Semitic Rhetoric shows preference for symmetricampositions and parallelisms,
‘through which one can detect relationships betwdifierent elements in the text’ (:56).
Studying multiple forms of parallelisms ‘and oth@ocedures characteristic of the Semitic
mode of composition’ (:56) can only lead to a madequate understanding of texts. Since
this type of rhetoric will be employed in this syudts distinguishing features will be treated
more fully under 3.1.2 below.

With respect to New Rhetoric, Fitzmyer (1995:56)as that this approach moves beyond

stylistics and ‘oratorical devices’ (:43) to emlegathe actual context of the debate or

26 Some might find the term Semitic Rhetoric objeddibie. Lenowitz (2000:127-149), for example, britiys
hermeneutic of suspicion to his reading of a gramdesigned to assist in the teaching of JewishiSsuand
shows that when suspicion becomes the predominade rof reading, one can in fact end up with a cotezb
version of the truth and wrongfully assign incotrewmtives to the writer. While himself assigningarticular
trait (that of being laconic) to ‘rabbinic HebreWw129), Lenowitz seriously questions the notion“&emitic
rhetoric™ (:139). The term Semitic Rhetoric is ity an emic portrayal of the way Semitic people lasgjuage
to convince. In this regard Enos (2006:357) nolied the study of rhetoric is simply to understadidcourse
within its situational and cultural contexts’. Taristence of discourse which is particular to teenBic peoples
has been properly attested to. Stamps (2000:95&¥ides Jewish discourse as having ‘its own liteganres
and forms of argumentation’ and Wilcox (2000:109848) discusses the nature of Semitic influenceshen
NT. Legrand (2001:77) refers to the ‘peculiarit@fsthe Semitic way of speaking and thinking’ ancga#ées
Semitic languages as ‘concrete, favoring verbseratan adjectives’ (:77). Furthermore, ‘[s]entenaee short
and follow each other in quick succession, rathantin an orderly architecture of subordinate @&au.77).
Meynet (1998:175) makes the same observation. améxng the Cultural Challenges to Rhetorical Cistin,
Campbell (2006:360) proposes the following prinegpivhen considering rhetoric:
(1) Rhetoric is ubiquitous. Never ask if there ltoric; where there is culture and language, tliere
rhetoric. The challenge is to discover its cultdmaims and functions. (2) Rhetoric is indigenotsked to
cultural history, traditions, and values. We redegrthat Aristotle describes a rhetoric of the antiGreek
polis; all rhetoric and the theory that underlieare as closely linked to time and place and cellas was
Aristotle’s. In other words, we should be searcHiogthe assumptions that inform the use of disseun a
particular cultural time and place, not attemptiadit what occurred into theory designed for othieetors
under other conditions. (3) The study of rhetosi¢hie study of language, how language shapes pencep
recognition, interpretation, and response. At themmant, the languages and discourses of Asia and the
Middle East are becoming increasingly important. Méed to foster rhetorical training among those seho
cultural experience enables them to be criticsonfids of discourse that are closed to most U sriti



discoursé’. To this end it is unavoidably interdisciplinargpealing to insights from such

areas as linguistics, anthropology and sociolog§)(:

3.1.1.1.2 Narrative Analysi&®

Powell (1999:201) notes that Narrative Analysisdtectic drawing from Literary Theory,
Structuralism and from Rhetorical Criticism anddistinguish it from the historical-critical
approach, he uses the window/mirror metaphor. Wdsettee Historical Critical approach is a
window enabling readers to discover something alamdther time and place, Narrative
Criticism is a mirror to ‘invite audience partictpan in the creation of meaning’ (:210)

Briefly stated, this form of analysis ‘studies hdve text tells a story in such a way as to
engage the reader in its “narrative world” and Hystem of values contained therein’
(Fitzmyer 1995:60)Inter alia the strategies of real author, implied author| reader and
implied readet’ are used and Fitzmyer (:61) points out that theafinarrative analysis ‘is to
facilitate the process whereby real readers ofytada identify themselves with the implied
reader, which the text seeks to credteThe task of exegesis is therefore to facilitis t
process’. This insight is key to the second seatifthis dissertation. Powell (1999:202) too,
notes that Narrative Criticism is compatible witkdgler-Response Criticism but is distinct
from it. Whereas Reader-Response Criticism foceseways in which the interpretation of
texts may be shaped to fit the circumstances afersa Narrative Criticism pays attention to
signals within the text which guide the reader @tedmining meaning. So while Historical
Criticism is author oriented and Reader-Response Criticisraudienceoriented, Narrative
Criticism is text oriented with its key constructs of implied auther. the author as known
from the text, and implied reader i.e. the audiepcesupposed from the text, (:202)

facilitating audience participation.

2" The compilation edited by Porter & Reed (1999pnffuseful insights into the variety of models dagddurse
Analysis and also into the interdisciplinary nataféNew Rhetoric.

% powell (1999:201-204) is a useful reference fosthwanting a synthesis of the details of this e

2 These concepts will be described and discussee rutlly in Section Two below when the strategy of
Implied Reader is employed.

30 While it is possible to identify with the impligeader (as | do with the implied reader | have toited for
this work) it is also possible for a reader to ckwaot to identify with implied reader. This is &iped further

in the Introductory chapter to Section Two beloW {ootnote 128).
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3.1.1.1.3 Semiotic Analys?s

Fitzmyer (1995:63) notes that “[s]emiotics” isrded from the Greek wordemeitikos
“observant of signs”, or one who is an “observersifns”. Cook (1999:456) notes that
‘[a]pproaches that concentrate on the reader amgose in character’ and that Semiotic
Analysis overlaps with Intertextuality and Struetism. This method is based on the
structuralism of Ferdinand de Saussure. Howeveillical studies the work of Greimas has
had the greatest influence (Fitzmyer 1995:64). &alyi the salient principles (:65-66) are:

» the principle ofimmanencewhich holds that each text carries within itselfi@t of

meaning which is complete

» the principle ofstructure of meaningvhich holds that meaning is given only through

relationship and analysis consists in establistiiegmatrix of relationships

» the principle ofgrammar of the textvhich holds that each text contains a certain

number of rules. A discourse comprises variousl$eeach of which has its own

grammar.

3.1.2 The distinctiveness oBiblical Rhetorical Analysis

Far too often, as soon as one reads the Wbetorica] one immediately thinks of James
Muilenburg who first proposed the phrase ‘rhetdrardticism’ (Meynet 1998:37); or even of
scholars in the mould of Radermakers, and Girai®)(: Meynet (:19-36) shows the
distinctive features oBiblical Rhetoric. He also gives a comprehensive sweephef t
historical development of Rhetorical Analysis (#@6) and clearly spells out the difference
between hisanalyse rhétoriqud:37) and ‘[tlhe American rhetorical criticism which flex
from Muilenburg’ (:37):

The American rhetorical criticism which flows froMuilenburg is in fact quite different from the one
have called ‘rhetorical analysis’. The differergras of ‘rhetorical criticism’ are characterizedthg use of
the categories of classical rhetoric of the GraRoman world. What we mean by rhetorical analysisl a
what we practice, looks at establishing specifgaoizational laws of biblical texts. Its purposedsdentify
the rhetoric which presided over the compositionhefse texts, a rhetoric which we are entitlechiokt is
distinct from the classical rhetoric of the Graddaman world. (:37-38).

31 Cook (1999:454-456) illustrates the philosophiat historical backgrounds to Semiotic Analysis giveis
a good synthesis of the approach. Technical dgeaild philosophical explanations) are to be found@hiselton
(1992:80-141).
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Fitzmyer (1995) also highlights the differenceswmsenBiblical Rhetorical Analysis as
expounded by Meynet (1992, 1998, 2009, 2010a), aiher Rhetorical approactés
According to Fitzmyer (1995:54) ‘[r]hetorical analy in itself is not, in fact, a new method.
What is new is the use of it in a systematic wanytlie interpretation of the BibleRhetorical
Analysisas presented by Meynet (1998), and employed & fhoject isSemitic Rhetoric

which is described as follows:

Rooted in Semitic culture, this displays a distipmtference for symmetrical compositions, throudticiv
one can detect relationships between different ehdsnin the text. The study of the multiple fornfs o
parallelism and other procedures characteristithef Semitic mode of composition allows for a better
discernment of the literary structure of texts, evhéan only lead to a more adequate understanditigeio
message (Fitzmyer 1995:56).

Rhetorical analysis is a new method to understiiedBiblé®. So wrote the late Paul
Beauchamp (Meynet 1992:8) in his introduction toyhkt’s L’Analisi Retorica According
to Beauchamp, the forth of the text is the door to its meaning (:8)blical Rhetorical
Analysis aims at uncovering the compositional feggwof the text so as to detect how the text
is composed in order to convirice

Biblical Rhetorical Analysi® presupposes that biblical writers are treefactoauthors’
and composers of the texts — not merely collatacs @mpilers. They did not haphazardly
join individual units together but composed theaikts in an orderly and systematic way
following the rules ofBiblical Rhetoric. The task of exegesis is to rediscoverltigic of
composition followed by these composers. The ritmployed is not classical rhetoric but
Biblical andSemiticrhetoric which does not obey the rules and lodiclassical Greco-Latin
rhetoric or the logic of modern western readersthetiogic and rules diblical and Semitic

tradition$®. As will be argued later while rhetoric is ubiguis, it is also indigenous (cf. Enos

%2 Soulen & Soulen (2001:163-164) offers a concisplanation of Rhetorical Analysisas expounded by
Meynet. Cf. Robbins (2002), and van den Heever Z20dr further references.

% The actual wording in Meynet (1992:8) is*analisi retorica, un nuovo metodo per capireBibbia’

% It is clear from the context of Beauchamp’s staietm{a forma é la porta del significajahat forma here
refers to the compositional features and to th@alwd the text.

% Biblical Rhetorical Analysis pays close attentiom literary features such as chiasms, parallelisms,
paronomasia, repetitions, balance, syntax, pogigyne, metre, semantic fields and the morpholodeaiures
of biblical compositions. The basic premise is tiatoric is the means by which language is usextwince.

% Henceforth to be referred to in this work simps/Rhetorical Analysislt must be noted however that this is
different toRhetorical Criticism -f. Meynet (1996:10).

3" In the language of Reader-Response Criticismiefezence would be tieal authos.

%8 Staley (1986:242) also shows reliance on Hebrawpasitional techniques in his study of Jn 1:1-18.
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2006:357). What the exegete has to do is to apgpyrtiles of biblical rhetoric so as to
discover the compositional features and meahiofjthe texi’.

3.1.3 Historical perspective on Rhetorical Analysi&*

Beauchamp notes that with MeyneR&etorical Analysisthe forerunners of the method
‘are rescued from oblivion’ (Meynet 1998:9). He eb&s further that there have been ‘two
centuries of building on their discoveries’, andladhat for several decades the method was
employed ‘on a large number of texts by many reseas’ (:9). These observations affirm
the notion thatRhetorical Analysisis not, in fact, a new method.” (Fitzmyer 199553
Meynet (1998:38) notes that while ‘the term “rhetar analysis” is recent; the methodology
on the other hand is not new’. He then cites wdrksAlbert Vanhoye on the Book of
Hebrews, Paul Lamarche on the Book of Zechariahic&rGalbiati on the Book of Exodus,
and Marc Girard on the book of Psalms to back spckdim (:38). In his presentation of the
history of the method, he cites:

» the eighteenth century as the period of the fomus with scholars such as Robert
Lowth, Christian Schéttgen, and Johann-Albrechtdgt(:44-64);

» the nineteenth century and the period of the forgwdéth scholars such as John Jebb,
Thomas Boys, Friedrich Kdster and John Fo‘Fb(eéS—lBO); and

» the twentieth century as the period of rediscovaTgt expansion. Prominent scholars
listed for this period are George Buchanan Grayarles Souvay, Albert Condamin
and Nils Wilhelm Lund (:131-163). Meynet (:163-)66oncludes his historical
survey by citing examples of more contemporary wdoly Paul Lamarche, Enrico
Galbiati and Albert Vanhoye.

% This takes into account Paul Beauchamp’s statethahthe form/shape of the text is the door tarianing.
Cf. footnote 34 above.

0 Recent work by Oniszczuk (2010:1-28) amply denranss the fruit of Rhetorical Analysis. Another smi
for information on this rapidly growing means ofadéng the Bible is the internet site Sfudia Rhetorica
http://www.retoricabiblicaesemitica.org/Studia_Rireta_it.html

“*L For a detailed history of Rhetorical Analysiseynet (1998:44-166).

2 The work of Lowth, Jebb, Boys and Forbes are algl on the website &BS —
http://www.retoricabiblicaesemitica.org/Forbes titah(accessed on 26th September 2010).
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The fact that many of the names mentioned abogeuafamiliar is hardly surprising.
While Beauchamp speaks of the forerunners beingctred from oblivion’ (:9), Meynet

himself notes that:

the majority of contemporary scholars are only faniwith the famousChiasmus in the New Testament
Nils W. Lund ... the works of most of his most imgont predecessors, John Jebb, Thomas Boys and John
Forbes, are practically inaccessible (:41)

He notes further in a footnote:

I have found them neither in France, Italy, notdrael, not even in the best specialized librackthe
‘Institut Biblique Pontifical de Rome’ and the ‘HedBiblique et Archéologique Francaise de Jérusalem
but only in the Bodleian Library at Oxford (:41 ébotnote 23).

From the foregoing it would appear that the redealone by Meynet in this regard is
crucial in taking biblical scholarship forward asriakes viable methodological discourse in
biblical studies more accessible to interestedarebers.

One interesting textual representation referreytivieynet is th&abbald® interpretation
of Psalm 67 — known as the ‘psalm-menorah’ (:63¢yMet (1998a:3-17) has done his own
analysis of this psalffi What follows is my adaptation of his work. Theimdifference is
that my analysis demonstrates the true causalenafithe conjunctiory in the central aspect
of the psalm (v 4 — or v 5 if one takes into acddte title of the psalm in the Hebrew text)
showingwhy the ‘nations rejoice and sing for joy’ (Ps 67:4&).terms of the structure the

difference is relatively minor. In terms of meanimgwever, the change is quite significant.

3 According to Meynet (1998:63), the text is avaliéahsVatican Manuscript no. 214
4 His actual representation of the Psalm accordintpé pattern of thenenorahis available on the Gregorian
University websitéttp://www.unigre.it/rhetorica%20biblicgaccessed or"@May 2007).
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Psalm 67 in the pattern of thamenorah

1 God show kindness and bless us, and make his face shine on us.

2 Then the earth will acknowledge your ways, and all nations your power to save.

4Let
the . . . .

3 Let the nations praise you, God, let all the nabins praise you.
nations
rejoice you judge the world with justice,
and for ¢ you judge the peoples with fairness,

) you guide the nations on earth.

sing
or 5 Let the nations praise you, God, let all the natins praise you.
1oy 6 The earth has yielded its produce; God, our God has blessed us.

7 May God continue to bless us, and be revered by the whole wide world.

When the diagram is tilted 90 degrees to the fleét pattern becomes even more obvtdus

o judge the world with justies
ou quide the nations on earth,

1o judge Hhe peoples with Faieness,
7MWy God continue to bess us, and be revered by the whole wide world.

1 God show kindness and bless us, and make his face shine on us.

and all nations your power to save.

6 The earth has yielded its produce; God, our God has blessed us.

2 Then the earth will acknowledge your ways,

3 Let the mafions praise youw, God, let all the mations praise you.
s Let the mations prraise you, God, let all the mafions praise you.

:.H

4 Let the nations rejoice and sing for joy

Meynet does not merely lament the lack of relevaaterial to take the method forward;
he has actually made the ™&nd 18' century work of Lowth, Jebb, Boys and Forbes

“ The significance of thesevenbranches of thenenorahought not to be lost. Seven indicates totality
(cf. Vanni 2001:52-54).
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available on the website ®®BS®. The work of Boys (1824) is appropriately subtitiéA
general rule of composition prevailing in the H@griptures and will be used to highlight

some of the more salient features of Rhetoricallysisa

3.1.3.1  The insights of Thomas Boys (1824)

The following quotation from the ‘Advertisement the work produced by Boys (1824) is
relevant to this discussion as it demonstratésr alia the Semitic tendencies (cf. Meynet
1998:22) in the composition of NT texts:

THE existence and frequent occurrence of a mutoakspondence in the members of sentences have
long been recognized, as far as the Old Testarsectricerned, by biblical scholars; and have been se
forth to many useful purposes of sacred criticidhence, it was not unreasonable to seek similar
instances of parallelism in the New Testament:\artbus such instances have been produced, inla wor
often referred to in the ensuing pages, entitleacY&d Literature.” In that work, the Right Reveremdi
Learned Author, having first fixed and extended dioetrine of parallelism with an especial referetwe
the Old Testament, proceeds to apply its principteshe New: but not without a previous argument
which justifies this farther application by evergnsideration of probability and analogy. He obssrve
that the parallelisms of the Old Testament ardmethin the Septuagint Version; and that similanfe

of composition are found in the Apocrypha, andhia writings of the Rabbins. Thus prepared, we are
carried on, proceeding from analogy to proof, totgtions in the New Testament from poetical pafts o
the OId; in which quotations, the original parafieis are carefully-preserved. We are next presented
with complex quotations, and subsequently with gtiobs blended with original matter, all equally
pervaded by parallelism. Finally, the work lead®ngo original parallelisms of the New Testamenic

thus it is satisfactorily proved, that the rule @dmposition, recognized as prevailing in the Old
Testament, prevails also in the New. | believe lyrba allowed to say, satisfactorily proved, because
whatever differences of opinion may exist as tantgerand whatever questions may have been raised
respecting particular instances adduced, few persalh be found to deny that the instances from the
Old and the New Testament have a common structode character, and therefore if the title of
parallelism is admissible in one case, it is equsdl in the other.

From the introduction by Boys (1824:1) it beconeé=ar that ‘Sacred Literature’ in the
guotation above refers to a work by the forerunRebert Lowth. What is striking in this
work, in which Boys quotes both Lowth and Jeblth& all three scholars made use, to some
extent at least, of terminology subsequently emgdiolpy Meynet and which will be used in
this dissertation. A full list of the terminologyilwbe provided under Appendix | at the end
of this thesis’.

Prior to demonstrating the actual compositionatdees of several New Testament books
Boys (1824:13-71) describes his methodology. Halspef the various types of parallelisms

(:2-12). For example he describesamtinuougparallelism using the text of 1 Cor 3:6-7

6 A very good example of where Semitic logic presideer the reading of biblical texts is the wdtkctica
Sacraby Boys (1824). This is available on:
http://www.retoricabiblicaesemitica.org/Testi_FotatdTacticaSacra.pdf (last accessed on"3@ugust 2010).
Copyright for this work is vested ifRhetorica Biblica e Semitic§2003).

" Cf. 3.1.4.4 below.
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In this arrangemeratanswers t@, b to b, andc to c. Boys (:3) also notes the possibility of
such a parallelism embracing not just a few vetsgsthe ‘bulk of an epistle’. Of greater

interest to Rhetorical Analysis however, is thieovertedparallelism where:

Of the various examples cited (:2-8), | have chdkese of Ps 135:5-18, Mt 13:54-58, and Jn

a | did the planting,
b Apollos did the watering,
c but God gave growth.
a In this, neither the planter
b nor the waterer counts for anything;
c only God, who gives growth.

stanzas are so constructed, that, whatever beutinder of lines, the first line shall be paralletiwthe
last; the second with the penultimate; and so tinout, in an order that looks inward, or, to borraw
military phrase, from flanks to centre (:3).

5:8-11.

3.1.3.1.1 Ps135:15-18

The idols of the nations are silver and gold,
made by human hands.
These have mouths but say nothing,
have eyes but see nothing,
have ears but hear nothing,
and they have no breath in their mouths.
Their makers will end up like them,
evervone who relies on the

In these eight lines:

Boys (1824:3) also notes that the correspondentgruch stronger in the original’ text of

the first line refers to idolatrous nations

the eighth line to those trusting in idols

the second line refers to the fabrication of idols
the seventh line to the fabricators of idols

the third line refers to mouths without articulatio
the sixth line to mouths without breath

the fourth line refers to eyes without vision

the fifth line to ears which do not hear

the OT than in the translations.
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3.1.3.1.2 Mt 13:54-58

(a) and, coming to his home to\
A (b) he taught the people in their synagogu
B in such a way that they were astonished and said,
C 'Where did the man get this wisdom and these miioas powers?
(c) This is the carpenter's son, surely?
° (d) Is not his mother the woman calledriv
€) and his brothers James and Joseph and Simoruda@ J
° (d) His sisters, too, are they not all here with us?
C So where did the man get it all?'

B And they would not accept him.

@) But Jesus said to them, 'A prophet is despiségdioris own country and in his own house,
A
b) and he did not work many miracles there becauskeedf lack of faith.

* D refers to the father and mother of Jesus
* D to the brothers and sisters
0 c andcreferring the males; and
o0 d andd to the females
* C andC contain the enquirwhere
» B refers to the astonishment of the people
» Brefers to the opposite, i.e. their non-acceptamdceno
* The extreme members A aAdshow a twofold correspondence (and for that reason
similar to the central component D aDjl
0 a relates to Jesus, going into his own country amefers to the treatment
meted out to him there.
o b andb refer to the work of Jesus in his own country ¥aching (b) and did

not work miracles thereby.
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3.1.3.1.3 Jn538-11

a Jesus said, 'Get up, pick up your slee-mat and walk arouns
b The man was cured at once,
¢ and he picked up his mat and started to walkratou
d Now that day happened to be the Sabbath,
d so the Jews said to the man who had been curéeslthi Sabbath;
c Yyou are not allowed to carry your sleeping-mat.'
b He replied, '‘But the man who cured me
a told me, "Pick up your sleeping-mat and walk aralihd

+ d andd refer to the Sabbath,
* C andc to the sleeping mat being carried,
¢ b andb to the man cured, and

*« aanda to the words of Jesus.

Thus Boys (1824) shows that OT compositional tepies also feature in the NT.
Whereas in some cases the parallelism is restritied few verses and can be easily
ascertained, in other cases this is not so andehlereader has to search. Boys (1824:9)
nonetheless insists that timeegrity of passagelse maintained. It would appear then that the
presuppositions defined by Meynet (1998:169-1819 aescribed hereunder, could be
augmented by another viz. that one should not agparhat the biblical authors have joined
together.

3.1.4 Presuppositions of Rhetorical Analysis

The importance of Rhetorical Analysis is succincsiyelt out as follows: Rhetorical
Analysis is not one method among others that ongadapt or ignore; it is an indispensable
step in exegetical research (Meynet 1996”10Yhis being the case certain defining
presuppositions are necessary to show the disshong characteristics of the approach and
also its viability as a scientific tool in the umganding of biblical texts. After some
philosophical discourse on the meaning of ‘presspjmm’, Meynet (1998:169) concludes

with the following comment:

What | would call my presuppositions are not gehesaltural, ideological, theologica priori, which
impermeate, along with many others, my thought, twadl | received from my formation, my teachers, or
simply because | live in the second half of thertiiggh century. | leave the analysis of these pypesitions

“8 The actual wording in Meynet (1996:10) is: ‘L’aisaketorica non & un metodo tra gli altri, chepstrebbe
adottare o ignorare ; esso € una tappa indispdesidiia ricerca esegetica’.
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to the men (sic!) of the arts, philosophers ordrians of thought. My purpose is much more mod&tat |
would call my presuppositions are what | believébéothe firm points of the analysis | practice amat |
have tried to formulate, particularly thanks to linguistic training that | received.

What then are these ‘firm points of analysis’? Al fdescription is found in Meynet

(:169-181). It can be summarized as follows:

3.1.4.1  First Presupposition: ‘Biblical Texts are Composd and Well Composed’
(:169-172)

This description sounds like a tautol8ggt first — but on further reflection a meaningful
point is made. The assertion that texts @mposedimply means that they have been put
together in orderly fashion, along a plan or a glesof some sort. That they areell
composed means that the design is sound and thanth result achieves the purpose of the
composer. Boys (1824:1) distinguishes between ngakilans for parts of the Scriptures’,
and identifying ‘the plan which actually prevaila them.” He speaks of a ‘mode of
arrangement’ (:1) which prevails in Scriptural @agss. Lowth saw the different aspects as
being ‘fitted to each other by a kind of rule orasere’ (:2).

If rhetoric is ‘the art of composing discourse athat persuasion’ (Fitzmyer 1995:53) then
it stands to reason, that simply by the naturdsotompositional features a biblical text has
the power to convince. What often seems to be lpageuctured and inorganic are in fact
composed according ‘to a logic which is yet to hscavered’ (Meynet 1998:170). Boys
(1824:1) considers it ‘no easy task to point ouerem their regularity consists.’ In its aim to
understand texts, Rhetorical Analysis considersabsolutely necessary to ‘bring the
composition of the text to light’ (Meynet 1998:2When confronted with a text, Rhetorical
Analysis presupposes this logic ‘at various lew&isorganisation of the text’ (:170). The
pattern or, ‘regularity’ to use Meynet's (:170)rtéf can be ‘obscure at one level but reveal
itself clearly at the next’ (:170). The implicatidrere is thatontextis often necessary to
discern the inner logic and pattern of a givenfext

To make his point Meynet cites the example of4i8:2. In the following distich the

parallelism is not all that obvious:

“9In any event Boys (1824:71) notes that ‘Tautolisgg figure of rhetoric’.

*0 The termregularity is also used by Boys (1824:2).

*1 The logic here isircular rather tharinear; hence interrelationships have to be consideredtie relevant
epistemological discussion cf. sections Il — MJapra (1982).
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Should yw pass through the waters, | shall be with y
or through rivers, they will not swallow you up.

But when examined at a superior level of textuglaaisation, the parallelism between the

two segments of the verse become apparent (:170):

Should you pass through the waters | shall be with you;
orthrough rivers, they will not swallow you up
Should you walk through fire, you will not suffer,
and the flame will not burn you.

This phenomenon of textual organisation, applicabliis instance to a relatively small unit
of textual composition, is also true for largertanRhetorical Analysis is not as concerned in
the history of forms as it is ‘in the particularalization, in the specificity of each as
individual texts’ (:170). Further:

Each pericope possesses its own organisation, éndigmtly from the texts it resembles in contene Th
internal link between each of its units and all dhieers (within that particular pericopgjorm a specific
system or figure that resembles no other (:171).

This principle is important as, where it is igngréalse conclusions can be reached. For
example, when delimiting the central section of Gaspel of Mark, many scholafsdentify
the unit as running from Mk 8:22 to 10:52. The oépr this is based on the idea that Mk
8:22-26 and 10:46-52 both describe the healindinfibess. Van lersel (1989:124) takes the
matter even further and justifies the supposedusich by noting that these two cures of
blind persons are the only accounts of the opeairige eyes in the Gospel of Mark. At first
glance, and on a superficial level, a comfortalmelusion is detected and a supposedly
natural textual unit is described. But the similais only on the level ofontent In terms of
the linguistic features and inner logic of Mk 8:2&@-and Mk 10:46-52, van lersel's
hypothesis is untenable. My licentiate th&sidearly demonstrates that Mk 8:22-26 belongs
to another sequence. It is in fact the lower end séquence which opens with Mk 7:31-37.
There are very convincing linguistic similaritieesttveen Mk 7:31-37 and Mk 8:22-26, and
equally convincing differences between Mk 8:22-2&1 aMk 10:46-52 which justify the
delimitation of Mk 7:31 — 8:26 as a textual Gnit

%2 The explanation in parenthesis is my own.

°3 Examples of such scholars are: Marcus (1999:62@®dhdry (1993:1045-9), and van lersel (1989:122)14
* This is an unpublished thesis submitted in paftifilment of the Licentiate in Biblical Theologgt the
Pontifical Gregorian University in Rome in 2002.eThull title of the work isA Call to Deeper Awareness — An
Exposition of Mk 7:31 — 8:26 Using Rhetorical Arsdy| was fortunate enough to have had Meynet hineslf
the supervisor and promoter of this work. Paged 8flthe work have relevance for the point in guest

5 In the language of Rhetorical Analysis, this textwnit would be called aub-sequencécf. Meynet
2010a:30).
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The foregoing is not merely to demonstrate lingaistaccuracies in one commentary or
another. It is rather to expose the fact that based false reading of the text, wrong
conclusions are posited. In terms of this typeeaiding the supposeaténouemenvf Mark’s
gospel viz. Peter’s confession of faith (8:29)ightighted. For example, Anderson (1976:35)
describes the Gospel of Mark as being ‘on the ate the passion story and on the other a
cycle of miracle stories...... Between the two therendtaas a watershed the episode of
Caesarea Philippi’.

In terms of the compositional features of the textvever, the actual centre of the Gospel
of Mark is not so much Peter’s confession of fathit is the implications for discipleship
vis-a-vis the cros¥. This does not in any way detract from the impmea of Peter's
statement on the identity of Jesus. Rather it shih@simplications of that statement for
authentic discipleship.

Meynet gives necessary conditions ‘to discoverdiganization of the texts’ (1998:171).
These ar¥:

» Patience: often one has to look for the composaliéeatures of biblical texts as these
texts often stay ‘long hidden from one’s gaze, efrem the keen observer’s, despite
the fact that they are self-evident’ (:171). Thduf@ in finding the convincing
construction of the text is due not to the ‘fauttymposition of the text, but to the
incompetence of the researcher’ (:171-2). In a weoiud tribute’® to Reader-Response
theory, Meynet concludes with the assurance thathnperseverance is needed as
whereas some texts are relatively easy to decipbtrer texts which resist
explanation will eventually yield the secret ofitt@omposition’ (:172).

« Learn to recognize the laws of Biblical Rhetorit7@°.

3.1.4.2  Second Presupposition: ‘There is a SpecificallyiBlical Rhetoric’ (:172-177)

After repeating what he notes earlier in his badk Meynet 1998:65f) that for westerners

there is only one type of rhetoric, namely the Ssiaal’ or Graeco-Roman rhetoric (:172-3),

*5 Once again, the above mentioned unpublished veor&l@vant. Cf. page 12 to see at a glance thetstaiof

the relevant passages and also chapter VI to seshtipe of the passages together.

5" Meynet (1998:171-2) gives three conditions. Thase summarized here into two as Meynet's first and
second conditions are implied in each other.

%8 The tribute may, or may not have been intentional.

%9 In this regard the very practical publication byyet (1996) is most useful as it contains manyases
through which the art of Rhetorical Analysis careoguired.
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Meynet with recourse to the pioneering efforts ebld and Boys, expounds his second
presupposition that ‘the rules of the New Testanoday the same rules as those of the Old’
(:173). There is a specifically biblical rhetodpplicable to both the Hebrew text of the OT
and also the Greek texts of the OT and of the NI'this is ‘distinct from the Graeco-Roman
rhetoric’ (:173). In other words the Greek texthiether of the Old or of the New Testament
‘obey the same organisational laws as those dfifieew Bible’ (:173).

There are three distinguishing characteristics ebidw rhetoric:

* It is more concrete than it is abstract: wherease&rrhetoric seeks to prove
abstract ide&% Hebrew rhetoric ‘describes reality, leaving teader to conclude’
(:173f~

* It is paratactic. In other words it ‘juxtaposes ooordinates more than it
subordinates’ (:175). Whereas Greek rhetoric usesdrminology of syllogisf
to convey logical relations, Hebrew rhetoric appdallexical repetitions between
symmetrical units to convey its logical relations.

» Rather than make use of the linear logic of Gréekaric, Hebrew rhetoric uses
‘concentrical §ic) arrangements’ (:175). Whereas the linear methodnges
argumentation in such a way that the conclusiomines the point of resolution or
the endpoint in the discourse, the non-linear nekthrganises its arguments in ‘an
involutive manner around a centre which is the famant, the keystone, through

which the rest finds cohesion’ (:175).

3.1.4.3 Third Presupposition: ‘The Review of a Certain Méhod of Historical
Criticism’ (:177-181)

Simply stated this presupposition posits that whsrhistorical criticism brings an attitude
of mistrust in the text, Rhetorical Analysis truststhe text and in its own internal logic.
Meynet (1998:177) proposes an apologetic for thiscpple:

One can tax rhetorical analysis of being naive ametitical. | have, for my own part, the weaknegs o
thinking that if the analysis called today ‘rhetafl was born before historical criticism, it hasclome,

through the ages, post-critical, or to put thingwerclearly and more frankly, a criticism of théicism,
especially literary criticism.

€0 Even such terms asopositioandprobatiolend themselves to this type of exercise.
®1 This appears to be another tribute to Reader-Respbheory.
%2 For example ‘given that ... it follows’, ‘whereag&herefore’ and ‘consequently’.
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Meynet goes on to mention the possibility of ‘iresii® (:177), but then notes that this
would leave the enquirer where s/he started. Hdlfirsettles on an agrarian metaphor stating
that one should ‘cultivate one’s own garden witle’snown tools and rigourously limit
oneself to one’s own field of inquiry’ (:177). Osenses a certain antagonism in his writing
(:177-179) as he goes on to accuse historicakistiti of actually imposing corrections of
texts ‘which for most part were totally uncalled’f0178)**. Rhetorical criticism, rather than
doubt the manuscript tradition, actually becomespmuous of the criticism (:178).

Apparently Rhetorical Analysis has:

so often verified that thelelenda metri causaevealed a profound ignorance of the laws of Hebra
poetry, that the displacements resulted from ahbdetanisunderstanding of semitic logic, that it has
chosen to ignore them when following the path seegch and to combat them vigorously when teaching
(:178).

3.1.4.4  The terminology of Rhetorical Analysis

In order to facilitate easy reference when readimgactual Rhetorical Analysis and the
relevant descriptive terms in this study, a glogsarterms and references is provided in
Appendix | at the end of the work.

3.1.4.5  Text boxes and the ‘rewriting of texts’

A study of the composition of the text is at tleat of any Rhetorical Analysis. The idea
is to discover the internal organisation and pattérthe textual unit under study. In order to
highlight the compositional features of the textwriting becomes necessafgewriting
aims at ‘visualising the rhetorical disposition thie text at different levels’ (:310). One
example of rewriting is the visual presentatioiPef67 under 3.1.1 above.

The procedure of rewriting is done on the origiasleven literal translations ‘deform the
text, in that they mask or destroy the rhetorioglife’ (:310).What is to be rewrittéh asks
Meynet (1998:311). The answer provided by him g text, all of the text, nothing but the

%3 This opposite oifrenicswould bepolemics

® Even the critical apparatus of the Stuttgarteisinot spared this attack (Meynet 1998:178). Meyfms
recognise the need for correction, but these habe tmade with respect to the internal logic ofttheé by those
who are familiar with the organisational featurdsbiblical texts. By way of footnotes he indicatefere
corrections, following Semitic logic, are indeedcessary. He also indicates cases where such lagidéen
ignored resulting in excessive changes (:178).

% The manual for this operation is detailed in Mey{1©98:309-316).
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text’ (:311). This means that any form of sub-texto be avoided. Therefore to demonstrate
similarities and opposites in textual elements,use of letters e.g. a/b/c/a’/b’/c’ is avoidéd
One uses instead special characters such as3/i#/#/::/ ]. If these are used carefully then
one can easily demonstrate opposites by the ube ¢f+ ] and [ — ] signs, and similarities by
the [ =] sign.

The rewriting for this dissertation will be dometext boxes or tables — initially using the
Greek text, and then translating the work into BfiglThis translation will sometimes go
‘beyond the limits of grammatical correctness’ (Met 1998:311) in order to preserve the
compositional features. Experience has shown tham & the grammatical conventions of
the host language are overridden comprehensiatillipassible. This can be clearly seen in
the following example taken from this dissertatiorwhich Jn 1:1-5 has beeawrittenand
then translated into English:

+ TEv dpxd fv 6 Adyoc, kal 6 Adyoc fiv mpog 7OV Gedv,
= kol Geoc Ty 6 Abyoc.
2 = P 5 o ] ' z
+ “oltog v €v apxi mpog tov Geov.
Stdvta 81 abtod &yéveto,
Kol xwplg adtod éyéveto olde év 0 yéyovev
+ % adth (on v, kel M (W W 10 pa¢
= 1OV WwlpWTwv”
5 \ . P - ’ , e ’ 5\ 5 ’
+ kol T0 @¢ €V Tf) OKOTLY gaivel, KoL 1) OKOTLOL (UTO OV KoteAafev.
+ In the beginning was ther d, and theddrd was with God,
= and God was théor d.
+ 2This one wasn the beginning with God.
3All things through him became
and without him becamenot one thing which hdsecome
+ *In himlife was, and thife _was thédight
= of men;
+ ®and thdight in thedarkness shines, and thealarkness it not overtook.

Apart from special charactergalics, bold script, underlining, _double underlining, and
different fonts and colours are used to show wdrdsy similar semantic fields, and other

aspects of textual correspondence.

% One immediately notes the development on the tsffafrBoys listed under 3.1.1.1 above, where sutstare
freely used.
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3.1.5 A critique of Biblical Rhetorical Analysis

As refined as this method is and as useful as it irevealing the patterns and rhetorical
strategies of biblical texts, and even though athese its features such as parallelisms and
concentric constructions, Biblical Rhetorical Argfyas a systematic approach has not as yet
found its way into the mainstream of exegetical rapphes. Focusing as it does on
parallelism and concentric constructions the metthoels appear to be more conducive to the
analysis of poetic texts but Meynet has shown #sfuiness with a variety of genres and
forms. He has produced a commentary on the Godpealle (Meynet 1988) and together
with Bovati has produced a commentary on the bdake prophet Amdg. Meynet (2001,
2009 and 2010a) has also produced books on sedidhs synoptic Gospels but apart from
the somewhat closed circle &ftudia RhetoricX, not much is available in the way of
scholarly research. This is where this study séeksake its impact and to take the approach
forward.

Rhetorical Analysis clearly has many positive gied but is also not without its
limitations. Fitzmyer (1995:57-58) points out thetten the analysis remains on the level of
style only it runs the risk of being superficiahi¥ is also my concern. In fact it has been

since the start of this project. The following iguotation from point 1 above:

| also gleaned from Professor Meynet the generalégecy among students to avoid this method — dfien
the detriment of the research. On the other hdratetalso exists the possibility of doing rhetdraxaalysis

for purely linguistic reasons. It is my convictidhat any biblical exegesis should lead to a deeper
understanding of the text. For this it is necessarnteract with the text as much as possiblethrd to use
complementary methods to see exactly how the tastneceived by the original audience. For this psep
insights from Reader-Response Theory will be uasdyill insights from studies in Intertextuality.

To be fair to Meynet (2010a:62), he does concede Rhetorical Analysis is not an
independent method. It is rather a step among ro#imgr steps and procedures in Biblical
exegesis. But this is only a recent insight and n¢y(:62) himself notes that ‘[tjhe Biblical

Commission’s documetitpresents rhetorical analysis as “a method” arid thie same for a

67 Bovati, Pietro & Meynet, Roland 199%e livre du prophéte AmoPRaris: Cerf.

% |nformation on thisschoolis available orttp://www.retoricabiblicaesemitica.org/Studia_Rivéta_it.htm|

% The ‘Biblical Commission’ refers to the Pontifidgiblical Commission which offers guidelines an@motes
the interpretation of Sacred Scripture. At presecdomprises such distinguished scholarsnéexr alia Klemens
Stock, Jean-Noél Aletti, Pietro Bovati, Donald Serand Ugo Vanni. Its past members compiiger alia
Raymond Brown, Albert Vanhoye and Joseph Fitzmjmiormation of this commission is available on the
website:

http://www.vatican.va/roman_curia/congregationstbfacb documents/rc_con_cfaith_pro 14071997 pebibhtml.

The document referred to by Meynet was issued @89 the Commission ofhe Interpretation of the Bible in
the Churchlt proposes various methods for the fruitful studyBiblical texts and includeBiblical Rhetorical
Analysis as one of these. The usefulness of thisigient is that it puts Rhetorical Analysis intogpective as
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long time. Now, | would rather say that it repraseone of the many “tasks” of exegetical
work’.

Fitzmyer (1995:58) discerns two further limitatiom the approach viz. firstly, being
essentially synchronic it cannot ‘claim an indepamae or autonomy as a substitute for the
basic (diachronic) method’; and secondly, ther@ danger okisegesi®s one could attribute
a level of sophistication to a text ‘that it reaityay not have’ (:58). Fitzmyer concludes by
advising that analysis be carried out ‘with disceemt’ (:58). While there does not appear to
be any scholarly critique of Meynet's Rhetoricalalysis one does get a glimpse of scholarly
opinion from book reviews. Writing for the Evangsali Theological Society and reviewing
Meynet's (1998) work on Biblical Rhetoric, KoptaR000:529-530) is highly positive about
the method and notes categorically that ‘one cadifpdind fault with Meynet’s proposals’
(:530). On the issue of whether the method is apple to a wide range of texts Koptak’s
solution is ‘to look for the kinds of relationshipad structures that Meynet has found across
a wide range of Scriptural texts and be glad foséhhe helps us find’ (:530). Clearly Meynet
has found a disciple in Koptak but one would beladlised to follow Fitzmyer (1995:58)
and carry out ones analysis ‘with discernment’.

Walsh (1999:344-345) in writing a review for that@olic Biblical Quarterly is highly
critical of Meynet (1998) even showing irritationthe editing maladies. On the methoet
se he does recognise that Meynet is ‘frequently intfid and worth pondering’ even if his
analyses at times ‘are theologically so ambititnz some readers will not find them entirely
convincing’ (Walsh 1999:345). Walsh finds that Meym applications are ‘procrustean’
(:344). | too have found some degreefating the issuas it were in Meynet's (1989 and
2010) analysis of the Prologue and have made tlpeoppate adjustments in my own
analysi$®. Walsh (1999:345) contends further that the imtstiions offered by Meynet
(1998) are at times ‘relatively autonomous from stizictural analyses ... he does not strive
for an organic integration of rhetorical patternangd interpretive dynamic’. It would appear
that Walsh has made his inferences from merelyystgdthe technical details of the
analytical tools as presented in Meynet (1998) had ignored the study of the actual
exegesis of passages (cf. Meynet 1988; 1989). lltokicourse be anachronistic to make
references to Meynet (2001; 2009; 2009a; 2010 adtD&) where the ‘integration of

one operation among others in the proper engagemémBiblical texts. Fitzmyer (1995) produced eefig
commentary on the PBC’s 1993 document referred thig footnote.

% For example, my analysis of the third part (Jr4118) in Chapter three of Section One below shdwset
pieces while Meynet's (1989:498; 2010:18) analgsisws three sub-parts, each with one piece. To g m
the imposing of sub-parts is redundant and apgedre done simply to mirror the construction of finst part
(In 1:1-11) where the part is divided into threb-parts.
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rhetorical patterning and interpretive dynamic’ (¥¥a 1999:345) is in evidence. What
Meynet does is to expose the compositional feat(@eshetorical dimensions) of the text,
situate the passage in its conféxéxamine the synoptic comparisons where applicabéel
intertextuallywhatever passage he studfesind then offer interpretations (:267-386). The
results are refreshing insights which leave ond he impression that Scripture has to be
read, and re-read repeatedly as what is pointedconohects intertextually and readily

synergises with one in the reading process.

4. Why rhetorical analysis in this study? In factwhy rhetorical analysis at all?

To address the first question it must be concdllatthere is a personal preference for this
way of reading Scripture. Apart from this it is appnt that there is a low frequency when it
comes to the application of Rhetorical Analysis #mat there is no significant development
outside of the closed circle @tudia RhetoricaThis being the case | wish to make a
contribution from outside of that circlby taking the approach further, using it in comjtimn
with other relevant theory. This is in fact oneled main contributions of this thesis.

As regards the second question in the headingeahbwust be stated that others have
arrived at more or less the same (thonghexactly similar) conclusions as this thesis when
examining the structure of Jn 1:1-18. Boismard 786) and Culpepper (1980:3) for
example centre the text on vv 12-13. This thesissdaot contest that vv 12-13 as a unit
forms the centre piece of the passage. The differeomes when examining the deliberate
placing of terms — in other words the craftinglod rhetoric. Prior to presenting her proposal
on the structure of the Prologue, Coloe (1997:41lefters a useful synthesis of approaches
using parallelisms. Referring to the work of bothidnard (1957) and Culpepper (1980) she
shows that ‘to become Children of God’ (Coloe 1997:in v 12 is the central proposition.
Staley (1986:249) discerns a ‘thematic, symmetrigtalicture of the prologue’ and also

shows vv 12-13 to be the centre. None of theselachbowever uses the term Rhetorical

I He distinguishes betweeémmediatecontext andwider context (Meynet 2010a:157ff). While the former
refers to the pericopes which precede and follogv uhit under study, the latter refers to a brodublical
context. When necessary the extra biblical contegiscussed as in the case of the ‘[p]rayer ofiradbman to
Amon, god of Thebes’ (:89-91).

2 Cf. for example the descriptions of [t]he blinddathe lame in the Old Testament’ (Meynet 2010a:76§
mantle’ (:75) and ‘[t]he Lord’s rest’ (:105).
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Analysis to describe their effoffs reverting instead to the wosdructure In fact the very
title of Staley’s (1986) article is ‘The Structuoé John’s Prologue: Its Implications for the
Gospel’s Narrative Structure’. Now it would app#aat these scholars arrive at more or less
the same conclusions as mine bia different routes. | have deliberately used the word
moreorlessn the foregoing as it is clear to me thiare is a differencein the conclusions as
regards the centre of the Prologue, and an impoota® at thdf. While it might appear that
Culpepper’'s (1980:153{) structure is similar to mine, it is decidedly ribe case for while
Culpepper (:16) refers to ‘language’, ‘conceptsi aftontent’ to arrive at his conclusion, |
find the centre (an entirely different one) by exaing the compositional strategies and the
deliberate placing of terms. In other words | exanthe rhetoric inherent in the work. If
rhetoric is ‘the faculty of observing in any givease the available means of persuasion’
(Aristotle 1941:1318), and if, as Ong (1967:210ReRims, that writing and rhetofitare

inseparable in the communication of ideas, themidtkes perfect sense to explore the

3 Outside of the Prologue other studies examiningcsire also show certain features which give aight
into the composition of biblical literature. Bruesggann (1984:95-98), for example, shows the patiefPsalm
32. There are didactic sections which open andedlos psalm (vv 1-2 and 8-11) and the ‘transforometi act
of verses 3-7' (:98) occur in the centre of the position. Brueggemann does not use the tRMmetorical
Analysissimply stating that ‘[t]his psalm is easily dividédto three parts, with the middle portion holdittg
most substance for us’ (:95). My Rhetorical Anadysf the psalm illustrates the same results with shme
introduction and conclusion and | divide the cenprartion in the same way that Brueggemann (:96¢8%s
viz. physical immobility in vv 3-4, articulation ofuilt in v 5 (note the pattersin-iniquity-transgression-
iniquity-sin) and well-being in vv 6-7How Brueggemann arrived at his results | do notvkn&hat | do know
is that | arrived at mine through Rhetorical An&ysThis does not simply take thematic consideratimto
account nor is it focussed solely on determinirg ¢bentral element. It looks at the patterning ef tibxt from
several perspectives starting with linguistic rielaships. It makes divisions and associations kil at
linguistic patterns. With respect to Psalm 32 wRhetorical Analysis does is that it identifies #amission of
guilt as being at the core of the psalm andhascondition which leads to liberation. Admittedlyete is little
difference in the results but does that mean thetiduld slavishly follow Brueggemann and not inspée
psalm from my own perspective? That there is greatcidence in the results does not in any wayadéefirom
the fact that a meaningful and transformationalkeeigmce resulted in engaging with the psalm. Arnrosicholar
who identifies a meaningful central unit is Loa@010). He locates a psalm of David i.e. Psalml&6ékied on
either side by two Korah psalms i.e. Pss 84 — 88;Rss 87 — 88. He arrives at his conclusions specting
context and form-critical symmetry. The latter ‘geates a further contextual dimension, notably tiajenre-
related intertextuality’ (:666). His work shows awf levels of synergy in the psalm cluster (Pss 84-8
Admittedly there are some similarities with RhetatiAnalysis but the fact that Loader (2010) doesuse the
approach (of Rhetorical Analysis) does not in amaywetract from the benefit of either RhetoricalaBsis or
of his own eclectic approach. Rhetorical Analysidut one approach among many others (Meynet 19p6:1
and that is the approach favoured by this thesis.

" Whereas Boismard (1957), Culpepper (1980) andeBiEI986) show that ‘to become Children of God: (cf
Coloe 1997:42) is at the centre of the Prologue,amglysis showsoic motebovoy ei¢ t0 dvope adtod (V
12b) to be the centre with the temutetovowr being the very core of this centre. This will bealissed and
justified when my actual analysis is presented.

S Culpepper (1980:16) offers a diagram in which Bednstrates the ‘evidence for the chiastic strectdithe
prologue’.

‘5 For Ballif (2009:429) rhetoric also embraces ‘aliterary’ features. In short it referred to ‘whae ancients
experience@ndpracticed rather than what they composed as treatises9):42
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rhetorical features and devices used in the cortippsif the Prologu® in order to see what

it is that the real author wants to convince thelied reader/hearer/audience bf. nuce
while a general perusal of the structure of thekweweals an anthropocentric centre in the
Prologue, Rhetorical Analysis shows a further efilent viz. that the termiotebovolv
enjoys a strategic place in the composition ofgghssage. The strategy will be revealed as
the work progresses as by the end of this workuieeof therotedw group of words in the

Gospel of John will be made clearer.

5. Conclusion

To sum up, this study investigates the Prologueatigmpting a retrospective and a
prospective reading of the text. Analysis of Jn-181will be done employing the procedure
of Rhetorical Analysis. It is a technically demamglprocedure and does not find itself in the
forefront of the preferred ways of reading textpr@sent. This project sees an opportunity to
test the procedure and if possible to take it fodv®eeper engagement with the text will be
done using the strategies of Reader-Responsei€mti&nd of Intertextuality.

The envisaged shape of the project is as follows:

General Section One: Section two: a Section three: a General
Introduction the Text of Jn 1:1-18 retrospective reading. prospective reading. Conclusion
The project is An introductory A presentation of the | This section investigates A conclusion to

explained and the chapter dealing with | theoretical assumptions| the relationship of the | the work and also
methodology is | textual technicalities, | used to profile the implied prologue with the rest of  indications of

outlined and three chapters of reader of the prologue, | the Gospel of John. Thg  avenues to be
justified. textual analysis, and 8 and an investigation into|  profile of the implied pursued in the
fourth chapter showing the OT and cultural reader is developed along future are
the pattern of Jn 1:1-18 influences on the Prologue these lines. presented.
are presented. are discussed.

We can now turn our attention to the foundatiqueatt of this dissertation viz. the actual
text of Jn 1:1-18, its textual features, its techhidetails and, of course, its Rhetorical

Analysis and meanid§ Meanings will be arrived at gradually as the easi dimensions of

" Ong (1967:210) specifically points out that ‘wmiji itself was taught through the teaching of rtiet¢r210)
and states further thatetoriké’ is ‘the Greek term for the art of oratory’.

8 One has to be cautious with the use of the woegning.It is not to be understood in a static way. Here it
simply means what is given in the text — includihg gaps (cf. Iser 1974:34, 38, 40, 208, 214, 28@) other
textual strategies (cf. Iser 1974:30 ff) designedure the real reader into the world of the téeaning or,
more correctly, meanings will be arrived at througeraction with the text. These notions will bekined in
subsequent Sections as this work progresses.
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this thesis are explored. Hopefully at the endhef project a more informed reading of the

Prologue will be possible.
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SECTION ONE — THE TEXT OF JN 1:1-18

Introductory chapter

0. The Text: Jn 1:1-18

The Greek rendition of the passage is includecuttis heading. An English translation
will be proposed at the end of this discussion lan text after technical issues have been
resolved (cf. 0.4 below).

1, 5 ~ 3 ¢ 7 v , N \ \ , \ \ N ¢ ’ 2 = N ) ) ~ \ \
Ev apyf) v 0 Aoyog, kol 0 A0yog My mpo¢ Tov Bedv, Kol Be0c MY 0 AOYOG. “0ULTOG NV €V apxf) mPOg TOV
3 , ~ ~ \ ’ 4 ~ > >
Bebv. “mavte Su” abtod €yéveto, kal ywplg abtod €yéveto olde €v. O yéyovey €v alt® (wn MV, kel 1 (wn v
o, . 5 vy T , , N P, , 67,
T0 $O¢ TV avbpwTwY: Kl TO D¢ €v T okoTiy ¢olver, kol 1 OkoTio aVTO oV KotedwPev. Eyeveto
~ ~ oy 7 = »
&vBpwmog, ameotaAuévog Tapd Beod, dvope adt® Twavvng: ‘obtog AABev elg paptuplar Tve paptupnon Tepl
N ) . 8 - - - , - ,
10D ¢pwtdg, v mavtee motedowoLy 8L albtod. o0k Y €kelvog 0 Gdg, &AL Tva paptuphon Tepl tod dwtdc.
9, o , , M , 10, 5, - o
Hv 10 ¢&d¢ 10 aAnBivov, o dwrtiel mavto avbpwmov, €pYOMEVOV €LG TOV KOOWOV. ~ €V TG KOOUW NV, Kol 0
kOopog 67 abtod éyéveto, kol O kOOpog alTOV OVK €yvw ~el¢ T Lo MABer, kal ol (doL adtov od
TopéraBor.
12 s sy a s , ) - ) R ) sy
oooL 8¢ €AaPov aldTov, €Swker adTolg €Eovolav Tékve 0eod yevéoBul, Tolg TLOTEVOUOLY €i¢ 1O Ovopa
U T IR ) ) - ,
o0ToD, “"OL OUK €f alUATWV OVOE €K BEANUOTOC OapKOC OVLGE €k BeANUatog avdpog aAL’ €k Beod eyevvmOnoow.
145, « ¢ .4 e oy o
Kol 0 Aoyoc oopf €yeveto kol €oknuwoey €v muity, kol €Becoopebo tny O60Eov ovtod, S80foy wg
- , 15, - R ,
povoyevolg mapd TatpOg, TANENG XAPLTOg Kol dAndelac. ~Twavimg poptupel Tepl adtod Kol KéKpayey AEYwy,
® 2 7 ’ ~ 2 16 ~
Oltog v Ov elmov, ‘O Omlow upou épyduevog Eumpoadér pouv yéyovev, OtL TPATOC Wov Mv. —OTL &k ToD
o 174 -
TANPWLATOS aDTOD TUELG TAVTEG EARPOUEY Kol XEPLY GUTL YopLTog — OTL 6 vduog S Mwioéwe €868, 1 xdpLg
kel 1 aAndera Sue Inood Xpiotod éyéveto. ~ Bedv 0UGELG €WpoKeEV TWTOTE Wovoyertc Bedg 6 Qv €lg tOv
KOATOV TOD TaTPOG EKELvog EEMynonTo.

0.1 Delimitation of the text

0.1.1 External limits

As this passage commences with the beginningeofGbspel of John, the upper limit of
the passage defines itself. As regards the loweit, liverse 19 introduces a confrontational
dialogue and the action starts. The narrative i1\AB has set the scene and the real reader
has been informed. John has been introduced asassiand that witness is about to unfold
in v 19 and the subsequent verses. In terms ofrtbghological pattern of the text, it is
apparent that vv 1-18 are held together by refa®hayivouat in its various forms. There is
a change from v 19 onwards and further occurretctse word are not as concentrated as in
vv 1-18.
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0.1.2 The divisions of the passage for the purposes ofighthesis

Based on an examination of the linguistic similasi and also the internal organization
and inner logic of the passage, three parts hage telineated. These parts will make up the
material studied under chapters 1 to 3 hereunderoYerall depiction of the passage is
presented in chapter 4 at the end of the firsti@eeind it is at that point that the justification

of these divisions will be made clearer. At thsgst the pattern is as follows:

The pre-incarnate WORD Jn 1:1-11
The implications of the Incarnation Jn 1:1213
The incarnate WORD Jn 1:14-18

0.1.3 Structure

The structure of the Prologue will be attendedhta later section. At this point some of
the more salient questions regarding the matted hede briefly addressed. Schnackenburg
(1968:227) discerns that the Prologue has beentstad into three distinct sections viz. v
1-5 illustrating ‘the pre-existent being of the losg vv 6-13 illustrating the advent of the
Logos into the world and ‘his rejection’ (:227),dawv 14-18 illustrating the incarnation ‘and
its meaning for the salvation of believers’ (:22Barrett (1958:125-126) divides the text into
vv 1-5 which he callsCosmologicdl (:125), v 6-8 The witness of John{(:125) vv 9-13
‘The Coming of the Ligh¢125), and vv 14-18The Economy of Salvatiof125-126).

Brodie (1993:133) cites research — notably by RBEwn, questioning the unity of the
prologue with the rest of the work. Doubt about thety arose as a result of ‘the Hapax
Legomenon Fallacy’ (:133) and gave rise to the vibat certain aspects of the Prologue of
John had an independent existence. He describestriiture of the text under discussion
and notes of thénapax legomenauch as ‘Word’, ‘grace and truth’ and ‘fullnessin(
1:1,14,17) that these do not necessarily imply earlier independent existence’ (:134).
Wisely, rather than make such an inferential ldodie advocates that scholarship should
establish whether these terms ‘function well inrtipeesent position' (:134). The position of

this dissertation is that whether the terms fumcti@ll or not is not the issue. The assumption
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is that the termsdo function wellwithin the text. If they show any unusual featutegse are
deliberate and serve a purpose. These terms adadtie final text and this is what the real
reader has to cope with. With this in mind the kexgstions becomevhat functions do the
terms serveHow does the use of these terms bring out aspdédtse text? In other words,

whatrhetorical functions do these terms serve?

0.2 Textual criticism

From the trust in the teXt described in the third presupposition of the methmder
3.1.2.3 of the General Introduction above, it woalppear that Rhetorical Analysis is
oblivious to textual errors. Nothing could be fathfrom the truth. The point made under
3.1.2.3 of the preceding chapter that Rhetoricahlysis does not mistrust the text simply
means that it starts from a position of trust. &ira after all is to discover exactly what the
biblical composition is. In this regard Meynet (88®41-350) eloquently describes textual
criticism as a fruit of Rhetorical Analysis evenitiis only ‘secondary’ (:350). What follows
then is an evaluation of some of the recognizeth&dproblems using the guidelines offered
by Aland & Aland (1995:280-282). Scholarly opiniaill be examined and used but should
doubt persist options will be guided by the presigions of Rhetorical Analysis.

0.2.1 Verse 3: p0de €v) or (6 yéyovev)?

Scholars such as Beasley-Murray (1987:2) andzfyet(2000:167-168) regard this as a
textual problem but strictly speaking this is maesyntactical issue than it is a textual
problem. There is uncertainty whether v 3 shoulddaza so as to end witlhée év or with o
véyovev. In other words should yéyover be a continuation of what went before or with what
follows? Should it end v 3 or initiate v 4? Accardito Beasley-Murray (1987:2) most ‘early
writers, both orthodox and Gnostic’, opted for thiéc ¢ ending; ‘but the use of the
statement by the Arians and Macedonians to provéhanbasis that the Holy Spirit was a
created being led the orthodox to favor’ thegeyover ending. Most modern scholars however

v

consider theodée év ending to be intended, ‘on the grounds of rhytainizalance of the

¥ The reference here is to ttextus receptugcf. Aland & Aland 1995:5-9; 306).
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clauses’ because ‘the “staircase parallelism,” attaristic of v 1-5, is then preserved’ (:2).
Metzger’'s (2000:167-168) notes on vv 3-4 offer norenclarity. This dissertation considers
not so much the end of a particular verse or septes it does the end of a rhetorical unit. In
other words, whether the sentence concludesatihév or witho yéyovev is not the issue in
question. When considering the composition of tiet the feature ofibbreviatioR° is

preserved by ending v 3 withyéyovev:

3 -
TVt 6L DTOD  mmmmmmmmmmmmmmeee- €yéveto,
Kol ywplg adtod €yéveto ovde v 0 yéyovev.

It is therefore how this verse will be considerkdother words, in this dissertation v 3 ends

with & yéyover 8

0.2.2  Verse 4 éotw or ¥

Beasley-Murray (1987:2) cites the textual problarthis verse quite concisely:

Since the perfect tense pfyover is naturally followed by a present, some authesitinotablyk D OL
MSS), readéotir in v 4 instead ofjv. The external attestation f@v is slightly better than fatotwv; the
latter is probably due to accommodatifigto yéyover; moreover the occurrence 9f in the next line
indicates that such was read also in the first.

Metzger (2000:168) agrees with this. So too doés $kudy, but the reason here is the
rhetorical feature of repetition. According to Meyr(1998:22) ‘repetition is the first figure
of rhetoric’.

0.2.3  Verse 13 ol ok € aipatwy o0de €k BeAMuatog oupkdg 006t ék BeANUOTOC AVdpPdg
&AL &k Beod EyevvnBnoav.

Both Metzger (2000:168-169) and Brown (1966:11-i@jicate a variance between the
Latin and the Greek manuscripts. Whereas the foopts for the singular with respect to the
subject, the latter reads it in the plural. Bothtadder (2000:169) and Brown (1966:12) regard

8 cf. Appendix | for the meaning of this term.

8 This ushers in a difference between my rhetorcalysis and those done by Meynet (1989:492; 2010:8
obvious from his French rendition of the text thatdoes not take thebbreviation(also calledeconomy into
account. He ends the bimember piece of v 3 witadvint ried and commences the next piece comprising wv 4
and 5 with Ce qui est advenu

82 The reference here is to the fifst in the verse.
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the singular usage as being used to support tlggnvinirth. Ultimately Brown (:12) cites
overwhelming evidence to opt for the plural and thdow this thesis reads the verse.

0.2.4  Verse 18 povoyevic Bedg Or povoyevng vidg?

Relying on papyri 66 and 75, both Beasley-Murra§8@:2) and Metzger (2000:169-170)
opt for the former. Seemingly both appeal to thimqgiple ‘lectio difficilior lectio potior’
(Aland & Aland 1995:281). This study also accepte teading ofiovoyernc 8edc. Apart
from the reasons cited above, the rhetorical feaafrinclusio certainly makesiovoyevr
8edc the more probable reading linking v 18 with theeoipg verse of the prologue. It is also
worth noting that the rhetorical feature of repetit(with the worddeov earlier in the verse)

sustains the idea of divinity wheavoyevrc 6edc is retained.

0.2.5 A concluding remark on textual criticism.

Textual criticism is not an exact science. At bais¢ has to be content witkasonable
assumption®r approximationsof the text. Points 0.2.1 — 0.2.4 above are tlsiraptions
that will be used in the translation of the textden 0.4 below and also in the actual

Rhetorical Analysis in the subsequent chapterkisfdection.

0.3 Philological-Grammatical issues and problems

0.3.1 ’Ev dpxi v 6 Adyog inv 1

Both Schnackenburg (1968:232) and Bultmann (19jlpopose thattv apyf harks
back to Gen 1:1. For Brown (1966:Bgginningis not the beginning of creation as in the
Genesis text — it is rather ‘the period before toed Regardingjv 6 Adyog, ‘[tlhere can be
no speculation about how the Word came to be, fier Word simply was’ (:4). For

Schnackenburg (1968:232), this is a ‘real, perspnadexistence’ with a timeless quality as
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the Word ‘already existed, absolutely, timeless atetnal’.Hv indicates the Word simply
‘was in existence’ (Zerwick 1996:285). What we hahen in the opening verse of the

Gospel of John is a description of the timelesspéfiseo Adyoc.

0.3.2 mpdg tov Bedv invv 1 and 2

Brown (1966:4) cites the two possibilities of urgtanding this term. The first is read as
‘with God’ and implies accompaniment. The secondesd as ‘towards God’ and implies
relationship. The choice of how to read the versgds on how one reads the preposition
mpoc. If it is read as a preposition of motidhen one would have to opt for the reading which
implies relationship. This would be the positionMbloney (1998:35) and of de la Potterie
(1962:366-387) who argues thab¢ used with the accusative always implies motion.

Over and above this BDF (8239 no.1) notes thaptleositionmpoc when used with the
accusative, ‘extensively’ implies motion, but tlitadlso ‘very often’ implies accompaniment.
One of the texts cited as examples of the lattse da the text under discussion. Brodie
(1993:238-239), in describing the simultaneoustjmate and distinct aspects of the Word,
notes thatmpog tov 6eov ‘is sufficiently ambiguous to suggest both preseraed
relationship’. Whatever the case, the rhetoricatuiees are constant. My position is that it is
perfectly in order for poetry to have a degreeai-nesolution. The phrase would make sense
in whatever way it is read. Would it not, in thaise, be wise appeal to the interaction
between the real reader and written word to dete¥nmow the phrase is read? My own
reading of the text — notwithstanding Moloney’s 4885) and de la Potterie’s (1962:379-
382) arguments, favours accompanirfierBut one must not look at these concepts as being
mutually exclusive. That the Word accompanied taehér does not in any way exclude the
possibility of relationship. In fact the oppositetiue. This is borne out by the useciaf tov

kéATOV T0D Tatpdc™ in Jn 1:18.

8 Morris (1995:66-70) offers useful insights int@tshades of meaning ofd¢ tov 6edv. So too does Beasley-
Murray (1987:10-11).

8 De la Potterie (1962:366-379) argues very conwigigi in favour of relationship based on the syntéixic

with the accusative. There is undoubted motion .h€héis would be the equivalent of the HebréwSee for
examplerry—5 in Is 43:1. The idea of motion (into the bosontle Father) has also been taken up by Devillers
(2005:63-79) who resurrected an idea proposed hgnBod almost six decades ago and nuanced it with
theological insights of the Fourth Gospel (:73-38d also with insights from the work of Irenaeu&{79).
What is novel about these insights is that it isjnst the Only Begotten who islans le sein du Per¢:63) —
those believing (Jn 1:12) have also been led mtdbsom of the Father by the Only Begotten.
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0.3.3  kal 6ed¢ v 6 Adyog inv 1

Unlike mpo¢ tov 8eov in 1b here there is no article beféxéc. BDF (8§ 273) explains that
predicate nouns are generally anarthrous but Bray@66:5) points out that this does not
necessarily apply in the case of identity. He ajspawre to the idea in the NEB translation
that “what God was, the Word was™ (:5). For Schkanburg (1968:234) the statement
emphasizes the ‘nature proper to God and the Logosmmon’. What we have then is the

statement that 16yoc was divine.

0.3.4 obltoc A év dpxi TpdG TOV Bebv IN Vv 2

Schnackenburg (1968:236) regards this statemdmeiag the ‘starting point of the way of
Jesus the Redeemer’. He was ‘with the Fatherl(éh 1:2), and came forth from the Father
(8:42; 13:3; 16:27f., 30; 17:8), to return theremhis work on earth (17:24)’ (:236). It is this
union with the Father that determined Jesus’ dygaiitd authority.

0.3.5 mavte 8 adtod €yéveto, kol ywpic adtod éyéveto obde €v inv 3

Notwithstanding the claim that ‘the Prologue hadisiory independent of the Gospel and
does not necessarily have the same theology aGdbpel’, Brown (1966:85 does link the
use oféyéveto to Genesis 1. The reference therefore is to areaierwick (1996:285) notes
thatdwe, when used with the genitive (assin adtov) indicates an instrumental cause but can
also point to a principal cause. BAGD (1979:180%aibeséix in Jn 1:3 as referring to
‘Christ as intermediary in the creation of the wiariBeasley-Murray (1987:11) notes that
there is a difference between mediator andiraermediarybetween God and creation, as
though the Logos were a species of demiurge’. Hesnfurther that ‘the creative activity of
the Logos is the activity dbodthrough him’ (:11). The question then is whetheri§ihs the
principal cause or is he the intermediary? Commegnbinkal ywplc adtod éyéveto ovde €v
Louw-Nida (1989:89.120) conveys the notion of astrumental cause stating that the Word

was ‘involved’ or ‘took part’ in everything that wacreated. Furthermore this lexicon (90.4)

8 This matter of the relationship between the Pratognd the rest of the Gospel of John will be exgalanore
fully in Section Three of this dissertation wherpasition different to that of Brown (1966) will lzelvanced.
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notes thabie with the genitive is ‘a marker of intermediate agewith implicit or explicit

causative agent’. Zerwick (2001:8113) on the otiemnd advises that too much stress ‘must
not be laid on the use of the prepositian with the genitive as expressing the role of
mediator, where it is used of Christ’'s (the Wordis}ion as creator’. Zerwick has no doubt

that Christ is creator. | wholly subscribe to thisw and that is how | read Jn1:3.

0.3.6 & abte (wn v, kel 1) (wf fY 10 $A¢ TRV bpwTwY NV 4

Here the relationship af A6yoc to the world and to humans is described. Creatson i
dependent on Adyoc for its very life. In this regard Bultmann (1971)4fbints out that ‘life
was not inherent in creatures as creatures. Thestheacase from the very first — it was not as
though it was once otherwise!” Brown (1966:7) isistent thatwn ‘never means natural life
in John'. The reference is to eternal life — mooebgcause this life is identified with light
(:7). O Adyoc is not only the giver of life — he is also the lighhich illuminates humans.
Schnackenburg (1968:241) states the case quitelychen he points out that ‘the life
which was in the Logos means light for men (sic)'.

0.3.7 kal 0 ¢Q¢ €v tf) okotle daivel, kal 1) okotie adtd ob katédofer NV 5

Zerwick (1996:285) gives two possible meaninggmabiopforw — either to seize, grasp
and understand; or to overcomauw-Nida (1989:32.18) also gives two possibilities. to
comprehend and to overcome, and posits that ‘a wlargl involving both meanings may be
intended, something which is typical of Johanningles Bultmann (1971:48) and
Schnackenburg (1968:246) decisively opt for thenfari.e. to comprehend. Brown (1966:8)
intensifies the problem in adding that the wordldalso mean to accept or to welcome. This
is the sense in which Beasley-Murray (1987:11) giewtaiepporvw. My tendency is to go
with the possibility of an intentional wordplayovercomeas it addresses the struggle in the
Gospel e.g. in chapter 9 andmprehendas it addresses the misunderstandings evidest
alia in chapters 4 and 6. Brown'’s (1966:8) idea of waile is also feasible as Jesus is often
rejected in the Gospel. What we have then is avafety of possibilities when reading the

text. However when translating one has to choosk rap translation at the end of this
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chapter opts foovercomesimply because it demonstrates the power of dighesence in the

world.

0.3.8 dameotoApévog mapd Beod in v 6

The full verse readsEvyéveto avbpwmog, ameotaipévog Tapd 8eod, dvopn adtd Twavvng.
When used with the genitive the prepositiapa. indicatesfrom and notby as indicated in
the NJB. John has been sent from God in the sdraeQod originated the action. Of
ameotaApévoc maps Becod BAGD (1979:106) indicates that ‘John the Baptistswet, like
Jesus, sent out frsif) the very presence of God, but one whose comirgylwaught about
by God'. The nuance afepa 6ecov is that God directed the action. The us@&mbraipévog
indicates that John was ‘invested with an officraésion. When he speaks, it will not be in

his own name, but in the name of God who has gerit(Boismard 1957:25).

0.3.9 ’Eyévero inv 6

Louw-Nida (1989:91.5) regard8yéveto as a discourse marker indicating new information
and Schnackenburg (1968:250) points out that iésindicates the appearance of John at a
given moment in history as opposed to the timetegstence 0b 1oyoc as indicated by in

verse 2.

0.3.10 oltoc HA6ev ei¢ paptuplavy Tve paptupfion mepl tod Pwtdg, Tve TavTeg

motebowoly &L adtod in v 7

The wordnavtec in this verse appears to be in contrast to Jn Widre it is indicated that
the purpose of John’s coming was that Jesus ntightevealed to Israel (Brown 1966:8).
Brown adds that ‘the idea is that ultimately Johe@ Baptist's message would touch all men
(sic)’ but does not given any explanation. My vieswhat the Prologue gives a global picture
while Jn 1:31 indicates an actual historical ocence. The Prologue tells us how the global

vision will be realized. There is thus no contrddic between the use dio mavteg
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motevowoly in verse 7 andve ¢avepwdf ¢ Topani in Jn 1:31. On the use p&ptuploy

o paptuprion Louw-Nida (1989:33.262) notes that the referende isparting information
about which the speaker has direct knowledge. Kidal «Otov in this verse means through
John the Baptist and not throughidyoc as belief is in Jesus the light (cf. Schnackenburg
1968:252).

0.3.11 olk v éxeivog 0 dAg, GAL Tva paptuprion mepl tod dpwtdg in v 8

Louw-Nida (1989:89.59) points out thatx in this context is a ‘marker of purpose for
events’. John is not the light but the purpose isfdoming is to witness about the light.
Boismard (1957:26-27) points out that there waslamic between some of John’s disciples
and the early Christians. Some of John’s disciplggied that baptism alone was sufficient
for salvation. Over and against this the Evangegl@nhts to the necessity of faith in Jesus.
Therefore this verse declares that John is nolighe but a witness to the light. It is after all
on the witness of John that the first discipletotwlJesus (cf. Jn 1:37).

0.3.12 "Hv 10 ¢&¢ 0 dAnfwiv, 8 dwtiler mavta &vbpwmov, épyduevov eig TOv kdopov in

v9

The issue here is how one understapgéucvov eic tov kéopov. Does this clause refer to
Tavte GvBpwmov Or toto ¢po¢? Boismard (1957:27-28), Schnackenburg (1968:2%)-36d
Beasley-Murray (1987:12) point out the grammatipaésibilities ofépyouevov. All three
references see two possibilities and in the wofdBeasley-Murray (:12) ‘[e]ither reference
makes sense, and is harmonious with the contexsidally one could correctly parse
€pyouevor as:

* Participle, accusative masculine qualifyinguta &vépwmov or

* Participle, nominative neuter qualifyind ¢aog.

Han (1971:178) opts for the former but, producmgrely a parsing guide, does not
provide any reason for his choice. Brown (1966:9-d the other hand appears to be more

convincing that the participle qualifies ¢&c. If one looks at the context verse 8 refers to the
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light to which John witnesses. Verse 10 informshat the ‘Word (= the light) was in the
world’ (:10). Furthermore Brown (:10) informs usathin Gospel of Johépydpevov ei¢ tov
koopov is not used of humans but of the light. This igetin Jn 3:19 and 12:46. Finally
Brown (:10) refers to the contrast between vv 8 @nd‘John the Baptist was not the light,
the real light was coming into the world’. This ¢ieis convinced by Brown’s argument and
understands the participdgyoucvov as qualifyingto ¢d¢. This is reflected in my translation

under point 0.4 below.

0.3.13 The reading of the secondal in v 10

€V 1) KOOUW MV,
Kol 0 kOopog 8L adtod éyéveto,
K&l 0 KOOROC a0TOV OUK €YVw

Meynet (1989:494; 2010:13) makes a case for tatingl the seconeui of the verse (cf.
10c) as a contrasting conjunctionmdis. His argument, however, is not convincing in that
he does not indicate what rhetorical function theppsed change would make. My position
is that one has to read the segment in contexttlzatdshould the switch to a contrasting
conjunction be made in v 10c, thein v 12 will lose its force. It is in that verse2jlwhere
the contrast needs to be highlighted so as to gbevehetorical purpose of the work. As
regards the segment in question, it would be bestetain the neutral use afi and
following Zerwick (2001:153), to read the verse ds:the world he was, and the world
through him became&nd yethim did not know’. In this way the text retainsethense oin
spite ofthe world having become through him, the world wiidd know him. Brown (1966:3)
also preferyet To affect Meynet’s proposal would be to introdaceaspect of adversity not

intended by the text.

0.3.14 ei¢ o 16w AABev, kal ol 8oL adtov od mapérafor inv 11

The first thing one notices about this verse & thta 16w 11a is neuter whilei 15iou

in 11b is masculine. Why the difference? Brown @26) notes the difficulty and Bultmann
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(1971:56) merely states that the ‘alternation betwe 5.« andoi idior should probably
be traced back to the translator’. Both authors tie possibility of the original being in
Aramaic which does not distinguish between the gendAs regardsa i6ie Brown
(1966:10) notes that the reference is to ‘what pexuliarly his own in “the world”, i.e., the
heritage of Israel’. With respect td i6io. Louw-Nida (1989:10) describes the term under
the heading ‘Groups and Members of Groups RegaaseRelated by Blood but without
special reference to Successive Generations'. &leeance is to ‘persons who in some sense
belong to a so-called “reference person” — his @eople’ (:10.12). Bultmann (1971:56)
points out that v 10 is parallel to v 11 with t¢) kéouw fv of v 10 corresponding ta¢ to
1dwe AA0ev of v 11. The second correspondence is betweer koopoc adtov ovk €yvw Of

v 10 andkei oi 18toL adtov ob mapérafor of v 11. Bultmann (:56) also points out tlkat o6
koopog 8L avtod éyéveto in v 10 is contained in the notion'@iov in v 11. So in spite of the
gender difference there appears to be no otheifisgmt difference between the terms. As
regardsod mapérefor in v 11b Louw-Nida (1989:34.53) notes thapaiouporew means ‘to
welcome, to receive, to accept, to have as a gudst'translation of v 11 under 0.4 below

would therefore readde came (in)to his own and his own did not recéive.

0.3.15 dooL &c éraPov waltlv, € wker abdtolg éEfovoilor Tékve Oeod yevéoBui, TOlg

motebovoLy €i¢ to Svope adtod inv 12

Louw-Nida (1989:59.7) notes thado. pertains to ‘a comparative quantity of objects or
events’ and translatéso. 6¢ érofor abtév in v 12a as ‘as many as received him’. There is
an apparent contradiction betwegn. & ¢iefor adtov and the preceding verse where we
are informed thati 1oL adtov od mapérefor. Boismard (1957:40) attributes this to ‘a
Semitic turn of phrase, which speaks in absolutethout qualifications’ and resolves the
issue by saying that whereas verse 11 refers tdahe who ‘on the whole ... refused to
receive Christ’. But for Boismard (:40) there weneceptions and these received ‘power to
become children of God'. Here he makes referencéhtn“little remnant” of Israel’ (:40-
41y,

8 The idea of remnant is found, for examphaer alia in Jdg 21:17; Is 10:20-22; Is 11:11, 16; Is 28:E8S;
37:31-32; Jer 23:3; Jer 31:7.
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Brown (1966:10) provides a useful lesson in syrigxpointing out thatoo. 8¢ €rofov
«0tov is not in its normal place in the sentence. This,explains, is acasus pendens
construction®’ which is ‘an expansion of the indirect object efrfpower” in vs. 12b’ (10).
Regrettably Brown (:10) omits to give a reason fiois grammatical feature. It is my
contention that the construction serves to highitgh anthropocentric foctfsof the passage.
Furthermore, the section uses contrasts to highbightain salient features e.g. there is a
contrast between those who do not accept the éghtthose who do. Verse 11 ends with
reference to those who do not. The contrast isagwed and highlighted by beginning verse
12 with reference to those who do accept the light.

With respect to the use of the word<éobar Schnackenburg (1968:261-262) points out
that these persons are not yet children of Godnalilibecome children of God only by the
capacity they ‘receive from the Logos’ (:262). Heé8ehnackenburg (:262) indicates the
emphasis on the fact that God confers this graée.arjument is that the wokdovoiav
could have been omitted and the verse would stilveyed the notion of ‘God’s bestowal of
grace’ (:262). He points out that ‘in JoBrdovar alone (with infinitive) can indicate God’s
bestowal of grace (cf. 3:27; 5:26; 6:31,65; 19:1)t¢fovolar can be added ‘as a mark of
emphasis’. The emphasis here appears to be on @Gutitdive. Schnackenburg (:262-263)
also provides insight into the use of the claugeeciovor ei¢ 10 dvoue adtod. This ‘is
typically and exclusively Johannine (cf. 2:23; 3:1B Jn 3:23; 5:13) and implies the
acceptance of Jesus to the full extent of hisesiélation’. This faitf® is only possible with
the ‘historical bringer of salvation’ (:263) anditiself a grace given by God.

With respect to the use &fovsiar, Boismard (1957:42) demonstrates that outsiddef t
Prologue this word ‘always means for st. John asokibe authority ... it is the power to
dispose of life as one pleases’. Pointing out thahe OT life always ‘pertains primarily to
God’ (:42), Boismard (:43) concludes that ‘St. Jalould hardly have imagined that man
(sic) could receive any “power” in respect of thife’. Brown (1966:11) and Bultmann
(1971:57-58) also question the usec@fuoiar aspowerand hark back to the fact that ‘in
Semitic ym (5wd6vel) can be used by itself in the sense of “give pssion™ (Bultmann
1971:57, cf. Brown 1966:11). All things considest bearing in mind the limitations faced

87 The casus pendensonstruction refers to a word or a phrase in d@esee which is taken out of its normal
place and placed first. Brown (1966:10) notes thigt Semitic construction occurs 27 times in Johd anly 21
times in the Synoptics. It therefore appears taah#gohannine way of emphasizing important aspecthef
message.

8 This anthropocentric focus will be taken up ldtethe work when the summary of the pattern oftthe is
presented under 4.1 of Section One below.

89 Schnackenburg (1968:558-575) provides a usefuhsgis of faith as conveyed in the Johannine liteea
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when translating such nuances, my translation ufdebelow renders Jn 1:12 as follows:
‘But to those who did receive him, he gave powerbezome children of God - those

believing in his name’.

0.3.16 ol obk € aipatwyv o0de ék BeAuutog OupkOG 008t ék BeANUOTOC Avdpdg GAL &K

Beod éyevvriBnoav in v 13

Louw-Nida (1989:23.52) indicates that all ‘langeachave expressions for human birth,
though these are frequently in idiomatic formsalko points out thgikvvaw when used with
¢t alpotwr (as in Jn 1:13) makes reference to physical birtle children of God then, are
not of this order. Furthermore Louw-Nida (:25.28)licates thabeinuatog owpkog is an
expression for sexual or physical desire. Onceratig children of God are not generated
through this condition. They are literally genedafeom God. Louw-Nida (:41.53) indicates
thatek Beod eyevvnonoov is a literal parallel toevvndf dvwder in Jn 3:3 which means not
only born again, but also born from above or bawmf God. The reference to Jn 3:3
immediately causes one to think of baptism. Bultméi®71:61) refers to those born thus as
‘God’s offspring’. The three negatives in the veasel the contrasting conjunctiéiia make
it absolutely clearly that human agency does ngpale one to becoming a child of God — it
is divine initiative. In the words of Schnackenb((i®68:263) ‘[i]t is a strictly supernatural
event, wrought by God alone’.

The use ofeiua in the plural ¢iuatwr) is problematic. Both Boismard (1957:44) and
Brown (1966:12) note that to the Hebrew mind blostlen used in the plural, always refers
to bloodshed. Both also cite the possibility of faral referring to both male and female
roles in generating life. But this possibility appg to be anachronistic as gender sensitive
language was not a preoccupation in Biblical tim@se has to contend with a lack of

resolution here. My translation under 0.4 belowdsee®dlood(s)’.
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0.3.17 Kol 6 Adyoc oapE é&yéveto kol éokfMvwoey év fulv, kol éBexodpede thy O6Faw

adtod, 808y W¢ povoyevolg Tapd TaTpog, TANPNG XAPLTOG Kol dAndetag in v 14

Louw-Nida (1989:9.11) notes thatpt describes humans as physical beings and translates
0 A0yog oapé €yéveto as ‘the Word became a human being’. Boismard (X#8547) points
out that the reference is to the whole person -mmarely a body independent of the soul. In
the discussion on ‘Change of State’ Louw-Nida (1289%8) makes it clear and issues a
cautionary remark that in the case of Jn 1:14 thenge does not entail ceasing to be one
thing and becoming another. In other words the Wiitichot lose his divine state.

With respect t@dokrirwoer év Muiv Zerwick (1996:286) indicates two possibilitieshe t
aorist éoknrwoer could be either an inceptive aorist indicating thatoyoc ‘took up his
abode’, or it could be a global aorist indicatitgtto Adéyoc ‘dwelt among us’. The word
tokfrwoer according to the Friberg Analytical Lexic8titerally means to ‘live or camp in a
tent’. Liddell-Scott (1940:1608) also describespow as ‘to dwell in a tent’. Boismard
(1957:47-48) agrees with this and notes that ‘@herBible, it had become almost a technical
term for describing the dwelling of God with hisopée, there are good reasons for thinking
that St. John adopted the word in all its rich ibddl significance’. The reference here is to
God's presencé with his chosen people in the Exodus experienoemk:-Nida (1989:85.75)
definesoknrow as ‘to take up residence, to come to reside, toectmrdwell’ and translates
Jn 1:14 as ‘the Word became a human being and @&medhg us’. This insight influences
how the verse will be rendered in my translatioden0.4 below.

With respect to the use ot, Boismard (1957:52) and Brown (1966:13) argue thistis
not ‘as if’ he were an only son. The referenceoidr the quality of’ (:13). With respect to
Topd. Totpde, does this term qualif§éear® or povoyevodc? Doesthe glorycome from the
Father or doeshe Soncome from the Father? Both Boismard (1957:52-53) Brown
(1966:14) indicate that both readings are possibtel7:22 refers to the glory which the
Father has given to the Son and as Boismard (12ppints out povoyevrc ‘is closely
bound up with the idea dfeing sent by the FatheHe shows quite convincingly thatpa
matpog refers to the sending of the Son (:53). Wibhoyevodg following mapde metpd | have
no difficulty in accepting such a reading. Brown9¢6:14) though not as decisive as

Boismard, appears to be in agreement.

% This lexicon is a resource on BibleWorks 6.
1 This matter will be discussed further in SectiamgTbelow when the referedikfvwoer is examined.
92 This term will be discussed more fully under p@r2.2 of chapter three in Section Three below.
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0.3.18 ’Twavvng paptupel mepl adtod kel kékpayey Aéywv in v 15

Whereasuptupel and Aéywv are in the present tenséxpayev is in the perfect tense.
BDF (8§ 101) notes thafpalewv is rare in the present tense and cites Jn 1:1% &xample
where the perfect form is used as a present t@iseis employed in ‘a vivid narrative at the
events of which the narrator imagines himself (gichbe present’. Once again BDF (§ 321)
cites this case in Jn 1:15 as an example. FurthrerBDF (8 341) makes reference to ‘[t]he
present perfect’ — once again citing the ocaggayer of in Jn 1:15 as an example. Here the
possibility of this being a case of ‘literary idions posited. Whatever the case, my
translation under 0.4 below rendéksavvng poptupel mepl adTod Kol kékpayey Aéywy as:

John witnesses about him and cries out saying ...

0.3.19 "0 4miow pov épyduevoc Eumpoadéy Wov yéyovev, &tL mp@TOC pov AV in v 15

This aspect of the verse is teased out more mlighapter three of Section three of this
thesis. For now it is important to note the gramoadtand syntactical nuances of John’'s
witness. Save for Boismard (1957:58-59) who makesesinsubstantial comments about one
walker overtaking another, the classical commeasasay very little (cf. Schnackenburg
1968:274) or are strangely silent (Brown 1966; Bwalhn 1971) abou® o4miow pov
EpYOuEvoc €umpoaber Wov yéyover, OtL TpRdTo¢ Mou Mv. However if one examines the

construction of the verse one does see an integefgature:

Twavvne PepTupel mepl adtod ‘0 0Tlow pHov €pyOpevog
Kol kékpayey Aéywv, umpoobér pou yéyovev,
Obtoc 1v ov elmov, oTL TPATOC POV .

The description of the piece is under point 3.1f2Section one, Chapter three below.
Sufficient to note here that v 15 a, b, and c areued with words from the semantic field of
speech — all in bold. The role of John is indicagdthe worducprtupel in v 15a and is
consistent with the semantic field of speech. Tdmsion of John is described using the
continuous present tense. The unit comprising 4,18, and f which is the actual witness of
John shows gradation froafter to beforeto first. At first glance this would appear to be a

gradation in rank. The actual comparative elementdaver resides in the genitive form of the
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first person pronoupou. In all three casgsu constitutes a genitive of comparison (cf. BDF
§185). In order to see clearly what John’s dedlamateans his testimony needs to be teased
out. Whereas in the case @fiow pov the indication is ‘of time’ (BAGD 1979:575), with
respect tdumpoodér pov the indication is of rank (:257). BAGD (:725) egestp®toc pov

to before mein the sense of being earlier. This indicates flwdin is the constant and that
Jesus is the variable firstigoming later John, secondlganked prior to John, and thirdly

being ahead of (i.e. before) John with respedhte.t

0.3.20 kal xapwv dvti xapitog inv 16

For Beasley-Murray (1987:14), the reference isfitesh grace’ and ‘inexhaustible grace’.
Morris (1995:98) sees grace in comparative terrag)paring grace with the law. Boismard
(1957:60-61) too, relying on such sources as Origéwril of Alexandria, and John
Chrysostom, argues along similar lines. Such a vievs the risk of supersessionfSrand is
to be avoided as it tends to diminish the imporaoicthe OT for Christian living. Boismard
(:60) dismisses interpretations that opt for anuaudation of grace. The syntax éft. is
rather difficult and different scholars translate yopw avti yapitog in different ways.
Morris (1995:95) opts for ‘one blessing after amottand goes on to describe the continuous
and inexhaustible nature of divine blessings (:98loloney (1998:33) opts for the
substitutionist interpretation and translates theage ‘a gift in place of a gift.” Zerwick
(2001:95) lists a few views including the subsigatof ‘a new grace in place of the old grace

which is abolished*, and the divine presence in Christ instead ofHimshekinah’.

.....

.....

reference in Jn 1:16 be to threexhaustiblefont of divine grace and to its continued benefits
for the believer? It is after all a covenant wordi anust be read with the new covenant in

mind. Our attention is thus drawn to Jer 31:31-34.

% This term refers to the claim that the OT is sapded by the NT. Brueggemann (1997:9-15, espediigly
footnote #36 on p 15) offers a concise definitibthe termsupersessionism

(s sbwb mpE Yo woy 13 ).

% BibleWorks 6 provided the opportunity for a wordasch and also for the looking up of the Hebrew
equivalent ofyapiv.
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3'Look, the days are coming, Yahweh declares, whshall make a new covenant with the House of I
(and the House of Judali¥,but not like the covenant | made with their anoesthe day | took them by the
hand to bring them out of Egypt, a covenant whicbytbroke, even though | was their Master, Yahweh
declares®® No, this is the covenant | shall make with the of Israel when those days have come, Yahweh
declares. Within them | shall plant my Law, writittgon their hearts. Then | shall be their God #rely will be
my people* There will be no further need for everyone to keaeighbour or brother, saying, "Learn to knpw
Yahweh!" No, they will all know me, from the ledstthe greatest, Yahweh declares, since | shajiertheir
guilt and never more call their sin to mind.'

Noteworthy in the text is the fact that thew covenanis exactly like the old:
aph ommr mym ovorb o’ mm (Then | will be their God and they will be my peepl This
is none other than the first covenant (cf. Gn 18:Ex 6:7, Ex 29:45, Lev 26:12, Lev 26:45).
What then is new about the so-callevcovenant? The newness lies precisely in the way in
which it is dispensed. It will be more a mattethod heart. There will be intimacy with G8d

The notions of interiority and of a deepening amass of God are not unusual in the
Gospel of John. One needs merely to look at dosigieificance of being born again in Jn
3:3-7, and of water in Jn 4:9-15. Thg) eipr sayings throughout the Gospel of John (cf.
4:26, 6:20,35,41,48,51, 8:12,18,24,28,58, 9:9, ,00171,14, 11:25, 13:19, 14:6, 15:1,5
18:5,6,8) also testify to this deepening realitytdrms of an accurate translation of the text,
there is still much uncertainty. But is this reaitgublesome? | do not think so as it causes
the real reader to participate more in the reayerated by the text. In other words this
uncertainty could be construed to be similar t@p i the text (cf. Iser 1974:34, 38, 40, 208,
214, 280) which could be filled with progressiveigher meanings in accordance with the
capacity of the reader. The great variety of poksés flowing from the use of the phrase
kel xoepw avti yaprtog (Jn 1:16), far from detracting from an accuratalireg of the verse,
actually stimulates further interest and interactivith the text. The days of wanting to
domesticatehe text, or even manipulate it are over. The reatler needs to learn to respect
the text and to treat it in an open ended way partner in communication. And if some
issues are unresolved, then perhaps that is thstioh of the implied author or even the real

author.

% Bozak (1991) has done a meaningful exegesis oB0e81 and notes that the new covenant is aimed at
‘interiority and spirituality’. This enables us kaow God.
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0.3.21 &t 6 vépoc S Mwicéwg €606m, 7 xapLc kel 7 &Affewe S Inood Xpiotod

&yéveto inv 17

Zerwick (1996:287) sees in this sentence ‘two Iferatatements, reflecting Sem. co-ord'.
but such Semitic co-ordination ‘does not excludeosd.” (:287). The sentence is to be
understood asfor while the law was given through Moses, grace @mth came through
Jesus Christln examining the particlext in the middle of the sentence Zerwick (2001:8
452) also makes a case for subordination and clthatsit is possible to read the verse as:
whereas the law was given through Moses, gracetraid came through Jesus Chrigthere
appears to be an element of adversity in the usghafreas’. Schnackenburg (1968:276) also
brings in an element of adversity by translating Wlerse asi-or the law was given through
Moses, but grace and truth came through Jesus CiMig translation of the verse under 0.4
below is influenced by Zerwick (1996:287) and redétsr while the law was given through

Moses grace and truth came through Jesus Christ.

H A

0.3.22 Bedv obdeig €Wpoker TWmOTE: povoyertc Bedc 6 v €ig tOv kéATOV ToD THTPOG

éelvog EEnynoato in v18

The termcov koAmov indicates the region of the body from the breashéolegs when the
person is seated and occurs in ‘idiomatic phrageshe NT as in Jn 1:18 (Louw-Nida
1989:8.39). The indication is one of intimacy ahaseness (:34:18). Brown (1966:17) uses
the word bosom which for him connotes affectionhr@ckenburg (1968:280) appeals to the
use of the word in the OT which shows not just i, but a deep intimacy. With respect
to enynoeto Louw-Nida (1989:28.41) indicates that the meaningo ‘make fully and
clearly known’ and also to ‘provide detailed infation in a systematic manner (:33.201).
The basic idea is of full and total disclosure.udelsecomes the absolute revealer of God (cf.
Bultmann 1971:81-83). This is the fruit of the mécy between the Father andoyoc.

Brown (1966:17) asserts thaivoyevne 6eoc is a ‘casus pendehsvhich is resumed by
exelvog in the last clause so as to give the idea that thedonly Son ‘has revealed him'.

Once again the emphasis is that Jesus is the ezypealexcellence
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0.4 Translation of Jn 1:1-18 (this is my translation 6 the passage) based on the above
insights.

!In the beginning was the Word and the Word was v@td and the Word was Go’He was, in the
beginning, with God’Everything became through him, and nothing that besame without hinfin him was
life and the life was the light of human being&nd the light shines in the darkness and the dakuees no
overcome it.5There was a man named John, having been sent frath ‘Be came as witness in order [to
witness about the light so that all might beliemeotigh him®He was not the light, but came in order to witness
about the light>The true light which enlightens all people was awgninto the world!°He was in the world
and the world became through him, yet the worldraitiknow him*He came (in)to his own and his own did
not receive him.

2Byt to those who did receive him, he gave powebewome children of God — those believing in himea|
who, not out of blood(s), nor of the desire of fiesor of human will — but of God were begotten.

¥And the Word became flesh and tented among usywensaw his glory, glory as the only-begotten of the
Father, full of grace and trutftJohn witnesses about him and cries out sayings‘Whis the one of whom|I
said “the one coming after me became before meatme he was before m&Because out of his fullness we
have all received grace upon grat&or while the law was given through Moses grace tauith came through
Jesus Christ®God, no one has ever seen; it is the only-begaiteBod — the one being in the bosom of the
Father; who has made him known.
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Chapter one — the pre-incarnate word

In the language of Rhetorical Analysis the Progfithe Gospel of John can be studied
as a singlgpassageomprising thre@artsviz. Jn 1:1-11, 12-13, and 14-18.

1 First part: The pre-incarnate Word: Jn 1:1-11

1.1 Composition.

The first part consists of three sub-parts vizlv; 6-8; and 9-11 (Meynet 1989:481-501;
2010:1-28". These divisions are based on a close examinafidine rhetorical features of
the text. Some of the logic has already been mésir n the preceding chapter when the
divisions of the text were proposed. Other explanat will be offered as the work

progresses.

1.1.1  The first sub-part — Jn 1:1-5: Table and descriptn®,

1 ~
+ VEv dpxf v 6 Adyoc, kel 6 Adyog v mpo¢ Tov Gedv,
= kol Geog M O Adyoc.
2 = 5 5 - ' \ 7
+ “oltog fv &v_apxi mpog tov Geov.
3, . ,
mavte 51 adtod &yévero,
Kol xwplg o0Tod éyéveto olde v 0 yéyovev
Z " -
+ " aldtg Con 1, kel 1) Cwn W 10 gac
= TV abpdTwy:
5 \ ~ ) - , , e ’ 5\ 5 ’
+ kol TO @Pdic €v T} oKotly Paivel, Kol 1) OKOTLe c0TO 00 KoTéAaPev.

7 Meynet (1998:229-247; 375) provides the justifimatof the textual unit of sub-part. Ordinarily thember

of segments comprising this part does qualify tleistn into pieces rather than sub-parts. However
preliminary work with the text demonstrated thatracial feature discussed under 1.1.2 below woakkteen
unexposed had the complexity of sub-part not besern.uMeynet’s (1989:481-510; 2010:1-28) analysikesa
use of sub-parts rather than pieces but he doegvetherationalefor this.

% In these text boxes, the English translations migh read smoothly as the compositional featuse tbeen
preserved. A smooth translation of the entire tender study has been presented under 0.4 of tleeding
chapter.
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+ 'In the beginningwas theWor d, and thaddrd was with God,
= and God was théor d.
+ 2This one wasn the beginning with God.
3All things through him became
and without him becamenot one thing which hdsecome
+ %In himlife was, and thife ‘was théight
= of men;
+ Sand thdight in thedarkness shines, and thedarkness it not overtook.

This first sub-part comprises three pieces. Trs fiiece (v 1-2) is a trimember segment
with the first member (v 1a) consisting of threarts, the second (v 1b) one, and the third (v
2) two. The first terms in the extreme members lavand 2) are balanced with similar
referentsfv, 6 Aoyog, the corresponding pronoufroc, andév apyn), as are the last terms of
these membersndoc tov Beov). The central aspect of the piece is a member by 1
comprising a single term and identifying the WoridhwGod. This member fittingly stands
alone, and forms as it were, the thesis statemktieopiece. The use of the conjoining
conjunctionkat links the Word with the beginning and also with Gédstriking aspect of
the composition is the use of the rhetorical featfreconomyor abbreviation(cf. Meynet
1998:376) in the third member (v 2) of the piedas Imy contention that this feature serves
to highlight the ‘existence’ of the Word. The cotgmofeiput, used repeatedly in this piece,
also serve the same function.

The second piece (v 3) is made up of a single iibee segment. The first member has
two terms and the second has three. The membevs Hationship through two pairs of
opposites:

e movte in v 3a andide év inv 3b

e & adtov in v 3a angwpic avtou in v 3b.

The pronounitou relates to the main subject of the sub-part&izoyoc. The last terms are
cognates of/ivopar. The piece is held together by the threefold (seognates of the verb
yivopar in this single verse. Meynet (1989:492; 2010:9)akseup the cohesiveness of the
unit by carrying the third occurrence gfvopet into the next piece. This, in my opinion,
breaks the pattern and overlooks the feature ofreatdtion in v 3a. This feature is
meaningful in that thenissingcentral term in the first member is literally noired by the
meaning of the central term of the second memb®r\(i2. éyéveto ovde €év. This highlights

the necessity of the Word for things to become.
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The third piece (vww 4-5) comprises a trimembernseigt with each of the extreme
members (vv 4a and 5) consisting of three termstla@adentral member (v 4b) consisting of
a single term. This single termay avbpwmwr) might cause consternation among those
readers who make use of conventional means of amgagth texts as the single ternf
avfpumwr) — a mere syntagm (Meynet 1998:201), comprisesrdgine member. As indicated
under point 3.1.2.1 of the General Introduction fefge 18 above), the issue when examining
the composition of texts is not so much contenit & shape and structure. Structurally the
central member (v 4b) of this third piece corregfgomwith the central member of the first
piece (v 1b). Meynet (1989:492) presents a singtaucture and points to the subtle change
in focus from God in v 1b tdés hommesn v 4b. Bearing in mind Beauchamp’s (cf. Meynet
1992:8) observation that the shape of the textesdoor to its meaning (cf. point 3.1 of the
General Introduction to this thesis), there isadsea hint of what will become more clearly
evident in the central part of the entire passagethat the Prologue has an anthropocentric
rather than a theocentric focus. The first (v 4&) the third (v 5) members are linked by the
use of words from the semantic field of lights¢, okotie, and ¢aiver). This third piece (vv
4-5) also shows a feature that would undoubtedleavoured memorization and there

appears to be a gradual leading up in a spiralftikhion to a definitive victory for the light:

o aldtg (on v,
kel 1 {om v 10 @ddg TV avbpwTwy
kol 10 @d¢ év Ty okotiq gailvel,
Kol 1) okoTie adtO 00 KoTéAafev.

“In Him life was
And thelife was thdight of men
°And thelight in thedarkness shines
And thedarkness it not overtook.

1.1.1.1  Synopsis of the sub-part

It would appear that the unit is constructed sot@asighlight verse 3 and that two

concentric units (vv 1-2 and 4-5) frame this cdrgeggment. The table would be as follows:
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+ TRy &pxf qv 6 AGyog, kal O AGyoc MV TpOg TOV Beov,
= kol 6edc v O AdyoC.
2 = ) 3 ~ \ \ ’
+ “obtoc v &v dpyf Tpog tOv Bedv.
3 o
mavte 81 adtod éyéverto,
kel xwpig adtod Eyéveto odde &v & yéyovey
4, 5 A Y e Y \ ~
+ Tev a0T® Comny, kol 1 Con Y T0 dAg
= Qv wdpdtwr:
5 s , , . L, ,
+ kol t0 dd¢ év Tf okotle dalvel, kol | okotlo adTd 00 KaTéAoBev.

+ 'In the beginning was the Word, and the Word wak @iod,
= and God was the Word.
+ 2This one was in the beginning with God.
. 3All things through him became,
: and without him became not one thing which has lmme.
+ %In him life was, and the life was the light
= of men;
+ “and the light in the darkness shines, and the éagkit not overtook.

1.1.2 The second sub-part — Jn 1:6-8: Table and descrijoin.

(=

+ “Eyeveto &vepwrog,
—_ 2 ’ 1 o
= QTeOTOAUEVOG Tapo Beod,

+ Bvope adT® Twdving

! el¢ papruplay

\ ~ 7
Tepl t0d Pwrog,

v paptuprion

that everyone

= lva movreg motebowoLy 81 adToD.
© olk My ékelvog 10 ¢aig,
+ AL Ty paprtuphon Tepl 100 Pwrdg.
+ ®came aman
= having been sent from God

+ His name was John.
+ "He came fowitness

that he mightvitness about thdight,

m ght believe through him

8He was not

thkight,

+

but that he mighwitness about thdight.

This sub-part comprises two pieces. The first)(is& trimember segment constructed in a
concentric pattern with the centre (v 6b) highligbtthe action of God and the extreme
members (vv 6a and 6c¢) referring to John. Each neemansists of two terms. The first term
(i.e. ’Evyeéveto) of the first member connects the piece with #ileo pieces in the sub-part, the

part, and indeed in the whole passage.
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The second piece (v 7-8) describes the missialobh. It consists of two segments (vv
7abc and 8ab). The first (v 7) is a trimember veilth member consisting of two terms. The
word witnessis repeated and this repetition is sustainedtimanext segment. The wolight
in the central member of the segment (v 7b) corsntbis segment with the next one (v 8) and
together with the reference witnessconnects the two segments of the piece.

The second segment is a bimember consisting otéwons per member. Each of the first
terms refers to John and the last term in eachredses tathe light. The reference to light is
what connects this sub-part to the previous on€el(gy. Examining both segments (vv 7 and
8) of the piece together one finds a neat coneentmstruction highlighting the purpose of
the sending of John. This feature would not havenbancovered had Jn 1:1-11 been

examined as a part with three pieces rather thanpast comprising sub-parts.

+
N
o
I%)
a
o
'a)
= 5}
>
D
m
<
m
—
Na)
©
a
c
©
o~
123
<

GAL Ty paprtuphion Tepl t00 @wrds

+

+

"He came fowitness,
that he mighwitnessabout thdight,
= that everyone mght believe through him
®He was not théight,

but that he mighwitnessabout thdight.

+

A grammatical feature of this piece is the overwtieg use of the subjunctive in verse 7b
(lve paptupnon), verse 7cipo Tavteg motevowolr), and in verse 8l paptupron). These
are the only subjunctives in the Prologue of Jang beingiva clauses, indicate purpose
(BAGD:376-377). The emphasis on purpose is reidrsy the use of the prepositian in
v 7a. According to Zerwick (1996:235) this prepimsitought to be read as ‘for the purpose
of’. The centrality of John’s having being sentnfr@God in the first segment (v 6) of the
previous piece cannot be over-emphasized. Alsowwthy is the fact thadmeotaiuévoc in
that segment is in the perfect tense i.e. the mdsiovalid for all time. This will arouse the

interest of the implied reader.
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1.1.21

Synopsis of the sub-part: Jn 1:6-8

................

e peptupnon

+ &AL lva paptupnon Tept Tod Gwtoc.

3 9 ’

NABev €lc paptuploy

mepl Tod PwTdg,

= Tva mdvteg motedowoly S’ adtod.

bcame a man
having been sent from God
His name was John.

+ "He came for witness,
that he might witness about the light,
= that everyone might believe through him

®He was not the light,

+ butthat he might witness about the light.

This sub-part introduces John the Baptist andcatds his purpose in being sent viz. to
bear witness to the light so as to bring all tahaiThe first piece (v 6) serves as an
introduction which highlights the importance of dohs someone sent from God. The
purpose of that sending is indicated in the cerasgect of the next piece (vv 7-8). These
verses are beautifully constructed to bring outcigedy that point. As mentioned earlier
under the previous heading this feature was hidshehhad to be uncovered through a close
reading of the text. Meynet's (1998:170-172) obatons that features being hidden at one
level can be discovered at another level and tied far patience are relevant here. Perhaps it

will be useful to quote verbatim from point 3.1.2flthe General Introduction to this work:

often one has to look for the compositional feagupé biblical texts as these texts often stay ‘Idvdden
from one’s gaze, even from the keen observer'spitteghe fact that they are self-evident' (Meynet
1998:171). The failure in finding the convincinghstruction of the text is due not to the ‘faultyngmosition

of the text, but to the incompetence of the reseat¢:171-2).

1.1.3 The third sub-part — Jn 1:9-11: Table and descripton.

kol 6 kdguog 81 abTod éyéveto,

o0TOV OUK €YVW
AABev,
oUTOV 0L TopernBov.

kel O Koguog

11, v
€l Toe  LoLa
N

Kol oL LoLoL

“Hy 0 $d¢ t dnpwév, | "He was théight true
0 dwtilel Tavte, &vlpwmov, which enlightens every man
€pyopevoy €lg tov Kdauov. coming intcthe world
10, ~ ’ N 10,

€V TQ) KOoUw n, In theworld he was

andtheworld

through him became,

andtheworld
To his own
and_his own

him knew not.

he came,
him received not.

This sub-part consists of three pieces (i.e. vwl@ab, and 10c-11) each of which

comprises a single segment. The first piece (6 @) trimember segment, which is connected
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with the previous sub-part through the use of tleeddight. Each member has two terms.
The first terms contain the verbs. The first memve®a) refers to the Word while the next
two members (9bc) refer to destination of the Wgikdng an ABB’ pattern. These last two
members are consistent in thabta dvépwmor andeic tov koopov show correspondence.
This reference is found throughout the piece wiikuog in v 10ab andce 16uee andol 18iou

in v 11a and 11b respectively. The use of the wdngov in 9¢c connects this piece to the
following two pieces of the sub-part.

The second piece (v 10ab) is a bimember segmerdtremted in parallel fashion with
each member comprising two terms. The us&dofioc relates this piece (v 10ab) to the
extreme pieces (vv 9 and 10c-1This piece describes the positive relationshiphef\tVord
with the world.

The third piece (vv 10c-11) is a trimember segmaistructed in a concentric pattern
with each member comprising two terms. Each offitlsé terms refers to the destination of
the Word and can be grouped with #depoc in the previous pieces. The extreme members
(i.e. 10c and 11b) show the negative attitude efwbrld to the Word and the central member
(v 11a) shows the positive attitude of the Wordhis same world. A feature of the central
segment (v 10ab) is the way in which it concludes, by way of repeatingerbatim what
has already been said in v 3&.-a0t0d éyéveto, thereby highlighting the instrumentality of

6 Adyoc in creatior.

1.1.3.1 Synopsis of the sub-part: Jn 1:9-11

*Hy 0 dG¢ TO GANPLVSY, It was the light true
0 pwrtileL oVt Gvlpwov, which enlightens every man
¢pxOpevoy elg tov Kdapov. coming into the world.
v 16 kbopw v, I the worlc he wa:
Kl 6 KOOHOg 5L’ altob éyéveto and the world through him became
ll(lm' 0 Koguog avrov ovk Eyrvw. and the world him knew nat
€ic & dia fABev, "To his own he came,
kal of [SioL avTov ov mapélafov. and his own him received not

% The use of the prepositiénd is explained in BDF (1961:119). In particular #2®%es that when used with
the genitive (as is the case in Jn 1:3a, 10b);dhiginator is probably also denoted’. The statfi$ d.6yoc and
his close identity with God is clearly attestedyiothe syntax of these verses. Corsani (1994:63&)s directly
to ‘la causa strumentale’ (the instrumental cawsleg¢n discussing the use &ftx with the genitive case. He
appeals to Rm 11:366%1 €€ adt0D kal 81” abtod kol €ig adtov To Tavta: adte T 608w €i¢ Tolg aldvag, Guny
to illustrate the point.
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The central aspect of the sub-part clearly demnatest the Word to be the agent of
creation and also shows the relationship betweem dnd the world. His relationship is
expressed in a positive way épyoucvor ei¢ tov kéopov (v 9b) andeic to 1w fA0er (V

11a), while the attitude of the world to him is eegsed negatively ckal 6 kdopog adtov

odk €yvw (v 10c) andutov obd mapérafor (v 11b) in the last piece.

1.2 Synopsis of the part: Jn 1:1-11

YRy apxd Av 6 Adyog, kal 6 AGyoc MV TPog TOV Bedv,
Kl Be0c MV O Adyoc.
2 = = ~
obtog v &v apyfi Tpog Tov Bedv.
3 .
Tovte 8L adtod Eyéverto,
Kol xwplg adTod EYéveto oLde €v O yéyovey
4 T 2 A
v oaUT® Comny, kol M Con Ny 10 A
TV AvdpWTWY*
5 vy , , ‘o S ,
kel 1O DG &v TH okotig dalver, kal ) okotlo adTO 00 KaTédaBev.

6 R
"Eyéveto dvBpwmog, v peptupnion  Tepl tod pwtdc,

k) ’ \ ~ ~
gcTreo-caM:tevog Tope 6eoD, = v mdvtec motebowoLy S’ adTob.
ovope avt® Iwavyine: Stk v ekelvoc T P&,

+ &Ad Tve paptupnon Tepl tod pwtdc.

"Hv 10 ¢id¢ t0 aAnbLvodv,
o ; c,
0 dwTifeL mavte avbpwmov,
épyOuevor  €ig TOV KOopOV.
10 ~ Iy
&V 1 KOoPw 7Y,
kel 6 kbopog 8u° adtod Eyéveto
Kol 0 KOOMOG 00TOV OUK €Yyvw.
1, e oa
€lg T 1oL MABev,
Kol ol LoLoL avToY ov Topernfov.
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!In the beginning was the Word, and the Word wak @iod,
and God was the Word.
*This one was in the beginning with God.
3All things through himbecame
and without himbecamenot one thing which hascome
“In him life was, and the life was thight
of men;
®and thdlight in the darkness shines, and the darkness it restank.

+ "He came for witness,

came a man : that he might witness about tlght,
having been sent from God = that everyone might believe through him
His name was John. . ®He was not théight,

+ but that he might witness about tiggt.

°It was thelight true
whichenlightens every man
coming into the world.
In the world he was
and the world through hifnecame
and the world him knew not.
"T0 his own he came,
and his own him received not.

The construction of the extreme sub-parts (i.el3/and 9-11) is structurally parallel in
that in each case two trimember segments framemerbber segment. Another point of
correspondence in the extreme sub-parts lies inigkeof cognates of the woy&opat. This
is significant in the central pieces (i.e. v 3 dlhb) of these extreme sub-parts. Yet another
aspect showing correspondence between these extmeitses the use of compounds of the
word AepBavw. This is evident in the last term of the last memaf the last segment of each
sub-part cf. the Greek text in which the terino ob katérafer ends v 5 and the termitov
o0 mapéraPov ends v 11.

The central sub-part is connected with the extremes through the use of the imperfect
form of eipt, the use of the woré6pwmov, and also by the use of words from the semantic
field of light (to d&¢). The highlighted features of the central sub-pagtthe sending of John
by God and also the purpose of that sending. gr#gard the use of the subjunctive it

is particularly meaningfdf®.

190 cf, Bibleworks 6: Resources (Wallag@reek Grammar Beyond the Bagics
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1.3 Observations of the emerging pattern: the finithgs thus far

Based on Beauchamp’s observation that the shatie aéxt is the door to its meantfiyy
this aspect of the work deals solely with what tiisetual features indicat®. An interesting
pattern emerges in that:

* The extreme pieces of the sub-part (i.e. v 1-8 Hdc-11)) show the relationship of

the Word:
o to God (1-2) and
o to the world (10c-11).

» The central pieces (i.e. v 3 and vv 10ab) of thieeexe sub-parts (i.e. vv 1-5; and 9-
11) show the Word (also describedrag light)to be the agent of creation.

* The pieces above and below the central sub-partv. 4-5; and 9) focus on light in
an intense way. The teright is in fact what connects all three sub-parts.

* The first sub-part closes with the indication ttiet darkness (which also falls into the
semantic field ofight) cannot overcome the light. In fagt &g év tf) okotie daivel
(IJn1:5) shows that the darkness actually becomesctimtext in which the light
shines. The third sub-part opens with an affirrmatizat the light enlightens all.

* The central sub-part has been constructed in swedtyaas to introduce a new figure
viz. John, who is sent in order to witness. Totgahe central piece (i.e. vv 7-8), one
has to first pass through an introduction (i.e.)vThis introduction is important in
that it immediately indicates on whose authority witness canté&®.

* As mentioned under 1.1.2 above, the second piezev{i 7-8) of the central sub-part
is a neat concentric construction in which the @mhember (v 7c) of the entire part
(Jn 1:1-11) contains the wortlotebowowv. The significance of this feature will
become apparent when the passage as a wholengratés. It is interesting that this

central aspect is sandwiched by the tégint in vv 4-7b and 8-9b.

101 ¢t 3.1 of the General Introduction to this work.

192 |nterpretation at this stage is of necessity ietstl as it deals only with one part. The patteand( the
meaning) will become clearer when entire Prologuexiamined as a whole textual unit.

193 of importance here is the meaning of the teemt(cf. Comblin 1979:1-6).
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Chapter two — the consequences of the incarnation

2.0 Second part: Jn 1:12-13

This is a rather brief part dealing with the cah&ispect of the passage.

2.1 Composition: Table and description
+ ool 6¢ é)apov adToV,
- Ewkev altolc eEovotav Tékvo, Beod yevéobBau,
[0 TLTEVOUOLY eic 0 Bvopo adrod, |
+ %0 odk & alpdtov 008 €k BEANUATOG TOPKOG 008¢ €k BeAuatog avdpog
- dAR &k Beod EyevviiBnoay.
+ "Butas many as received him,
- he gave to them authority childreh God to become
| to the ones believing in the name ohim, |
+ Ywhonot of bloods nor of the will of the flesh nor of the will of a man
- but of God were born

This part comprises a single piece with three ssgmviz. vv 12ab, 12c, and 13. Each
member of each segment has three terms. The exsegments (i.e. vwv 12ab and 13) are
bimember units and the central segment (v 12c)usimember highlighting those ‘believing
in the name of him’. The first segment (v 12ab) dnel last one (v 13), show the use of
synonymous lexemes (cf. Meynet 1998:184). Thesentes §oo., alrtoic andot), bring into
prominence those who accept the Word. The pattetimedirst segment iab. The use of the
adversativesc in the first term of the segment links the segmienthe previous one by
showing the difference between those who have eotived the Word and those who
have™,

The last segment, like the first one depictabhpattern. The first term of the last member
is a simplexAia, which, coming as it does after a series of negatihighlights the contrast
between being born of flesh and being born of Gofd Zerwick 2001:150). The three

negatives in v 13a reinforce the message thataslagimed in the last member (v 13b). The

194 The syntax of the adversative needs to be noted (cf. BDF #447). The referenceotsso much to a
preceding negative — as would have been the cabé\héa been used, as it is to demonstrate a new blessing o
those who did receive the Word. Although the tratish needs to read ‘but’ to retain the impact loé t
adversative, the verse carries the notion of ‘hawev
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gradual build up to this contradistinction — frohe trather general adversatide in the first
member of the part to the more insistélite in the closing member is noteworthy.

The central segment (v 12c) contains three teritistive central term comprising a word
already noted in 1.1.2 of the preceding chaptebdothe central aspect. That term is

mLoTEVOUOLY.

2.2 Synopsis of the part: Jn 1:12-13

12 ’ ’ ~
oooL &¢ ELaPov aldtdv, Edwker adtolg Efovolov

, 2 )
tekvo Beod yeveabu,

tol¢ moTevovoLy €lg 10 Svoua avro,

1361 ok & alpdrov oddt &k BeAfuatoc oupkde 008t &k BeAfuaTtoc Grdpde

GAL €k Beod éyevvibnoav.

But as many as received him, he gave to them atytt
children of Godo become

to the ones believing in the name of him,

Bwho not of bloods nor of the will of the flesh nafrthe will of a man,
butof Godwere born.

The pattern is a/b/c/a’/b’ with the central aspestrprisingly, not being the Word, but
those who have received the Word. These are the whe have faith®. The rhetorical
feature of paronomasigepesbour in 12b anckyevvidnoer in 13b) favours memorization of

the text and highlights the consequences of acugte Word.

2.3 Observations of the emerging pattern

Much of the observation has already been notetierdescription of the composition of
the text under 2.1 above. This part is smaller timnprevious one and from inspection, is
also smaller than the following one. The initiainbs of the extreme members (vv 12a and
13b) feature contrasting conjunctions. Whereasfitle of these conjunctions connects this

part with the preceding one and highlights theeddhce between those who receive the

195 This aspect will be re-visited when the impacttioé prologue on the rest of the Gospel is examined
Section Three below.
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Word and those who do not, the second contrastimjuaction highlights the difference
between those born of God and those who are n@&.stiategic placing ofiotetovoLy is

noteworthy. This term strongly connects this pathuhe first one.
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Chapter three - the incarnate Word

3.  Third part: The incarnate Word — Jn 1:14-18

3.1 Composition.

This part comprises three pieces — v 14, v 15,vanti6-18. Meynet (1989:498; 2010:18)
views this construction as having three sub-paatsheof which comprises one piece. My
contention is that it is unnecessary to introdingeunit of sub-part here as that is an arbitrary
definition to indicate an ‘intermediary’ level (Megt 1998:375) and there is no need for that
distinction in Jn 1:14-18. It is quite possibletthdeynet (1989:498; 2010:18) opted for this
description in order to balance off the first ahdd parts viz. vv 1-11 and vv 14-18. The
balance is achieved simply because sub-parts tatesta part. Whatever the case, each

textual unit under scrutiny is the same viz. a @iec

3.1.1 The first piece: Jn 1:14 — Table and description

+ YKol & Adyoc otpE éyéveto
+ kel - - EokNvwoey &v Ty,
= kol €Beaoapedo v d6Eav avtoD,

+ S0Eav ¢ povoyevodg Tapd TUTPOC,

+  TANPNG XOPLTOG Kol dAnOelac.
+ ™And the WORD flesh became
+ and - - pitchedis tent amongs,

= andwe saw theglory of HIm,
+ glory as of aNLY BEGOTTEN from the Father
+ full of grace and truth.

This piece consists of three segments, a centi@hamber (v 14c) framed by two
bimembers (vv 14ab and vv 14de). Each member ipithee comprises three terms giving an
overall balanced composition. With the use of tlieddyoc in v 14a this member, segment,

piece and part is connected with the first mem&egment, piece and part of the passage but
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more will be said about that aspect when the pasaaga whole is considered in the next
chapter.

Each of the extreme segments (i.e. vv 14ab ané)li4édcomposed of parallel members.
This might not be readily apparent and needs tieésed out. In the first segmemtioyog is
the subject of bothodpt évévero and tokfvwoer év fuiv. Meynet's (1989:498%°

» 107

‘rewriting’ =" of the segment demonstrates this as follows (tdyais is of the French text):

oapg
,
éyéveto
Kal 6 Adyog Kol
EokNVwoey
& Uty

The important point to note is that the segmentaggnted by v 14ab should be understood

as:

4
Kol 0 Adyog otpE éyéveto
kel (0 A0yog) EOKMVWOEV v Muly,

The actual omission 0 Adyoc in v 14b is the result of the feature of economy or
abbreviation (cf. Meynet 1998:376).

3.1.2 The second piece: Jn 1:15 — Table and description

Blodime popTUPEL Tepl adTod

Kol Kékpayey Mywv,

Odtog v ov elmov,

‘0 4miow pov €pyOpevog
Eumpoadév pov yéyovev,

oTL TPATIG HoL .

John witnesses concerning hirr

and hasried out saying

This man was he (of) whom said:

the one after me coming
before me has become,

because first of me he was.

196 This feature is not shown in Meynet's (2010:1-&8)isiting of his original analysis (Meynet 1989).

197 As pointed out under point 3.1.2.5 of the Gendnatoduction to this thesisewriting refers to the
presentation of the text so as to expose the ricatdeatures. Meynet (1989:498) uses the French téécrire
for this process.
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This piece comprises two trimember segments wz.1gabc and 15def. In the first
segment each member has three terms. The cemtrabtehe first member (v 15a) is a verb
in the continuous tense showing the ongoing acaifailohn and there are three verbs from the
semantic field of speech in the next two memberdgk and v 15c) which highlight the
action of witnessing. These verbs are in bold irexthe table above.

The second segment has extreme members (i.e. ariba 15f) with three terms and the
central member (v 15e) has two terms. The cerdgraig of the segment are balanced in that
the construction is the same (preposition followsgdronoun). This highlights a gradation in
rank and favours the one John witnesses affodthe last terms of each member of the
segment are verbs indicating being or appeararoe . fdature of abbreviation in the central
member draws attention to the definite articie) — a nominative indicating the one
witnessed about at the start of the previous meml@s nominative is continued in the

present participlépyouevoc.

3.1.3 The third piece: Jn 1:16-18 — Table and descriptio

11 &k Tod mANpLpaTOC o0ToD
NeElS TavTeg &roBopev
Kol XapLy avtl xopLTog
Tt 6 VOUOG SLoe Mwioéwc £600m,
M XoPLG kol T GANOeLe du 'Inood Xprotod &yéveto.
184 o 5\ [ ’

Oeov OU6€LQ €WPUKEY TWTOTE"
povoyerng Bedg 0 Qv elg TOv KOATOV
T0d TaTPOg EKeLVog EEnynoaro.
Because of the fullness of him
we all received,
and grace instead of grace (upon grace);
Ybecause the law through Moses was given,
the grace and the truth through Jesus Christ became.
8God no one has seen ever.
The only-begotteod the one being in the bosom
of theFather, that one declared (him)

108 The actual gradation, i.e. rank framed above andwbéy temporal indications, will be discussed unde

point 3.3.2 of Section three, Chapter three belbie rank is not simply fromfter to beforeto first as would
appear from the verbal indicationsdflow uov, éumpoodér pov  and mpdros wov. The syntax is important
and the construction of the verse very deliberabéiflights the rank of Jesus — but more will biel sehen we
get to Chapter three of Section Three.
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This piece comprises three segments (i.e. vv 1@&n 18) with two trimember segments
(vww 16 and 18) framing a central bimember segmentl{). The first trimember is a
concentric construction with each member comprigimg terms. The verb and its subject
comprise the central member (v 16b) with the comglets (vv 16a and 16c) framing this
central aspect, thus highlightinigeic mavteg erapoper. Meynet (2010:21) seesnpwpetog
in v 16a andyapw avti yapitog in v 16C as equivalents — both express plenitddie

segment thus follows a concentric pattern A/B/Adaan be illustrated as follows:

LT - 7 P
+ 9t &k T0D TAnpduatos avtob
') € ~ ! 3 ’

I mpelc mavteg €Anfopev
+ kol ydowv dvrl ydpitog

The central segment (v 17ab) is a bimember withe@aember comprising three terms
showing a balanced composition. These members cbeldeen in comparative terms
showing the fullness of the coven&iito be with Jesus.

The third segment (v 18), a trimember, is balancethat each member contains three
terms. The balance is further extended in that eddhe first terms refers to God and the
middle terms referring either tw oneor the/that oneThe last terms contain the verbs. The
extreme members (i.e. 18a and 18c) of the last segframe the heart of the segment (v
18b) which highlights the privileged position ofetlonly begotten. This unique position is

also reinforced by the negative first member.

199 Cf. 0.4.4 in the Introductory chapter to this Setwhere the covenantal implicationsydp.c is discussed.
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3.2 Synopsis of the part Jn 1:14-18

Kl & 1yoc obpE Eyéveto

Kol EOKNVWOoeV v Mulv,

kol EBeaaduedo THY 66Eaw adTod,
80Eay ¢ povoyevodg mapd TeTPOC,
TANPNG XAPLTOG Kol &Andelog.

15, - -
Twavvne poptupel Tepl adtod

Kol Kkékpayey Aéywv,

Obtoc v ov elmov,

‘0 émiow pou épyopevog
€UTPOCOEY o YEYOoVED,
0TL TP@TOC pov Tv.

16, 5 ~ 7 5 ~ TS ’ 30 1 \ ’ I ’
0TL &k 10D TAnpduetog adtod  felg Tavteg EAdPopey kol yapLy GrTL XopLTOC
79 o \ e e N -,
0tL 0 Vvopoc St Mwioewg €500, N yopic kal 1 ainbera dia Incod Xpiotod €eyeveto.
18
BedV 008€lLC EWpaKey TWTOTE
povoyerng Bedg 6 Av elg tov kOAToV Tod Tatpdg  ékelvog €Enynoato.

YAnd theworp flesh BECAME

and pitchedis tent among us,

andwe sawtheglory of HiM,

glory as of aroNLY BEGOTTEN from theFather,
full of GRACE AND TRUTH .

15J0hn witnesses Concerning him the one after me Coming

and has cried out saying: _ before me HAS BECOME,
This man was he (of) whom I said: | pecause first of me he was.

Because of thaullnessof himwe all  received,(and) grace upon grace;

Ybecause the law through Moses was given,

theGRACE AND THE TRUTH throughJESUS CHRIST BECAME.

God no one has seen ever.

The ONLY-BEGOTTENGod the one being in the bosom of thether, that onedeclared

The extreme pieces (i.e. vw 14 and 16-18) showespondence by comprising three
segments each and by the use of the tefimsog, aAndelag, Tatpdc anduovoyevode. IIAnpNg
in the last member of the first piece (i.e. v 1dejli mtinpwuatog in the first member of the
last piece (i.e. v 16) also show correspondencerdllis also similarity with respect to
references to the Wordo- Aoyoc (v 14a), andwitod (v 14c) in the first piece, anditod
(v 16), Tnood Xprotou (Vv 17b),0 &v (v 18b),povoyevnc 6eoc (v 18b), andkeivoc (v 18b) in
the third piece. It is noteworthy that the only ¢ithhe Word is identified with Jesus Christ in
the entire passage occurs in the last piece optris There is opposition betweeauoouecoo

my 60Ear adtod in v 14c andeov oldelg €wpaker mmote in v 18a. This highlights the fact
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that the glory of God is revealed through the Wiarade-flesh. Bultmann (1971:63) makes
the point quite clearly. Also in v 17 tHaw wasgiven (¢606m) but grace and truth like 6
A0v0g, becameéyévero). Grace and truth therefore become identified \tht incarnation of

0 Adyoc.

The central piece comprises two segments (vv 1lBaocv 15def) and correspondence
between the extreme pieces and this central piecer® through the use of cognates of the
verbyivoper and through referents indicating the Word @i&od, Otog in v 15a and v 15c,
andoO ...... fv in v 15def) in the central piece. The relevant lexemes in ttteeme pieces

are shown in the paragraph above.
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Chapter four — a summary of the passage

The passage Jn 1:1-18: Table and description

The pattern of the Prologue can be illustratefbb@ws:

LBy dpy@i fv 6 Adyoc, Kol & Adyoc Ay mpdc TV Bedy,
Kal Bedg 1My O Adyoc.

2 = > 5 3 ~ \ \ I3 3 s 5 - 3 2

outog MV €V apyf) mpog tov Bedv. “mavte 5L avTtod €yévero,
kel ywple adTod ¢yéveto
obde év 0 Yéyovey

4 . 4 N

v a0t Conmny, kel n wn MY 10 dAG TV avbpwTwy:

5 - -

kol 10 dA¢ év T} okotie dalvel, kal T okotie ahTd 00 KaTEéAXPEV.

. P . . .
‘Eyéveto dvépwoag, tva papruprfion  mepl 0D pwrde,
Greotapévog mapd Beod, Vo TOVTEG TLOTELOWOLY &L” aiToD
’ - 8 2 - ~

dvopa a0tq) Iwdvne: obi AV éxelvog 10 GG,

GAL" v paptuprion Tepl tod Ppwrde.

9, - ) ,

"Hy 10 ¢idg t0 aAnduvdv, 0 dwrtier Tavia drbpwmov,

10 -~ ~
EPXOpEVOY €ic TOV Kdopov. ~ €V TQ) kdouy T,
Kol 0 KGopog dL’adtod &yéveto

Ve g L, 1, v oy

kol 6 kdopog adtov obk éyvw. —elg t& T8io NABEV,
kel ol tdLoL adtov ob mapéiaBov.

12 ’ ~ -
booL &¢ EAafov alToV, Edwkev alTOlg €Eouoiay Tékva Beod yevéabua,

T0l¢ MLOoTEVOLVOLY €i¢ TO Ovoue adToD,

ol ok & alpdrov odde ék BeAiuatoc oupkde 00SE &k BeAfuartoc drdpde
GAL €k Beod Eyevvinoav.
1Kal 6 Adyoc o0pE ¢yéveto

\ s s s , ) , s o a2 . o
kol €oknuwoey €v Nuty, Kol eBexoapedo thy d0Eur avtod, dokor we  povoyevoic

Tapd metpd, TAPNG YdpLToc Kol dAnBeluc.

> lwdvne paptupel mepl adtod ‘0 omlow pov €pxOpevog

KoL KEKPAYEV AEYwV, €umpoabey pov Yeyovev,

Olto¢ v Ov elmov, oTL TPWTOG KOV nv.
71 &k tod TANppeTtoc adtod fuelc mhvTec EaBoper
KoL XEPLY GUTL YopLTog: — OTL 6 vopog S Mwioéwg €606,

f x&pLc kol f eAnfere S Tnood Xpuotod &yévero.

Bocdv 00delg Edpaker TWTOTE® povoyevig Bedg

0 WV elg TOv kKOATOV 10D TotpdG  ékelvog €Enynouto.
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Yn the beginning was th& ORD, and the VORD was withGod, \

andGod was the NORD.

This one was in the beginning wiGod. 3All things through hirr became,
and without him became
not one thing which has become

“In him life was, and the life was thight of men;

®and thelight in the darkness shines, and the darkness ite@took

"He came for witness,

®came a man that he might witness about thight,
having been sent fro@od. that everyone might believe through him. b A
His name was John. 8He was not théght,

but that he might witness about fhght.

°It was thelight true which enlightens every ma
coming into the world. *°In the world he was
and the world through him became
and the world him knew not'To his own he came,
and his own himreceivednot. j

2But as many areceiver him, he gave to them authority childrenGod to becom,
to the ones believing in the name of him

Bwho not of bloods nor of the will of the flesh nafrthe will of a man, d B

but of5od were born.

ard the WORD flesh became )
and pitched his tent among us, amd sawhis glory, glory as of aonly begotten
from theFather, full of grace and twth.

%John witnesses concerning h
and has cries out saying:
This man was he (of) whom |

the one after me coming
before me has become| | | A!
becaus¢ first of me he was b >

*Because of th&ulinessof him we allreceived
(and) grace upon gracEbecause the law through Moses was given,

thegrace and the tuth throughJESUS CHRIST became
8God no one has seen ever. dahly begottenGod
the one being in the bosom of thather, that one declared (him). y

The table shows the passage broken into two lefdaksxtual unit viz. three par&s/B/A’;
and seven pieces, (b, ¢, d, ¢’, b’, a’) making up these parts. In the actual text analgairt

A was broken up into sub-parts.
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4.1 A summary of the pattern

This section merely includes a description of thessage and not a full blown
interpretation as any interpretation at this stagé of necessity be incomplete. Meynet
(1989:507; 2010:27-28) does offer meaningful intetgtions when he considers the superior
unit of passagde® but his conclusions do not flow out of his rhetatianalysiger se Other
operations such as intertextuality and semiotiay gl role in the interpretation. The point in
all this is that rhetorical analysis is one opemtamong many in the establishing of a
meaningful and holistic interpretation of a textuait. For this reason miterpretationat
this stage will be no more than to make observatioh what the Rhetorical Analysis
demonstrates. A fuller interpretation will be offdr after other relevant aspects such as
Intertextuality, Reader Response Criticism, and #V8tudies have been considered. These
will be looked at in Sections two and three of thesis and the interpretation will be
provided in chapter four of Section three.

From the Rhetorical Analysis the pattern of thesage as a whole may be described as
follows:

» There is correspondence betwéeandA’ in that:

= § Adyoc ando Bedg are common to both parts.

= cognates of the wordvopexr predominate both parts.

*= aanda’ show correspondence by means of the referenc®d®; and
also to cognates of the woytvouat.

e These complementary pieces alsshow thematic
correspondence in that théyoc is shown ina to be in relation
to God, creationandhumankingl and ina’ to bein relationto
humankind re-creation and God"**. The inverse order in the
latter provides for a neat concentric pattern.

= b andb’ (the central aspects) of both parts make referemdehn.
= c andc’ show correspondence through the aokeognates of the word
vivouat. There is also correlation betwedn ta 16w MA6ev in ¢ and

€oknrwoer €v Muiv in C'.

110 The reference is to the superior unitpafssageas opposed to lesser unitspafrt, piece and segment(cf.
Meynet 2009:21). A description of superior and iitfielevels of textual units will be found in Appaix | at the
end of this work.

1 This has been demonstrated by Staley (1986:24Bpanfirmed by my Rhetorical Analysis.
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= ¢ and a’demonstrate another link between the pArsndA’ by way
of opposites throughi 6oL adtov o0 mapeiafor in ¢ and mueig
Tovteg €AaPoper in a’.

= WhereasA makes reference tight, A’ makes reference teeeing It
would appear that tHeght in a andc corresponds with thgeeingin a’
andc’ respectively.

» Correspondence between paktsandB is through references taosteiowoir, by the
use of declensions of the woédoc, and through the use of cognates of the word
vivouar and compounds of the wokduBavw.

* Correspondence between paBtandA’ is evident by the use of declensions of the
word 6eo¢, cognates of the wordvoper and compounds of the wokduavw.

» Correspondence among all three pait8 andA’ is shown by the use of declensions
of the wordbeoc, cognates of the wordvoper and compounds of the wokdpBavw.

These words serve to unify the passage.

There are thus strong verbal, terminological amehtatic correspondences among the
various levels of textual units comprising this ssge. The overall pattern is that of a
concentric constructioA/B/A’. The central part makes reference to believerns. s$triking
that when considering the passage as a whole thteat@spect obelievingoccurs in the
context oflight and ofseeind'® The Rhetorical Analysis shows the temmatedovowv to be
the literal centre of the entire passage. The foeus is thus not on the Word made flesh, but
on those who believe in his name (Jn 1:12). Theé éachis anthropologicalrather than
theologicalcentre has not escaped scholarship over the geassdemonstratadter alia by
Staley (1986:241-264) and Culpepper (1981:1-31)aw¥h different in this thesis as well as
in Meynet's (1989:489-510; 2010:1-28) work, is thethod used to arrive at the conclusion.
Culpepper (1981:1) literally identifies v 12b asg tentre but focuses on the terdxwa 6cod
and not onmotetovowr as does this thesis. So while the structure disckis the same, the
identification of the central term is not. Whatlifferent about this thesis in particular is that

it names the actual central termdzetovorr) and will in a subsequent section show the

121t has already been shown on page 59 aboveb#lavein the central piece oA is surrounded byight.
Bultmann (1971:69) refers geeingin the context of the Prologue as being the aatidpelievers. All the same
he cautions against ‘false’ alternatives such asdifference between spiritual sight and being witaesses.
He notes that ‘[t]his “seeing” is neither sensooy \piritual, but it is the sight of faith’ (:69).
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rhetorical strategy in the use of this term. Ineottvords it will explore the strategic use of

this central term at key moments in the GospebbhJ

4.2 The Anthropocentric centre of the Prologue

The preceding heading (i.e. point 4.1 above) all a® earlier sections of this work
indicated that the central focus of Prologue idiapiocentric rather than theocenttic This
differs from some of the more recognized works awsfizl of John. For example, Dodd
(1958:295) considers ‘the fundamental propositioh’'what he calls the ‘Proem’ to ke
Adyoc oapE éyévero. Brown (1966:30) does not even treat v 12c<bB;(miotetovoLr €ig 10
ovopo ohToD, ol o0k €€ alUATWY 0VdE €k BEANUUTOC OopKOG 0DOE €k BeANUATOC AvdpOC GAL’
¢k Beod eéyevvmbnoar) in his detailed comment on the Prologue (:23-8®).refers the reader
instead to his ‘editorial comment ... advanced in Nates’ (:30) to deal with these verses.
Brodie (1993:140) does point out that the main iofleas 12-13 is that ‘belief generates birth,
a supernatural birth’. This he rightly contendsriat alien to the OT’ (:140). His conclusion
is that:

The basic point is clear: the central section ef phologue, set as it is in an intermediate pasibetween
‘the beginning’ and the incarnation (v. 14), maggenably be read as referring first of all to thiteimediate
section of history — the OT.

But for all this Brodie (:141) still points emphaily to vv 14-18 as being ‘a climatic
conclusion’ to the Prologue. It must be made cheae that the fact of the incarnation and its
importance are not in any doubt. What is in dispbevever is the central focus of the
Prologue. My contention is that the focus is ambentric and not christocentric or
theocentric. My reason for this comes from my Rhe#td Analysis of the passage. Further it
is my contention that the placing ofotctovor at the very core of the passage is no mere
accident. There is a deliberate strategy at plag.eotebovoiv is a present active participle
of the verbriotedw — to believe. It describes the action of human ¢eiend not of Christ or

of God. | have already expressed my contentiontti@aPrologue contains the equivalent of a
propositid**. This propositio or thesis statement is that those who believéhénrtame of

Jesu™ have been given authority to becoméeve 6eod. These are the ones who receive

113 Cf. point 4 of the General Introduction; point A3 of the Introductory Chapter to Section One, pait
1.1.1 of Chapter one Section One of this thesis.

114 Cf. point 2 of the General Introduction to thisrkio

115 Brown (1996:11) points out that ‘[b]elief in thame of Jesus is not different from belief in Jesus’
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eternal life. The numerous instances of the usdgieoniotedw group of words will be
documented in chapter two of Section three herauiiae now let us merely point to the end
of the Gospel of John. The last verses of the AQdsee Jn 20:30-31) prior to the epilogue
read as follows:

Modd pev obv kel &lho onuele émoinoer O ’Inoodc évadmiov TGV padntedv [abtod], & odk ot

yeypoppéve &v T BpAly toltw: tadta 8¢ véypartal v motedfolte 611 Inoode oty & Xplotdg 6 vide

10D 80D, kal tve motebovteg (wiy éxmre év 16 dvduatt adtod.
These verses will be treated more fully in chapagr of Section three below. For now it is
sufficient merely to note that the Gospel ends \athindication that it has been written so
that those who believe in the name of Jesus mag legrnal life. Beasley-Murray’'s
(1987:16) explanation of the Prologue does tiegtidogue up with the end of the Gospel:
‘We are reminded at the beginning of the Gospeknéw forget its issue: Christ with God
and life through his name (20:31) but the speciiimportance of what | call the
anthropocentric centre has been overlooked. Lookimd do at the transformation of the
reader (real or implied) through engagement with tiéxt then the writing of the Gospel
could not have had any other aim. In other wordsaihing eternal life through believing in
the name of Jesus is the purpgo®eof the work then it stands to reason that the
anthropocentric centre of the Prologue cannot bstguted or ignored if theaison d'étreof

the entire work is to be comprehended.

4.3 A concluding remark about the pattern

From the foregoing it would appear that the ihisiappositions about the tékt made at
the start of this work have been justified. It wibwallso appear that the early detection of
motebovoLr as the central term has been has been vindicited

This also concludes the first Section of this gtusubsequent Sections will examine the
strategic placing ofriotetovowr and will also employ aspects of literary theory & to
facilitate a deeper engagement with the text. Thusve have used Rhetorical Analysis as a
means of entry into the world of the text but owalabue with the text will be enhanced

through word studies, the construction of an intplieader of the Gospel of John particular

118 Note thelva clauses in 20:31. This will be explained moreyfiti Chapter two of Section Three below.
117 Cf. point 0.1.2 of the Introductory chapter to S®t One of this thesis.
118 Cf. Footnote 12 (in the General Introduction) a@ov
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to this study and through intertextual exploratiohBis is what subsequent Sections are all

about.
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SECTION TWO - THE PROLOGUE AND THE IMPLIED READER

Introductory chapter — an epistemological problem

Fitzmyer (1995:50-53) concisely shows the needb#o eclectic in methodological
approach. Porter and Reed (1999:15) make the séservation and state that: ‘We are
increasingly living and working in a multi-discipiry academic world’. They go on to
describe the necessary eclectic dimensions of @iblBtudies’®. This project is not
exempted from such eclecticism and having workedutih some of the more important
linguistic elements (i.e. the text critical, phdgical and rhetorical aspects) of the text we
will now focus on other modern and post-modermditg approaches.

The way in which one understands the reading ggd® important. This section will
critically examine some of the theoretical posisi@and by way of conclusion will present a
model for engaging the real reader on a journgyofiressive enlightenment. The first of the
positions that require critical comment is thatwain lersel (1998:16) who distinguishes
between two approaches to texts. Wie Inquiry modeland theReading modelWhereas the
former approaches the text as an object, the ladtgreriences it as a communication
addressed to him or her and responds to it acagydirf:16). Van lersel sees these
approaches as ‘incompatible’ (:16) as they ‘prestwtedifferent attitudes’ (:16).

But are these approaches really incompatible? inthiesis | combine both approaches,
and what is more; sometimes | do this simultangousbr example, when | look at the text
under study, | make enquiry about the origin oftdmeno Adyoc. Informed by the Rhetorical
Analysis which has become a natural (and eventaral)l way of reading the text | am aware
even at a very early stage in the readingdhltyoc is a key term in the text and | respond to
it accordingly. It would appear that van lersel aéses a relational dynamic using strict
linear logic. In other words, he can see the péfaf the linear approach to the text but uses
the same linear categories to describe it. Whiaqsired is an approach that takes reciprocity
into account. In sum then, botdpproachesare facets of the same intrinsic interactional
process with the text.

The same can be said of tBé&chronic-Synchronicdistinction. According to van lersel,

whereas the diachronic is interested in the gerddige text and its historical development

119 This has also been indicated under point 3 inGleaeral Introduction to this thesis when the thécak
framework and methodology was discussed.
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before it assumed its final form, the synchroniancentrates on the text as it now presents
itself in written form and as a complex whole ofttsignal’ (van lersel 1998:17). But is it
really possible to freeze any moment in the reagimogess and identify it as a synchronic or
a diachronic moment? Are not both processes ofmaptax composite? What cannot be
denied is that at any one time, one or the othéhede two facets predominates as does the
synchronicfacet in this work’®>. To be more explicit, the two aspects exist togeih my
awareness but when doing an analytical operatimeus on one aspect at a time while the
other shifts to the background. The point is theg other aspeds still there Perhaps it
would be more accurate to view one aspect irfahegroundwhile acknowledging the other

in thebackground

This thesis is not the only work to raise questiabsut the exclusivity surrounding the
synchronic and the diachronic reading of texts.Iddie (1999:12-13), and Groenewald
(2007:128-123F"* make similar observations. Nielsen (:13) even s\thatStibbe ‘attempts
to coordinate a diachronic and synchronic perspeawith the latter clearly playing the
dominant role*?> It must be mentioned though that none of thesboasi justifies the
observation paradigmatically as does this workjrgalas it does for a paradigm shift from
linear thinking to one that accounts for reciprpeihd interaction.

The mistake in van lersel’'s proposal is more phiptscal than it is literary. What is
called for is, in fact, a change in epistemologystJas one can easily get locked into too
narrow a focus when using the teRhetoricat?® and be lead to inadequate conclusions, one
can very easily be drawn into a wrong conclusiondgmpring the interactional dynamics of
the reading process. The idea inferacting with the texis imparted by the authors of
Reader-Response theoff@sbut much of the description comes from the oetsisl it were —
using the paradigm of linear thinking rather thhe teciprocity implied by the interactional

dynamics being describ¥d When one is influenced by a paradigm that ignaresaction,

120 cf. point 3 in the General Introduction to thissFs.

2L |n fact the entire compilation in which Groenewalavork is included is dedicated to thiachrony-
synchronydebate. The full reference is listed in the biblagghy under Le Roux & Otto (ed) 2007. This
compilation comprises thirteen articles which foldklical scholarship to consider whether the diaoit and
synchronic readings of texts are in fact mutuallglesive as purported to be by van lersel (1998)f a more
interactional perspective as posited by this thissisore congruent and true to the phenomena tf.tex

122 |n his footnote number 11 Nielsen (1999:13) infsrus that the reference is to Stibbe 1993 as listenly
bibliography.

123 cf, 3.1 of the General Introduction to this work.

124 |ser (1974, 1978), Fish (1972, 1980), van lerd&9g:14-29), Lategan (1992:625-628), and McKnight
(1999: 370-373) are a few examples of these authors

125 The authors of th€hangeparadigm speak of first order change and secoder @hange (Watzlawiclet al
1974:10-11, 77-91). Whereas the former indicatsaperficial change, the latter implies a deep skal@ange.
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what in fact happens is that one constructs a winttwough which one views the world.
One then bends the world to fit into the windowutgsg in distortions. What is needed in
order to get a truer perspective is to construgeiseé windows so as to account for the
multidimensional richness and plurality of the vadbo(In this case the world of the text) in
which interactionism is a key component. In otheordg this project will resist the
temptation to simplify what essentially is a conxitie What is needed is clarification rather
than simplification. That one may only be able douUs on one aspect or even a few aspects
of the interactional reality at any one time doesin any way imply that the reality is one
dimensional. This does not in any way contradietribed for a viewpoint or a perspective on
reality. What it does is to highlight the need feater fluidity so as to account for the
interactional dynamics of the reading process. Tisiswhere Iser's (1978:108-134)
‘wandering viewpoint’ is more useful than the statategories employed by van lersel. The
position of Isef?® can lead to a truer perspective on the ‘world tedy the text’ (Lategan
1992:627). One can therefore approach the textntaract with the text without the
paralyzing restrictions of an inadequate epistemolo

This calls for a shift from a mechanistic paradignone that takes into account interaction
and relational dynamics. Simply stated, what isumegl is for one to think about one’s
thinking in biblical exegesis — the scope of whirdes well beyond the horizons of this work.
Perhaps some future project could concentrate ovelolging a moreinteractional
framework?’ for engaging with texts. Restricting ourselves the laws of Newtonian
principles could result in inadequate conclusioeind generated. In this regard Nolan’s
(2006:42-48) discussion of Science after Einsteimelevant. Regrettably until such time a
fresh approach has been developed one is forcedior® within already established
categories. All one can do at this point is to edise awareness that the last word in this

regard has not yet been spoken.

The latter is preferable because it can enablelaciip to speak about a paradigm from within fetadigm
itself. Additional reading in this regard is Cat882:265-304).

126 The ‘wandering viewpoint' as described by Iser 78408ff) expresses the necessary complexity of
interacting with the text. Iser (:118) notes tH#his gives rise to a network of possible connewsi ... they do
not join isolated data from different perspectivag, actually establish a relationship of reciptatsservation’.

127 What is needed is an approach which takes intouatcGeneral Systems Theory, Communications Theory,
Pragmatics, Semiotics, etc. and examines how tgsects function as a synergistic whole. This adn serve

to deepen the relationship with the text. The manafound the relationship is, the clearer the comication

will be. Meaning does not fly at us from the paBather it comes into existence and flows from oteriaction
with the text. It must be said that some work hasrbdone with respect to Communications, Semiatics
even Pragmatics but without the overarching undadihg of General Systems Theory, especially whith t
dynamic properties of open systems, the understgndgill be far from complete. Interesting works this
regard includenter alia Watzlawick,et al (1967); Bateson (1979); and Capra (1982). Thenlasted calls for a
paradigm shift away from the static and linear tildupatterns to ones which take account of reciprand
interactionism.
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Chapter one — The implied reader, intertextuality and interactionism

0. Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to highlight sonfethe salient features of the more

important theoretical perspectives employed in wosk.

1. Reader-response criticism and the concept of intipd reader.

Anderson (1989:71) describes reader-responseisnitihenceforth RRT) in these words:

Plunging into the realm of reader-response criticis like plunging into a thicket of terminology din
critical categories. One is apt to stumble aroumthé underbrush, emerging tired and scratchedyibit
the reward of a bucket full of huckleberries. Undimiately when you try to describe the locationha$ t
huckleberry patch to friends, they find your difests incomprehensible.

This excerpt aptly describes my experience in btledefining the concept/construct of
implied reader used in this thesis. | have theda@a in my mind but trying to articulate
what | mean by the concept as opposed to how offeerst, has in fact left me baffled as to

how to describe the location of what Anderson (&l)s ‘this huckleberry patch’.

2. Relevant theory

Whereas the historical-critical methods focusetdhiyian the text, RRT pays attention to
the interaction between reader and text. Hencesfbas shifted from the text to the reading
process and the reader’s involvement with the KT ‘is concerned not with what the text
saysor shows but with what the textloesto the reader’ (Resseguie 1984:307; cf. Culpepper
1983:209). What Resseguie misses in this stateimevitat the reader does to the text. Does
not the reader complete the text by filling in tagps in the text (cf. Iser 1974:34, 38, 40, 208,
214, 280)? For Thiselton (1992:517) this filling afi the gaps by the reader becomes ‘a
central theme in Iser’s theory’. Indeed it is tactivity which primarily engages the reader. It
would appear that although Resseguie (1984:107-8B£usses the concept of interaction

betweentext and reader, he sometimes actually slips intexa dominantframework. He
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(:307) nonetheless shows the different approaahdiset examination of the reading process
by a variety of RRT practitioners. While some apuites focus on the reader in the text and
others ascribe to ‘the reader complete dominaweethe text’ (:307), still others ‘see the act
of reading as a dialectical procé$®’'(:307) in which meaning is yielded through the
interaction of the reader and the t8%tlt is this third category of RRT that will be uk®®
engage in a retrospective and a prospective readidg 1:1-18. The work of literary theorist
Wolfgang Iser (1974, 1978) will provide the maiedhnetical assumptions for this effort.

Iser (1974, 1978) gives insight into what happenthe reading process. While his work
was written to enhance the analytical tools anaresunecessary for the critical discussion of
fiction as expressed in novels, the recent liteegpgroaches to the reading of Scripture have
drawn widely from this source. Iser (1974:xi) exptathat he has chosen the novel as the
genre to explore ‘since this is the genre in whiedder involvement coincides with meaning
production’. One wonders what Iser thought of dramsaa means of audience or reader
involvement in the production of meaning. Whateter case, one ought not to lose sight of
Iser’s contribution to literary theory. This chapseeks to define the concepts borrowed from
literary theory that are relevant to this thesis.

In his observation of the novétistram ShandySterne 1956), Iser (1974:275) notes that a

literary text

is something like an arena in which reader andauyphrticipate in a game of the imagination. If thader
were given the whole story, and there were notleftgfor him (sic) to do, then his (sic) imaginatiavould
never enter the field, the result would be the 8onre which inevitably arises when everything is laid cut
and dried before us. A literary text must therefoeeconceived in such a way that it will engagertdaser’s

128 1n describing the relationship between readertamtlin the process of reading one must be opéotb a
synthetical and an antithetical position. Someaaling the Gospel of John from a Christian faitrspective
will be apt to follow the implied reader while soame not sympathetic to faith may well read the tegdinst
the grain.Fish’'s (1980:44) observation about the differenioe'sesponding mechanisms’ are appropriate here.
But even within the faith community there can béithatic positions. Phillips (2006:35) points obfat ‘we
actualize texts within different hermeneutic horiga.. as such, real readers will understand teftsrently’.

A feminist who reads Eph 5:28t{ avrp éotiv kedain tig yuvarkog) will in all probability experience conflict
and will not be apt to follow the lead of the imggireader. In such a case there is clearly noifamuion with
the implied reader. There can be a dialogue betweah and implied readers with the implied reader
representing the text and the real reader anottiereist. Such a dialogue could produce a fusioviesf's or
even a clash of views. With respect to this stugyemgagement with the text thus far has not neegsdiany
conflictual position and | would opt for aynthetical rather than adialectal relationship with the text.
Syntheticalwould also imply both text and reader (within te@me communication system) operating in
synergistic fashion. It must also be pointed oatt thny construction of the implied reader of thel®gae is
particular to this study. A further argument widspect to the possibility of there being more thasingle
implied reader will be made when the identity &f teader is discussed (cf. footnote 133 below).

129 The insight of Gadamer (1975:273f) is relevanehércording to him two horizons are at play in task of
interpretation. There are the historical horizom @he present horizon, and the encounter betweertvib
‘involves the experience of tension between the 8:nd the present. The hermeneutic task consist®in
covering up this tension by attempting a naivenai¢aiion but consciously bringing it out’ (:273)h& result of
this engagement is a ‘fusing of horizons’ (:273).dther words out of two worldviews, which couldheir
coincide or clash, something new emerges.
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imagination in the task of working things out famiself (sic), for reading is only a pleasure wheis active
and creative.

Meaning then is construed in the act of readinge Téxt is given not only with what is
written but also with what is not written and aatiog to Iser, it is thisinwritten part of the
text which stimulates the imagination and brings‘thee reader’s creative participation’
(:275). Commenting on the phenomenological analgkisentence construction (:276-282),
Iser refers to a ‘particular world’ (:277) arisinfprough the deliberate correlation of
sentences. But this world

does not pass before the reader’s eyes like aTilra.sentences are “component parts” insofar gsrtteke
statements, claims, or observations, or conveyimétion, and so establish various perspectivebertext.
But they remain only “component parts — they arethe sum total of the text itself (:277).

The way in which one conceives the connections éetwhe various correlatives is the way
‘in which the reader is able to “climb aboard” teat’ (:277).

In (an intentional or unintentional) reference itdertextuality, Iser (:278) notes that
whatever is read sinks into the memory and may VWekesl and set against different

backgrounds thus enabling the reader

to develop hitherto unforeseeable connections. ifeenory evoked, however, can never reassume its
original shape, for this would mean that memory pacteption were identical, which is manifestly sot

The new background brings to light new aspectstaitwe had committed to memory; conversely these, i
turn, shed their light on the new background, thtmising more complex anticipations. Thus, the egdd
establishing these interconnections between passept and future, actually causes the text toaleite
potential multiplicity of connections. These contiaus are the product of the reader’s mind worlkangthe

raw material of the text, though they are not e ftself — for this consists just of sentenceatesnents,
information, etc.

This is what engenders the reader’s involvemenh uiite text and this is what causes
transformation in the reader. That different readee differently affected by the reality of a
text is considered by Iser (:279) to be ‘ample emitk of the degree to which literary texts
transform reading into a creative process thadrisbove mere perception of what is written’.
In a testimony to the interactional dynamic invalvén deriving meaning from the
engagement with a text Iser (:279) states thdte[fjterary text activates our own faculties,
enabling us to recreate the world it presents’réfers to this creative activity as ‘the virtual
dimension of the text, which endows it with itsliga This virtual dimension is not the text
itself, nor is it the imagination of the readerisithe coming together of text and imagination
(my italics) (:279). Keegan (1995:5) eloquently mgses this dynamic claiming that
‘[rleader and text are interdependent’.
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More than merely pointing out the interdependesfaeader and text, Keegan (1995:1-14)
discusses the difference in approaches between rmistdeapproaches to reading and
postmodernist ones. Whereas the former considexds‘tas objects with determinate
meanings and readers as those who, if they foll@ndirectives of the text, will arrive at its
objective determinate meaning’, the latter positteterminacyln nucepostmodernism sees
the possibility of texts being actualized in ‘anéfinite variety of ways’ (:4). This insight is
appealing as it frees the activity of reading frootmoded shackles which serve to stifle
creativity, individuality and diversity. The resul the overcoming of tendencies which
condition readers to become passive recipientsoaiespresumed authorial intent. The
bottom line in all this is simply that there canr®such notion of a text generating only one
meaning. Fish (1980:3) for example, started oftbgsidering the text to be endowed with a
permanent meaning, but later moved on to see that eame out of the text as it were, was
no more than the result of the interpretative sgi@s of the reader in the text-reader
interaction (:164). Eventually Fish (:167) was tkm@owledge that any analysis of the text
results in ‘just one more interpretation’ brougbtthe activity of engaging with a particular
text. This being the case, one could validly asthére is any justification for the searching
for the meaninger seof a text. My own response to this would be to adbp language of
change and to see what change the activity of meailings to both teXi® and reader. The
presumption here is that even when the same readgges repeatedly with the same text
each engagement will be different and will produifferent results. The text will be
different not only because of the ever expandirigriaxtual possibilities, but also because

the reader is not the same from one reading se&s@mmother.

130 One might wonder how a text could change sinbast been written, printed and fixed (mainly) ongrajt
must be borne in mind that texts exist ‘in corrielatwith other texts’ (Zumstein 2008:122). The dél of the
change paradigm argued for over and above the giasiition of van lersel (1998) in the previous piea is
relevant here. Also relevant is my contention (@si@d under point 2 of this chapter) that Resse({.884:307)
does not complete the system dynamic when he asbat the text changes the reader. His understgrafi
text appears to be a static one. The more | engatiethis problem, the more convinced | become raf t
necessity of the change paradigm called for inptevious chapter. This call for a new paradigm aiio be
sounded in the concluding chapter of this thesis.
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2.1 Some of the basic assumptions of RRT
2.1.1 Participation and transformation

It is clear from his description of the readerisalvement with the text, that Iser sees the
possibility of change in the reader. In fact heesothat ‘[ijn the act of reading, we are to
undergo a kind of transformation’ (Iser 1974:30heTlogic is that in the reading process,
innovations in the literary work are set againstatvis familiar in the landscape of the
reader's mind. When the new is distinguished frdra old the result is a change in the
reader’'s mind (:29). But this requires the cooperabf the reader and it is at this point that
the purpose of rhetoric and the construction ofatieal devices and strategies become clear.
In this regard Booth (1961:138) notes that ‘[t]heher creates, in short, an image of himself
and another image of his reader; he makes his reasldhe makes his second self, and the
most successful reading is the one in which thaterkselves, author and reader, can find
complete agreement™. The reader (real or implied) has to be Idféihto a participatory
mode in the production of meaning otherwise no dfi@mation is possible. For Iser
(1974:30) ‘this participation is an essential pratidon for the communication between the
author and the reader’. The luring of the readenoabe achieved if everything is set out in
the text. The text must of necessity contain certallusions and suggestions’ (:31) which
stimulate the reader’'s mind enabling it ‘to conjug what the text does not reveal’ (:31).
One might well argue that this introduces arbitrass into the production of meaning. That
this is true cannot be denied, but what also cabeotlenied is the fact that the ‘reader is
maneuvered into position’ (:32) and that the readesactions are ‘prestructured by the
written text’ (:32) or what is given by the texh Iser's scheme ‘the written text imposes
certain limits on its unwritten implications in @dto prevent these from becoming too
blurred or hazy’ (:276).

131 One would imagine that thisomplete agreementeferred to by Booth (1961:138) includes all the
predispositions necessary for the text to exeiitsseffect (cf. Iser 1978:34).

132 deliberately use the terhare to indicate that the real reader is in some wayised by the text. | prefer this
way of describing the reader rather than the subes@rreader described by Booth (1961:137-138). Hued
reader to adopt a position of subservience there tveuld be no need for rhetorical strategies agtygaps’ in
the text to be filled by the reader (cf. Iser 1844:38, 40, 208, 214, 280). Iser (1978:191) isequalear that
blanks ‘stimulate the reader’s imaginative activity
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2.1.2 The identity of the Readef*

A second assumption concerns the descriptive teassgned to the reader. Fish
(1972:384) describes the reader as ‘an activelyiatiad presence’ and is adamant ‘that
reading is an activity, and that meaning ... isxteesive with that activity, and not, as some
would hold, its product’ (:xi). Iser (1978:27-383stribes ‘[tlhe reader and the concept of the
implied reader’ (:27) noting that whereas thoseceoned with ‘history of responses’ (:27)
make reference to theeal reader, while those concerned with ‘the potentfédot of the
literary text’ will have recourse to what Iser ()Zalls ahypotheticalreader ‘upon whom all
possible actualizations of the text may be progc{e27). He further reduces the second
category intddeal reader andontemporaryreader. Thedeal readercannot exist objectively
and is purely fictional with absolutely ‘no basis reality’ (:29). For Iser (:29) this is what

makes this category of reader so useful —

as a fictional being, he (sic) can close the ghps ¢onstantly appear in any analysis of literdfgats and
responses. He (sic) can be endowed with a varfeqpalities in accordance with whatever problen{gie)
is called upon to help solve.

In sum the ideal reader is ‘a property of the,taxt is so manipulated by the text that the
ideal reader can perfectly interpret the meanin@ @#éxt’ (Resseguie 1984:308). It would
appear that this ideal reader is none other tharslg1978:27-38) implied reader. Iser
(1978:34) succinctly describes the implied reademaconcept which ‘embodies all those
predispositions necessary for a literary work tereise its effect’. With respect to the Gospel
of John, this would include the predisposition tne to faith. The assumption here is that
coming to faith is the purpose for the gospel hgwiren composédf. The strategic placing
of the termmiotedovowr has already been pointed out and this term wilreated more fully
in a subsequent section of this thESisFor now it is sufficient to point out that ‘atdse
predispositions necessary’ (:34) includes the tgbdnd indeed the willingness to grow in

faith. To the extent that the real reader allows/herself to be guided by the implied reader

133 It must be borne in mind that it is also possiolea single text to employ more than a single iegpreader.
In this regard Richardson (2007:260) in an appetply entitled article called ‘Singular Text, Myl Implied
Readers’ very creatively shows how a poem writtemind) the Boer war in South Africa will have one
connotation for the romantically inclined of onéesiin the war and a completely different one fa tipposite
side. Apart from opposing sides in a war scend&iohardson (:266) also discusses texts which aritém for
two different implied readers that inhabit the sabwely’. The allusion here is to the first time readvho
becomes a re-reader. Whereas the first readingualigddiscloses ‘hidden meanings of the text, teeosd
allows us to enjoy the ingenuity with which theg @ached’ (:266).

134 ¢f. the conclusion of the work in Jn 20:31. Widspect to Jn 20:30-31 Reinhartz (1994:562) poiutstmt
‘the purpose of the Gospel is rhetorical. It aines simply to persuade the reader that its clairganding Jesus
are “true” but also, primarily, to inculcate in theader the worldview expressed in this text'.

135 Cf. Chapter two of Section Three.
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then s/he will most certainly show an opennessatth fso that the text could ‘exercise its
effect’ (:34).

In proposing my reading model at the end of thest®n | make use of the concept of
implied reader. What is meant by the concept i€ipedy that this reader is indeed as Iser
(1978:29) notes, purely ‘fictional’ and endowed twill the predispositions and qualities
necessary for the text to ‘exercise its effect4}:3rhe concept is useful in this thesis because
it holds up before the real reader the ideal imgepf becoming informed about the codes
employed in Jn 1:1-18 and being open to the tramsftion that is brought about when the
text exercises ‘its effect’ (:34). It points outthirection in which the real reader should be
moving with respect to acquiring the informationcessary to engage with the text in the
most meaningful way possible. The implied read¢nésreader who knows what went before
and what comes aftéf. No real reader ever merges completely with thiscept but the idea
is that the real reader should seek to engage el asipossible with the implied reader. This
the real reader does through becoming progressivelse and more informed about the
codes, symbols, language, and in short, the wdrlthe text. This also means having to
embody a radical openness to the transformatidaiih called for by the text. For example
the move to faith in Jn 1:35-39 sees the discilglaging John the Baptist and following Jesus
whose command to themégyeafe kal 8eade™®’. Theycome and seand remain with him.
There is a movement in discipleship from followikghn to following Jest&.

Other categories of reader include the superreatiéch refers to a ‘group of readers’
(Iser 1978:31) and the informed reader. The foroadegory i.e. the superreader ‘is a means
of ascertaining the stylistic fact, but owing te ionreferentiality this concept shows how
indispensable the reader is to the formulatiorhefdtylistic fact’ (:31). Basically this means
that stylistics are not accessible solely through instrumentality of linguistics — the reader
as ‘a perceiving subject’ (:31) adds to the disseuiSince this concept of superreader (or
archilecteu is of no further consequence to this thesis amcedadenson (2002:81-90) has

argued that the concept has been eliminated framthimking of its founder, no further

136 Staley (1988:35) and Tolmie (1998:59) disagreehwhiis and opt instead for a concept of lineariithw
respect to what the implied reader knows. Staleyaot (1988:29) applies this kind of knowing ‘theory
backward and forward’ to the implied author. Ifgthié the case then the real reader ought to dwiveentify
with the implied author rather than with the imglieeader in order to appreciate what Eco (19791)0ealls
textual strategies. The importance of this lat@moept in the production of meaning has been owked and
needs to be resurrected and attributed to the éupkader who is imbued with knowledge of the desigd
deliberate crafting of the text. | shall furthergae the point below after presenting Chatman’s (5B
depiction of the real and implied author and reader

137 Both verbgpyeade and 8yeabe are in the imperative.

138 This point will be picked up again later in thisapter (cf. point 3 below).
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reference will be made to it. It is merely mentidneere to acknowledge the variety of
categories of reader that have emerged. Besideiglitt be necessary to resurrect the concept
in the light of community reading mentioned elserehia this thesi$® — but that can be the
subject matter for a separate project as here tamfined to the parameters set out in my
thesis proposal. The latter concept i.e. the inéatmeader is concerned with ‘the processing
of the text by the reader (:31). The architecthod concept is Stanley Fish (1972:383-427,
1980:21-67) who advances the argument that readershare the same literary competence
ought to be able to experience literature in teesaay as far as meaningfulness of the work
is concerned. His argument is made ‘on behalf efrdader and against the self-sufficiency
of the text’ (Fish 1980:7). While | agree with taegument ‘against self-sufficiency of the
text’ (:7), it can be construed that Fish is oldivs of individual differences with respect to
dealing with texts and in fact expects some kindimiformity. The same degree of literary
competence does not in any way imply samenessregect to aesthetic appreciation and
responses to a created wfkIser’'s (1974:274-294, 1978:27-38) notion of iatgion being

a key component in the way meaning is derived thig sense more appealing. In any event
it is how this thesis looks at the generation omeg with respect to literary work.

With respect to the informed reader, Fish (198@t@Bdescribes the construct as

« ‘someone who (1) is a competent speaker’ of thguage in which the text is
composed (or translated),

* Someone who ‘(2) is in full possession of “the setitaknowledge” including the
knowledge (that is, the experience, both as pradand comprehender) of lexical
sets, collocation probabilities, idioms ...’

* Someone ‘who (3) haditerary competence’. In other words, this reader has
‘internalized the properties of literary discoursieeluding everything from the most

local of devices (figures of speech, and so omjtiole genres’.

This reader for Fish (:49) is ‘neither an absimacnhor an actual living reader, but a hybrid

— a real reader (me) who does everything withingawer to make himself informed’. But

139 Cf. Lategan (1989:105-116) and also 4.3 of thegBarConclusion to this thesis.

140 1t must be noted that Fish (1980:44) does expficitdmit that ‘in no two of us are the responding
mechanisms exactly alike’. It could be that he @éferring to ability rather than quality of the resges.
Nonetheless his argument that ‘[m]ost literary gelar are not disagreements about response, but @bou
response to a response’ is not convincing. In fagtvery next sentence seems to imply uniformitjhat
happens to one informed reader of a work will happeithin a range of nonessential variation, tothao
(:52). But who is to label a variation ‘nonessdhtim otherwise? A ‘range of nonessential variatiseems
vague and can be dismissive esfsentialvariations which can in fact have meaningful copssces for the
production, assimilation and exchange of meanirtgsmmention the enrichment thereof.
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why is this ‘a hybrid'? It would appear that this merely a real reader who becomes
informed. To suggest that such a reader cannot wiisout being married to a hypothetical
construct is in fact to suggest that the real rekdiks ability and cannot be transformed. The
agency of the hypothetical construct cannot beeatkriut this agency ought not to change
the basic identity of the real reader as real nepde se This is thereader who becomes
informedreferred to in my proposed reading model at the afrthis section — a real reader
informing him/herself with respect to the languagelfure and in general, the milieu of the
‘world created by the text’ (Lategan 1992:627).rRravhat has been said about the openness
to faith the real reader will have to emulate thelied reader in this regard as well.

Of particular relevance to this thesis is the tws of implied readéf* — a construct

which according to Iser (1978:34)

embodies all those predispositions necessary fiterary work to exercise its effect — predispasit laid
down, not by an empirical outside reality, but I ttext itself. Consequently, the implied readeraas
concept has its roots firmly planted in the streetof the text; he is a construct and in no waybé¢o
identified with any real reader.

This construct is useful in that it ‘designatesework of response-inviting structures,
which impel the reader to grasp the text’ (:34)telgan (1992:626) is concise and it is

worthwhile quoting hinverbatimfor the following:

Iser intended this “reader” to serve as a theaaktionstruct, to account for the presence of theeein the
text without having to deal with the additional quinations posed by a real reader. The “implieddeza
was devised as a counterpart to the concept dirtiied author.” The reason for these distinctioves the
recognition that whoever the real author of aditgrtext might be, the text itself is written framspecific
point of view and addressed to a specific reades shares a certain minimum amount of knowledge with
the author, if any communication is to take plaizethie text.

However, the implied author and the implied reaaer not the only participants. Within the text litsa
further set may be introduced in the form of a at@mmand an addressee. For example, in the gos M,

the author presupposes that his readers will haveading knowledge of Greek and will understand
references to tax collectors, the book of Isaiaé,Rharisees, and so forth. But within his storynt@duces
Jesus as a narrator of parables, with Jesus’ thscgs audience. On still a further level of emliegidthe
owner of the vineyard communicates with his sersiamho form yet another audience.

The following representation adapted from Chatma®78:151) is illuminating in this

regard:

411t must be understood thinplied readerrefers to a construct and not to a real persoriléNtser (1974,
1978) refers to this construct as ‘he’, Vorster83&.21-39) makes use of ‘his/her/its’. When proflithe
implied reader of Jn 1:1-18 this thesis will perise the construct and will use the masculinegrekpronoun
‘he/his/him’. This is not in any way being oblivietio gender sensitivity, it merely recognises tla¢n dealing
with the social constructs of'kcentury Palestine this was how reality was peszbifcf. Jeremias 1969:359-
376; Keener 2000:680-693; Malina 1981:94ff).
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Narrative text

Real Implied Implied Real
e | (Narator) > (Namatee) e |
Author Author Reader Reader

Chatman (:151) explains that while the implied autAnd implied reader are inside the
‘narrative transaction’, the real author and realder are not. Furthermore while the implied
author and implied reader are ‘immanent to a n@eathe narrator and narratee are optional’
(:151). Because the concepts of implied author r@adler are ‘immanent to the narrative’
(:151) it is quite possible to confuse the relagtps of the implied author and reader, and
the real author and reader and situate the impéader in a relationship with the implied
author. Lategan (1992:626) and Tolmie (1998:59)cdes the implied reader ‘as the
counterpart of the implied authd¥ but if this is not read clearly confusion can beated
and the implied reader can be seen as an exteosithe implied author instead of the real

author. Lategan (1989a:10) clarifies the issueraags out the relationship as follows:

real author real reader

implied author implied reade

=

He (:10) describes

a dual movement starting from opposite poles. Bag author, when writing, is reaching out for theplied
reader (as no other reader is present at this mnigre real reader, when reading, is reachingfauthe
implied author (as no other author is presenfReal authors can address only what they imagiriatend
their readers to be; real readers can reach theu#aors only via the implied authors, that igytthave to
figure out what the real authors are getting atdaycentrating on the clues and signals given bettoaded
authors.

142 Tolmie (1998:59) depends on Staley's (1998:35)jomothat ‘[w]hile the implied author knows the text
forward and backward, the implied reader only haswkdedge of what has been read up to a given martést
thus encoded in the unidirectional, forward movenwdthe text, and as such, does not know what wordes
next in the text, nor does it “stop reading” uttié narrative is ended’.
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The notion of ‘[r]eal authors can address only whaty imagine or intend their readers to be’
(:10) needs to be completed as it does not takeaintount what the reader has to do in order
for the text to ‘exercise its effect’ (Iser 1978}3Z his is important as the implied reader
surely will embody those predispositions neces$arthe effect of the text to be realized.
The real reader in emulating the implied readeghefGospel of John will need to emulate the
openness to come to faith. Nonetheless the poimtlationships between real author and
implied reader, and between real reader and impligtor, made by Lategan is useful as it
correctly shows the implied reader to be an extansf the real author and the implied
author to be an extension of the real reader. Bbhatg the case, one could well ask if it is
legitimate to confine the implied reader solelytie narrativeper se(cf. Chatman 1978:151).
What about the deliberate shaping of the text? Do¢she real author shape or craft the text
with the intended audience/reader in mind? Perladzd needs to be done is to extend what
Chatman (:151) calls ‘narrative transaction’ tobeace the planning or design of the text as
surely the intended recipiéfit will be in the real author's mind when the texcigfted. In
this regard it is necessary to question Staley@88135) notion of the implied reader being
fait simply with the text up to whatever point the resdder is at in his/her engagement with
the text** What is confusing is the contention that althouly@ implied reader does not
know what comes next ‘it does not stop readingl uhé narrative is ended’ (:35). The fact
that the implied reader is endowed with ‘perfecbwiedge and memory of what has been
read’ (:35) and the fact that this reader nevepssteading until the narrative is ended (:35)
make it clear that this entity knows what is to eom the text. Staley’s contention that the
implied reader has knowledge only of ‘what has besad up to the given moment’ (:35)
inhibits the implied reader by constraints brougbbut by the incompetence of the real
reader. It is only the first time real reader (gouksibly even the real reader who has
repeatedly engaged with the text) who is limitedidayporality (cf. Tolmie 1998:59, Staley
1988:35). The implied reader of the Gospel of Jamrexample knows John’s story of Jesus
prior to its being told as he corresponds to tlaé aethor as claimed earlier in this chafiter

In the case of Jn 2:22 the implied reader ‘is agzhto know about Jesus’ resurrection
already’ (Culpepperl1983:222) and in the case dflig, the reader is assumed to know of an
anointing which is only described in Jn 12:3-8 GR1

143 Rather than intended reader/hearer/audience EX@0(128-129) speaks of the ‘planned addresseehef t
literary work. Eco of course ascribes to his Mddehder what this thesis ascribes to the impliedaea

144 Tolmie (1988:59) takes up this idea and definesithplied reader ‘in terms of the temporal quabfythe
text’.

145 Cf. Footnote 136 above where reference is madéedmplied reader being a part of the compositiona
strategy and design of the text.
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So limiting the implied reader to a ‘unidirectionBorward movement of the text’ (Staley
1988:35) with no knowledge of what is to come isemable. On the other hand to adopt the
stance that the implied reader as fait with both the narrative and the real author’s
communication strategies will make it clear thattfe real reader more engagement with the
text is essential as neither a single readingemnen repeated readings could ever exhaust the
possibilities of generating new meanings.

Van lersel (1998:14-29) succinctly explains that itmplied reader is not a flesh and blood
person but a formal function of the text. The iraglireader is the construct that understands
all the codes embedded in the t&Xtit is a hypothetical position necessitated byftw that
those who communicate do not create or read texta vacuum. The text will contain
references common to both sender and receivemglsiillustration is that should | write to
a colleague I will not employ language, codes onisgls that s/he will not understand. That
will defeat the purpose of the letter. Someone edading the same text will need to know all
the codes embodied in the letter and in pursuit pfoper understanding of the material will,
in all probability, have to approach the colleagoieme should | still be alive and available)
for explanations. One need only call to mind waetiefforts to crack codes to see the
necessity of engaging with the reader who undedstati the codes. The more the outsider
gets to know what the intended recipféhof the message knows, the more s/he becomes
equipped to know about the message. In fact theerathre knows about the text, the more
s/he will become a part of the ‘world created by text’ (Lategan 1992:627). The implied
reader in this thesis then is the reader in thewo understands all the codes embedded in
the text.

The purpose of this section is to identify as mahthe codes as possible to comprehend
as much as one could possibly comprehend abouteitieof Jn 1:1-18. This section will

profile™*®

the implied reader of Jn 1:1-18 to the extent thi is possible given the state of
the research thus far. In so doing we will attengpgradually arrive at what this reader
knows about the text by studying the codes embadidite text. Primary here will be the OT

and the Jewish interpretations surrounding the é&Xist

148 As indicated above this thesis goes beyond knayelesf codes and includes as part of the makeupeof t
reader those predispositions necessary for thedégkercise its effect’ (Iser 1978:34).

147 Mailloux (1979:95) refers to thiatended readeas a concept to cover all theoretical conceptsritésg the
identity of the reader.

148 1t must be acknowledged that the focus on theigdpleader at this particular point in this thei®s not in
any way imply that this reader is ignorant of the@r®ic construction of Biblical texts presentedSaction One
above and of the awareness of the text in otheiddescof this work.
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What then is this knowledge of the implied readertisat given his predisposition of
openness to faith the text of the Prologue canrtase its effect’ (Iser 1978:34)? Bearing in
mind the limitations faced by me as real readelnof:1-18, the following chapters attempt to
show to some extent at least, what knowledge waredhby the real author and the implied
reader.

Rhetorical Analysis was my means of entry intotti world of the Prologue. It has thus
far revealed an implied readau faitwith its ways of communicating. Focus on the imglie
reader in this study is a way of investigating wisahecessary for the text to ‘exercise its
effect’ (Iser 1978:34). For example, it becomeseaful way of assessing how the real reader
ought to respond to the strong emphasis on faith lbothe Prologue and in its intratextual
counterparts especially Jn 20:31 where it is reacedhat the very purpose of the work is to
arouse faith in the readers (real and implied)wBy of conclusion to this brief discussion on
the implied reader it must be noted that the conoéphe implied reader is congruent with
Rhetorical Analysis because both anticipate theptetion of the communication system e.g.
with respect to the rhetorical feature abbreviation the active participation of the real
reader is encouraged and even coaxed. The sam®ecaaid of Iser’s notion of filling in the
gaps (cf. Iser 1974:34, 38, 40, 208, 214, 280). fHedorical feature oparonomasiavould
make no sense without the engagement of the radere As Lategan would have it, the
reader influences the way in which the text isustured and framed’ (1992:626). This must
be read together with Meynet's (1998:169) assettia ‘Biblical Texts are Composed and
Well Composed'. The reader is important in the rodtiogy of the interpretation of texts for
surely if the reader has not been kept in mindé¢®ecould never be ‘well composét.

Culpepper (1983:7) notes that ‘the implied readedefined by the text as one who
performs all the mental moves required to enter the narrative world and responds to it as
the implied author intends’ (7). The implicatiorréés that whereas the real author discloses,
the implied reader receives. With respect to th@dgue, the implied reader will be able to
assimilate the importance of the central termrtedovowr and will be able to see its
importance in the Gospel of John as a whole. Thike reader who through this assimilation
will be counted among thoge 6cod éyevvrnoav. In other words, the text will be actualized
in the real reader through interaction with the liegh reader constructed by the author’s
technique. In the words of Mailloux (1979:95) ‘taethor becomes manipulatorof readers,

his techniques guiding the reader to the intendsganse’.

149 In this regard van Wolde (1989:47) notes that aiththe reader the text ‘is only a lifeless collectof
words’.
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By way of conclusion to this brief discussion e implied reader it must be pointed out
that in this study Rhetorical Analysis facilitates entry into understanding the implied
reader so that real reader can enter into themggmbcess as a dialogue partner. Focusing on
the implied reader is one way of constructing anaork for dialogue with the text. What
then are the features of the implied reader redetwen this study? This will be attended to

from here on.

3. The implied reader of the Gospel of John

Culpepper (1983:205-227), Tolmie (1998:57-75) #ueffer (1999:47-65) describe the
implied reader of the Gospel of John. Culpeppel’988:212-223) description is most
impressive with its detailed description of the i reader’s knowledge of persons, events,
Judaism, places and languages. Cursory observaifoiie text indicate certain facts about
what the implied reader does and does not knowethar words what the real author has to
explain so that what Culpepper (1983:207) calls'd@whorial audience’ can comprehend the
work™®. For example, the implied reader does not knowmsia as words like ‘Rabbi’ (Jn
1:38), ‘Messiah’ (Jn 1:41), ‘Cephas’ (Jn 1:42),08ih (Jn 9:7), and Rabbuni (Jn 20:16) have
to be explained in the text. Because the implieddee has perfect memory after an
explanation is offered once there is no need far ite offered again e.g. after the meaning of
Rabbi is explained in Jn 1:38 it is not necessaryfirther explanations in the seven other
occurrences of this word (cf. Jn 1:49; 3:2, 2614825; 9:2 and 11:8). But these are
merely cursory observations and do not give a smlisl picture of the implied reader’s
awareness of the intertextual matrix referred totlie conclusion to this chaptet
Subsequent chapters of this thesis will deal wité profile of the implied reader of the
Prologue with respect to OT threads comprisingpthgsage and the interpretative traditions.
This treatment of the issue will be different toavihas been alluded to in this paragraph and
will situate the profile of the implied reader dfet Prologue within @ext matrixthat goes
well beyond the 18 verses comprising the Prologukewven well beyond the Gospel of John.

In other words | wish to show that the conceptt'téx not static but interactive as the real

150 The reference here is to localities, persons hadlogical considerations. The author's commernir2: 21-
22 that Jesus was speaking of the temple of hig Isoain example of this (cf. Kieffer 1999:56).
151 Cf. point 6 below.

93



reader engages with it and profiles the implieddeeaso as to see what knowledge and
characteristics are necessary for the ‘literarylwtorexercise its effect’ (Iser 1978:34).

What is important at this point is to tease outithplications of Iser’s (:34) assertion that
the implied reader ‘embodies all those predispms#i necessary for a literary work to
exercise its effect — predispositions laid dowrt, Impan empirical outside reality, but by the
text itself*®% Much has been said in the foregoing about tranmsition in the real reader
through engagement with the text. What guidelines the implied reader offer the real
reader in this regard? Here we are not concernadwsih with the meaning and deliberate
placing of the central termotetovowr or with any of the other textual features. Ouraan
here is to examine the ‘predispositions necesgady) in other words the openness to faith
for the Gospel of John to ‘exercise its eff&tt(:34).

As intimated in point 2.1.2 above it would app&am the way in which the gospel is
framed that faith in Jesus required a responsectl @0 €pyeofe kai 6leade’ i.e. ‘come and
see’ (Jn 1:39). Perhaps the context of this veesglsto be examined as it shows the type of
openness to the following of Jesus that is requicedhe text to ‘exercise its effect’ (Iser
1978:34). The context is Jn 1:35-39:-

John 1:35-39

- , , , - - o 36 R -

T émadpLov T elotiker O Twdvvng kol ék TV pedntdv adtod dlo kol éupréliog @ Inood
~ ~ ~ 37 3 ~ ~

mepLTotodvTL Aéyel, *Ide 6 durog tod Beod. kol Hkovoow ol S0 pednral wdTod AwdodrTog Kol
5 / Ay ~ 38 \ ey ~ \ , 5 A 3 - ’
nkoAovOnoov T ’Incod. otpadelc 8¢ 0 ‘Incodc kol Oexoapevog ovtolc okolovBodrtag Acyel
abtolg, Tl {nteite; ol &¢ elmav adt®, PePBl, 0 Aéyetar pebepunvevduevor Audaokade, moD MEVELG;
39, s A ) > > v e - \ s o A N

Aeyer ovtolg, "Epyeobe kal OfeaBe. MAOar ovv kol €ldoy mod pevel kal Top’ oOTE) EHELVOV TNV
épar ékelvmy: dpa fv B¢ dekd.

This is the call of the first disciples in the Gebpf John. They start off standing with John
and end up remaining with Jesus. They move fronoviahg John to following Jesus. The
implied reader will know from the Prologue that daé not the light but only a witness to the
light (Jn 1:8). Interesting in the passage abovéhé preponderance of words from the

semantic field of sight. These have been highlidghtethe text above. Later on in Jn 1:41

12| this regard Culpepper (1983:7) states thairtiied reader enters ‘into the narrative worlddaesponds

to it ‘as the implied author intends’. The ideaéher that in order to respond to the call to faiththe Gospel of
John, the implied reader will need to be open ith o as to be counted among thex 6eobd.

133 Culpepper (1983:225-226) explains that ‘the gdspsatement of its purpose, its plot, charactéiora
comments, misunderstandings, irony and symbolidmwatk together in leading the reader to accept the
evangelist’'s understanding of Jesus as the divéwealer and to share the evangelist's concept tfeatic
faith, faith which certifies the believer as onetb& “children of God.” Such faith must, in the syef the
evangelist, be distinguished from the inauthengithf of those who marvel at signs but do not gremsgpr
significance or follow the one to whom they poinfolmie (1998:59) is also aware of the call tolastating
that ‘the implied author aims at guiding the imglieader deeper into discipleship’.
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these new disciples report that they have discovdre messiahippnkouer tov Meoolav).

They have discovered well as in this passage we haxwovement from:

LOOK == SFEg == MARVEl==> CONTEMPLATE

In sum what we have in this brief passage are:

1. Testimony of John the Baptist about Jesus

2. Two disciples hearing this and following Jesus
3.
4

. They remain with Jesus

Faith of the two in Jesus as they do what he ks to do

There is a movement of discipleship from John the &ptist to Jesus

This is the type of predisposition that allows teet to ‘exercise its effect’ (Iser 1978:34).

The openness of the implied reader can also be wé&hrrespect to theotedw group of

words in the Gospel of John. As attention will lzédpto these words later in the wtkonly

a few examples will be treated here.

Seeing the sign Jesus performed in Cana the disciilieved in him (Jn 2:11).
What Jesus says has lasting effect for the impkeder as Jn 2:22 points out that
what he said and did when he cleansed the templeheadesired effect after the
resurrection. This means that the implied readexsdaot forget the words and
deeds of Jesus and the indication is that he teftatthese realities in openness to
faith. It also means that for the implied reader tasurrection shed light on a prior
experience.

Jn 2:23 again shows openness to the signs workdddms.

The present active participieotebwy in Jn 3:15, 3:16, 3:36, 5:24, 6:40, 6:47, and
11:26 indicates that the implied reader contintodselieve and that this believing
leads to eternal life.

This participle occurs again in Jn 3:18 where thdication is that the implied
reader in whom the text has exercised ‘its effstr 1978:34) will not be judged.
On the other hand those who do not believe in thmenof Jesus are judged
becausdhey do not believ&f. Jn 3:18 6 6¢ pn motedwy Hdn kékpLtal, OTL UT

TETLOTEVKEY €l¢ TO Ovope ToD povoyevodg viod tod Beod). The reference here is to

154 Cf. Chapter two of Section Three below.
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those in whom the text has not exercised its effebky in fact constitute the
antithesis of the implied reader.

« Ultimately the implied reader shows what it is te #kve 6eod. In Jn 20:31
through believing in Jesus he has kfe 1§ ovopatt adtod. What | called the
propositioearlier in the work’® has been fulfilled and the text has indeed exedcis
its effect. Zumstein (2008:123) relates the Proébda the conclusion of the
Gospel, viz. Jn 20:30-31 stating that both indicde purpose of the work. In
particular the ‘conclusion allows readers to verihe appropriateness of their
reading’ (:124). Zumstein (2007:296-297) explaihe &nd of the Gospel (Jn
20:30-31) and points out the importance of theamodf faith. He gives the opinion
that in Jn 20 :30-31 we see for the first timeha titerature classified as gospels
the notion ofbook of faith Further he points out that the story of JesussCiws
told so as to make a call to faith ( :287) Zumstein’s position adequately explains
the purpose of the Fourth Gospel viz. to call @aders (real and implied) to faith.
It also highlights the condition necessary for thet to ‘exercise its effect’ (Iser
1978 :34). In all this the strategic placing ®fotctovowr in the Prologue is
justified and a convincing link between the Prolegnd the rest of the Gospel is
established. In this regard O’Brien (2005:284) motieat Jn 20:31 ‘is a direct
address to the reader, explicitly expressing aenirto change the readerWe
have already examined the qualities necessaryhfoitext to ‘exercise its effect’
(Iser 1978:34). For O’'Brien included among thesalitjes is belief ‘through one’s
own encounter with the Word’ (285). Thomas (Jn 228) and the Samatritans (Jn
4:42) are cited as examples. But what about thersent about those who have
not seen Xgyer adt 0 ‘Inoodg OTL €WPOKAG WE TETLOTEVKNG; MEKEPLOL OL WM
180vteg kel motedonvteg) in Jn 20:29? Here O'Brien argues that the repafrithe
experiences of key characters viz. the Beloved iplisc Mary Magdalene and
Thomas provide ‘the possibility of substitute expece for the reader’. The
burden of proof of this argument is that both mdenstanding and believing are
‘essential to the narrative of the Fourth Gosp@87). Believing is a process. One
arrives at it through wrestling with inconsistersci®’Brien (:302) is aware of this

and eloquently expresses it as follows:

135 Cf. Point 2 under the General Introduction to thissis.
15 The exact quotation in Zumstein (2007:297) is tptai premiére fois dans la littérature groupant les

évangiles, apparait la notion de “livre de foi”histoire de Jésus Christ est racontée pour apaééefoi’.
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But the author also helps to recreate the expezienencountering Jesus and the journey of faith
for readersby subjecting them to the initial confusion expeded by the first disciples and
continually bringing them to new ways of seeingwneethods of interpretation so that they
might gain a clearer understanding of what is rahis world. The author does so by creating
interpretative difficulties, deliberately setting unisunderstandings, so that readers might learn
how to correct them in light of the truth presentgdJesus, and by creating characters whose
interpretative errors and corrections not only shtbes way but bring readers along with them.
Through their own errors and weaknesses along téh persistence and subsequent correction,
Mary Magdalene, Thomas, and the Beloved Discigleaitribute to this scheme and further the
author’s purpose that readers may believe thatsJissine Christ and that by believing they may
have life in his name.

The works surveyed thus faf paint a picture of the implied reader of the Gospelohn
in broad strokes. The picture, although usefuhardly helpful for the real reader to engage
in a sufficiently meaningful way with the Prologse that the text could ‘exercise its effect’
(Iser 1978:34). What is required is some detaitédrmation with respect to the text matrix
generated by the Prologue so as to examine thalvew of the implied reader. The next
two chapters will therefore attend to some of thtertextual implication's® with respect to
the Prologue and Section three will explore soméhefrelationships between the Prologue
and the rest of the Gospel of John. It is onlyraft®se steps have been completed will a
more complete construction of the implied readernbtleieved — but prior to all that, before
moving from this chapter in which theoretical iss#e examined, we need to examine the
concept of Intertextuality.

57 The works referred to are Culpepper (1983:205-2P@)mie (1998:57-75) and Kieffer (1999:47-65).

138 These intertextual explorations will assist in twmstruction of a text matrix and will give findetail with
respect to OT influences on the Gospel of John. diofile of the implied reader will be expandedatigh
these explorations.
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4.  Intertextuality *>° —

a text by producing other tex{&co 1990:23).

‘To interpret means to react to the text of the darl the world of

Although, as Vorster (1989) and Still & Worton (I98° note, the phenomenon of
intertextuality is not new, the term has been abibg Julia Kristeva in the 1960s (cf. Still &
Worton 1990:1; Allen 2000:i, 3, 11-18J. Still & Worton (1990:16f) give the impression
that Kristeva’s development of the notion of inéettiality was based solely on the works of
the linguist de Saussure and of the literary tlseddakhtin. That there have been influences
of these earlier theorists on Kristeva cannot beetdkas she herself makes reference to these
authord®. It must be remembered however that Kristeva cdrom a psychoanalytic
background and it would appear that her awarenésaetertextuality germinated in that
field'®3 In any event there was an intersection of Kriat®\iterary explorations and her
psychoanalytic ones (cf. Kristeva 1987). The painall this is that if Kristeva’'s notions of
intertextuality derived from her work in psychoarsa$ then it is quite possible that
intertextuality is more basic and more intrinsicdtie human experience that it appears to be.
Perhaps this could be the focus of some futurearekeas here | am confined to the limits
placed on this project by my thesis proposal.

Allen (2000:3) also affirms that the first artictitan of intertextual theory is attributed to
Kristeva and goes further to give an indication tbé epistemological context of this

articulation. There was a shift ‘from structuralismpoststructuralism’ (:3). The move was,

159 The compilation edited by Worton & Still (1990)dathe work by Allen (2000) are useful for infornation
the subject of intertextuality. These works show thistorical development of the concept and higttlidne
various nuances and rich complexity associated intdrtextual theory. Another interesting work wisspect
to intertextuality is Kiebuzinska (2001). This sfjushows modern drama in conversations with texdmfthe
past. Allen (2000:5) also describes the comingttogreof various art forms and speaks of the ‘mixifigiready
established styles and practices’. In his penuténthapter (:174-208) he explores more fully thisas-the-
boundary exchange and in fact describes an opéansysith its active exchange of information acregstem
boundaries. D’Angelo (2010:33-34) shows that thiotige process of adaption by which literary worksyrbe
cast into new forms, many diverse disciplines bezontertextually connected. D’Angelo (:35-44) disses
five more modes of intertextuality viz. retro, appriation, parody, pastiche and simulation by whéchross
pollination occurs and signs are absorbed into negadities until eventually one ends up with ‘gpgdhat does
not possess an original’ (Allen 2000:182). The anse of the text appears to be expanding. Whde&s then
is that intertextuality applies not only to the #@nh word but also engages with non-literary and practices.
The question then arises: do not these arts alge &a impact on literary works? This provides yeotaer
opportunity for a future project.

10 There might be some confusion with the referet#l ‘& Worton (1990)'. The reference in this caseto a
work by Still and Worton (1990) in a compilationited by Worton & Still (1990).

161 Although the term is said to have been coined Hgt&va, Allen (2000:2) traces its origins to"2@entury
BCE work in the field of Linguistics. Still othego all the way back to Plato (cf. Still & Worton9®2f).

162 Kristeva (1968, 1971) refers to de Saussure aswitalBakhtin amongst many other theorists

183 Cf. Kristeva (1987) — a work on psychoanalysisainich she describes ‘the object of psychoanalysis a
simply linguistic exchange(:3). Her explorations into the use of analytimgjuage led her to discoveries about
semiotics which she calisfralinguistic and ortranslinguisticrepresentationg5).
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in essence, a move from certitude and stabilityrtoertainty and instability. Postmodernism
had announced itself in a serious way in Frandbernl960s. Allen points out that ‘[t]he term
intertextuality was employed by poststructuralisedrists and critics in their attempt to
disrupt notions of stable meaning and objectiverpretation’ (:3). Poststructuralism views
certitude and stability associated with text intetation with suspicion and legitimizes
subjectivity and pluralism. On the other hand dtrcadists employ the term intertextuality to
argue for certainty and stability with respect mnterpretation. So whereas poststructuralists
make use of intertextual theory to ‘disrupt noti@mfisneaning’ (:4), structuralists employ the
same theory to ‘locate and fix meaning’ (:4). Witiis kind of coincidence of opposites the
concept of intertextuality certainly seems to kexithle'®”,

Allen (2000) presents the theory of intertextuaiitya concise way noting that the act of
reading ‘plunges us into a network of textual ielad’ (:1). Basically the assumption here is
that a text cannot exist as a self sufficient gtfit— as it exists in relationships with other
texts. Composers of texts are first of all reacsms users of other text4 But what is
produced at the moment of reading is not influersietply and solely by what appears on a
page. The reader brings to the process a myriamthafr texts and traits to produce what |
would call an intertextual matfi%. There is a necessary complexity with respect to
intertextuality®®.

Kristeva (1968:103) defines téXtas a device that redistributes the order of thguage
translinguistically by connecting a communicative word to direct infation, with different
types of statements earlier or synchronic. Theigextroductivity, which means: (1) its
relation to the language in which it is locatedeadistributive (destructive-constructive), so it
is accessible through logical categories rathen tharely linguistic ones; (2) there is a
permutation of texts, an intertextuality: in theasp of a text several statements taken from

other texts, intersect and neutralize each other.

184 perhaps this in itself is merely a demonstratibpastmodernism where there is no room for absslute

185 f. still & Worton (1990:1). This notion will becwe clearer when interaction is discussed undert Soof

this chapter.

166 A clear example of this can be seen in speechngritnd the composing of homilies where anecdotes,
stories, news events and parables are used tarirgod influence the final product.

57 More will be said about this in the conclusiorthis chapter where a definition of text is attendpte

188 Allen (2000:2) laments thantertextualityis an often misused term and points out thatramfproviding ‘a
stable set of critical procedures’ so as to faaiit interpretation, the term ‘cannot be evoked m a
uncomplicated manner’ (:2).

189 The actual definition from Kristeva (1968:103)risFrench as follows:
nous définissons le texte comme un appareil tragusistique qui redistribue l'ordre de la langue,negttant en relation une parole
communicative visant linformation directe, avedfédients types d'énoncés antérieurs ou synchrosigue texte est donc une
productivité, ce qui veut dire: 1. son rapport &ategue dans laquelle il se situe est redistrit{dgktructivo-constructif), par conséquent
il est abordable & travers des catégories logiqulet que purement linguistiques; 2. il est unenpdation de textes, une
intertextualité : dans I'espace d'un texte plusiémoncés, pris @ d'autres textes, se croiseptregutralisent.
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It is clear then that the notion of text is nogete if one does not take into account the
rapport with prior and current texf& Frow (1990:45) conveys the notion of texts being
‘shapedby the repetition and the transformation of ottextual structures’ (my italics) and
contends that ‘texts are shaped not by an immatierd but by the play of divergent
temporalities’(:45). The assumption here is tha shapingof text goes well beyond the
composing of texts to include the encounter andodige with other texts. What's more,
Frow (:46) points out that ‘[t]he intertext is natreal and causative source but a theoretical
construct formed by and serving the purpose ofading’. Now one can understand that a
real reader familiar with Ex 33 — 34 for exampldlsee intertextual connections with that
passage when reading Jn 1:14’3&ut that the reader who is not familiar with theoBus
account will not. But that does not account for flaet that the producer of a text is
simultaneously a reader of other texts. This iplay when deliberate citations are brought
into the composition of the work e.g. when a kegngpeaker refers to a statement made by
some famous orator. So while the identificationaaf intertext is ‘an act of interpretation’
(:46) it is more than that — it can also be a dghle strategy used in the composition of a
text. Simply stated, whether one engages with texthe act of reading, or in the act of
composing, one enters into a textual universe.

Another question that arises from Frow’s (:46) da#se is about the nature of the
phenomenon of intertextuality. Is it merelyheoreticalconstruct? To the extent that a text is
part of a tapestry comprising other texts, interahty is a fact — not a theory. But because
the tapestry is not a finite structure but is alsvagxpanding, the phenomenon of
intertextuality appropriates for itself a statusietheludes definition. It would appear that we
are back in Anderson’s (1989:71) ‘huckleberry patchhe very instability which
intertextuality brings to the act of interpretatialtows for fluidity and even uncertainty with
respect to this construct. From the foregoing simeuld not get the impression that Frow’'s
(1990) view of texts and intertextuality is narroMe does speaiater alia of implicit and
explicit intertextuality, particular and generalartextuality, message intertextuality and code
intertextuality and intertextuality generated bylestidiom, and connotations (:45).

Intertextuality refers to ‘the relationship betwetents’ (Vorster 1989:18). In this regard

Zumstein (2008:128) notes that intertextualityim@y literary works interacting and points

170 stewart (1979:48) describes intertextuality aselationship between universes of discourse’ inclvimter
implies interaction. ‘They do not “stand outsidg”“between” their subjects so much as they are gergrin
their subjects’ (:48).

1" The exact connections will be explored in the reepter.
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out that the Gospel of John ‘is no exception te thie. It too is a networked text’ (:129
He (:128-134) describes various associations wthehGospel of John enjoys with other
biblical works viz. the Synoptic Gospels, the Jafina Corpus and the Hebrew Bible. As
van Tilborg,et al (1989:7) state:

Texts refer to each other, chronologically backwaashd forwards, semantically inwards and outwards.
Reading intertextually is an act of resistance rgjahe reading of texts in a concluding and retitig way.
Texts do not exist without other texts. During tieading of a text the ‘deja-lu’ of other texts mfiézes
constantly.

Whereas for some authors the ‘text-text relatiorcastral’, for others the ‘text-reader
relation is central’ (Draisma 1989:11). Whereas fimener relationship is consistent with
diachronic enquiries, the latter features in syonlr approaches. The position of this thesis
is that whatever enquiry is in the foreground at ane time will enjoy the benefit of our
attentiort”.

Vorster (1989:20) states that ‘[a]ll texts can bgarded as the rewriting of previous texts,
and also as reactions to texts’. Texts are thus ae@ mosaic of citations. As pointed out by
Kristeva (1986:37) ‘any text is constructed as asam of quotations; any text is the
absorption and transformation of another’. Thisnbeihe case, one needs to ask whether
anything new can really be said. Is there any paliy? The answer to this y&s Originality
lies in the context in which the text or interptain is generated. Context in this regard
includes personal context and individual differende this regard Brimer (1992:29f) shows
how cultural and contextual differences lead to mesg with respect to interpretation. The
examples provided by Brimer of a poem about a velteing interpreted as an airplane —
and a Boeing 747 at that! (:27), and of the p@&ectober Dawrbeing interpreted by a group
of Hindu students as a poem about a wedding ‘("3&}test to the fact that originality is
brought in through culture and context. In this amely Degenaar (1992:190) states that
‘whatever structure or system of relationships ane/es at, the play of differences which is
characteristic of language makes it impossible kint finality of meaning and of

interpretation ... all interpretations are merelyvismnal’. The contention of this thesis is

2 |ntertextuality ought not to be understood inmaistic way. It is not merely about using textshagtim as,
for example, the use of Jer 31:31-34 in Heb 8:8H1. also used in a nuanced way. Beentjes (12&peaks
of phrases being ‘remodelled’. He even shows houstare used in ‘inverted’ (:32) fashion. To denicate
this point, he uses the intertextual relationstépaeen 1 Sam 12:3 and Sir 46:19¢c (}32)Beentjes (:31-50)
cites numerous examples from both the OT and theoNThis ‘inverted’ intertextual phenomenon .The
possibilities of creative engagements with texéstherefore manifold.

173 Cf. The Introductory chapter to Section Two above.

4 In announcing the coming of winter the poem dedathat ‘October is Marigold’ (Brimer 1992:31).
Marigolds are used extensively in Hindu weddingd s no surprise that this cultural practicduehced the
interpretation of the poem (:31).
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that the ‘play of differences’ (:190) is not onlyfeature of language, it is a feature of culture
and of context as well. Indeed it also featureshimsse who share the same culture and/or
context because of individual differences.

Reverting to the usage of texts and citations,ames cases marginal notes and other
indications of allusions to antecedent texts arehdvagments of such texts make the reader
aware of intertexts, while in other cases anonyisifgreserved and this becomes ‘part of the
code system of the given text for the reader’ (Yorsl989:21). This code system will
undoubtedly be known to the implied reader. Vorsteaws three conclusions from this.
Firstly, the phenomenon dext has been redefined to become a network of intertex
Secondly, attention is now focused more on the gg®©f the production of text rather than
on ‘the sources and their influences’ (:21). Thirbe stresses the role of the reader ‘in this
approach to the phenomenon of text’ (:21).

What all this implies is that the more familiar tteal reader is with texts, the more s/he
will be able to engage with any presenting text tiedmore s/he will be capable of drawing

meaning out of this engagement. As Draisma (199%®gfpresses it:

Intertextuality has no effect unless there is aleeavho knows a sufficient number of texts... & teih a
strong intertextuality can be read in more wagsitbne, even in a way in which the reader is unawathe
text's intertextuality.

Reading a text is indeed ‘an act of creativity'r(velborget al 1989:7).

This thesis looks both backwards and forwards ®gleat antecedent texts relate to the
Prologue and also to see how the Prologue relatdket rest of the Gospel of John. An
exploration of the intertextual implications of tReologue will assist in the construction of
the implied reader of the Prologue as it will shawvat awareness is needed for the text to
accomplish its goal or ‘exercise its effect’ (19€78:34). The Rhetorical Analysis examined
in the first Section of this work was one step ur anderstanding of the Prologue. For a
fuller picture of the textual universe alluded Jn 1:1-18 other operations are necessary.
Intertextuality has been chosen as a means to ealaur engagement with Jn 1:1-18 as it
helps to complete the textual matrix into which passage is situated. The next two chapters
of this thesis will pay attention to the interteadity applicable to the Prologue. These
chapters will examine OT texts, personages andtgeoked by Jn 1:1-18. In the course of
the work our understanding of the concept of ietdrtality will be enhanced as several
nuanced forms of intertextuality (direct, indiredhematic, conceptual, etc.) will be
encountered. These will be pointed out as and whey occur and in relationship with the

Prologue.
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5.  The implied reader and interactionismi’®

From the foregoing it is clear that the readerthie locus where a vast matrix of
interconnections coincides. The reader of a givert tis paramount in the act of

interpretation. Meaning is

produced by a reader, who produces such meanitgrtéxtually’ on the basis of a multiplicity of sig,
both written and non-written which impinge upon hamd his §ic) world. Again, in the words of Barthes,
‘... there is one space where this multiplicity ist@ised and that place is the reader, not, as waertdtsaid,
the author. The reader is the space on which alftiotations that make up a writing are inscril{®elz

1989:27).

Ellen van Wolde (1989:43-49) recognizes the tmeractional nature of the reading
process and describes intertextual relationshippaas ‘of the reader’'s general semiotic
actualization process’ (:48). Intertextuality fagrifocuses on the reader because the reader
achieves intertextualemiosighrough logical and analogical reasoning in intéom with the
text’ (:48). That being the case, | would like t@pose a model of the reader to show some
of the complexity embodied by this entity. The doling diagram illustrates some of the

various components held together in what has bedomoen ageader.

5 Hansson (1992:164) in discussing the phenomendijraéractionism’ laments ‘the paucity of resehrinto
dynamic, interactional processes164). She sees this as a result of ‘adhering tBositivist epistemology’
(:164). Hansson writes from the perspective of pdoe theory within the legal framework but whaesdtates
about interactionism is equally true of the fiefditerary studies. The call for a more interactbframework in
the field of biblical studies has already been madée Introductory chapter to this Section ant ke brought
up again as a possibility for future research wienconcluding remarks to this thesis are made.
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Diagram #1

. Knowledge \

Awareness

Physical
Ability

It is important to note that none of these comptmerist in a vacuum. They interact with
each other and each component both influences aniisélf influenced by all other
components giving rise to richness, plurality anchaety of possibilities. For example, if the
awareness of the reader is impaired it will advgrsdfect all other dimensions. If the
awareness is enhanced it will positively affectabiger dimensions. While the boundary lines
serve to identify the individual components and@ear, they are not impermeable. Diagram
# 2 below illustrates these semi-permeable boueslaNote the dotted lines in diagram #2 as

opposed to the solid lines in diagram #1.:
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Diagram #2
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But here too there is a limitation. The active exuye of energy and information across
component boundaries is not shown. In order tesgete idea of the complexity involved in
the act of reading, these relationships must beodstrated. Diagram #3 below attempts to

show the vast matrix of interconnections makinghepreader of texts.
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Diagram #3

Knowledge

Wellness ' Intellect

~ Physical Abili X .
., - Phy ty <
. *s ‘
.
., .
Yay .

.
""saappgannn*®

This diagram illustrates the complexity of the imepl reader in which a vast matrix of
interconnections coincides. Note the red arrowswsigp the interaction even among
interactions. The possibilities for interactiong @normous. It must also be noted that the
outer boundary is also permeable thus allowingaforexchange of information with other
readers. Reading can also be a community actf¥igs the real reader both affects, and is
also affected by, other real readers. Van Tilbetgal are correct when they claim that

‘Reading a text is an act of creativity’ (van Tilgaet al 1989:7).

% In his presentation dintertextuality and Social Transformatidrategan (1989:105-116) focusing on the
‘mediatory power of language’ (:106) argues coniigly about the ability of language to construch ‘a
alternate symbolic universe’ (:108) which bring®abtransformation. The context of his argumentatfo‘the
community of faith as a family’ (:107). Reading ascommunity activity is therefore not an entirelgwn

concept.
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6. A concluding remark ontext

From the foregoing it is abundantly clear that aoreds to be clear on the meaning of the
concepttext Ellen van Wolde (1996:134) has described the ephenost eloquently as

follows:

A text is like a guide who directs a reader onwpey. The reader starts travelling, but the texpsnout the
road along which the reader can walk and pointstioetdirection. The text achieves this by providing
specific information presented from different amsgte points of view. One could even go so far asap
that the perspectives of narrator and charactersharreader’s eyes and ears. The text also em[iesary
means and stylistic features to guide the readdrtarfocus the attention on one aspect rather tian
another. But most of all, the text determines tl@nmoute on which the reader sets out through ¢hand
content. All these factors contribute to the rhieedrequipment which a text uses to help a reaihet ifs
bearings. The exegete or text analyst studiesitiguiktic aspects through which this rhetorical dijuj
works.

This definition readily finds a home in this theass it moves one away from a static idea of
text to a dynamic understanding in which interactigith the text is vital to the reading
process — but as indicated abdVét must be borne in mind that because of the teall
intertextuality, the concept of text is more thampy words and lines on a page. Text as
defined in thesis refers to the entire matrix aéitexts generated by what the real author has
consciously or unconsciously presented. For exaraplaill be seen in the next chapter a
reading of the Prologue goes well beyond the eaghierses presented by the real author to
embrace several OT passages and even socio-cliatais.

This chapter has examined some of the theoratisaks associated with the concepts of
implied reader and intertextuality, and has attempb define the concept of text used in this
study. The following chapters will attempt to editstbthe profile of the implied reader of the
Prologue by examining its intertextual associatiatith antecedent texts (mainly of the OT)
and also the cultural issues which would have nsadenpact on early Christianity. From the
foregoing it is clear that the intertextual matnwuld have been enriched by the real author’s

engagement with his culturally diverse milieu.

177 cf. the allusion tdext matrixunder point 3 of this chapter.
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Chapter two — What the implied reader knows about Q traditions evoked by the
Prologue

(The Prologue woven with biblical threads)

‘The Johannine Prologue, like the rest of the Fhu®ospel, is immersed in Old Testament theolodgom the
rich reservoir of the Hebrew Scriptures’ (Kim 20098)

2.0 Introduction

The basic assumption here is that the Prologueogen with Biblical threads. This
chapter attempts to ascertain to some extent sit Vzat the implied reader knows about the
scriptural traditions in the Prologue in order teaningfully engage with the text. The idea
here is that the more the real reader engagestietimplied reader the more meaningfully
s/he will be able to interact with the text.

The first and most obvious point to be made i$ tha implied reader will be totallgu
fait with the Semitic logic of the work as expoundedirction one of this work. Of interest
to this thesis is du Rand’s assertion that ‘Jolitésary and theological legacy is very much
to be read against the background of the Semitiddwaf thought’ (du Rand 2005:21). The
compositional features and in particular the styiatplacing of the termiotetovowr will not
escape the attention of the implied reader. Theoitapce of this feature will be explained
when we deal with the relevance of the Prologuettierrest of the Gospel of Jdh The
implied reader will also be able to disclose to teal reader how the structure of the
Prologue mirrors the structure of the rest of thesgel of John (cf. Staley 1986:241-264;
1988:50-73). Another, probably not so obvious, deatabout the makeup of the implied
reader are the epistemological features of Serutic. Rather than employ a strict linear
method, Semitic people of the biblical world madse wf a paradigm that embraces
reciprocity. This point is made as a consequendheointroductory chapter to this section on
the implied reader.

If, as Culpepper (1983:206-207) asserts, the aiwriting is to ‘minimize the distance
between the actual and authorial audience’ thenctiapters of this section on what the
implied reader knows are crucial to a proper engege with the passage under study. As
Culpepper (:207) notes: ‘The greater the distarte/den them the more difficult it is for the
actual reader to appreciate the book'. In his $ketrof the portrait of the implied reader,

178 cf, Section Three of this thesis.
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Culpepper appeals to persons (:213-216), placd$28), languages (:218-219), Judaism
(:219-222) and events (:222-223) that this readdamiliar with. While he deals with the
Gospel of John as a whole, this project focusetherPrologue. This chapter deals with the
biblical references in the Prologue and the subsetyohapter will deal with the cultural
aspects. It must be pointed out that as impressiv€ulpepper’s (1983:211-227) sketch of
the implied reader of the Gospel of John is, certaiicial aspects with respect to key&T
references have been omitt®d It will be a serious omission if these key aspemte not
considered as then the profile of the implied readd#l be a lot less complete. These

references will be discussed under points 2.1 223%elow.

2.1 Biblical Threads — an exercise in intertextuaty

Kieffer (1999:49) believes ‘that by textual obssiuns it is possible to reconstruct the
implied reader of John’. In my attempt to offerrafgle of the implied reader of the Prologue
I will, by examining the intertextual implicationsy to show what this reader knows about
the OT references in Jn 1:1-18.

While Coloe (1997:40-55; 2011:1-12) compares ttracture of Jn 1:1-18 with the
creation text in Gn 1 — (an aspect which will beetaup when Genesis 1:1 — 2:4a is treated
under 2.4.1 below), and Menken’s (2005:155-1753ulision of the ‘[s]ignificance of the OT
in John’ deals with the ambivalence between OTeaglation on the one hand and Jesus
being the exclusive locus of revelation on the gtde Rand (2005:21-46) examines the issue
thematically by looking at the creation motif inhfoand provides a most illuminating
comparison between Jn 1:1-18 and Gn 1:1 — 2:4apékition on the unfolding of the gospel

plot (:24) can be summarized as follows:

179 Spmiths (1972) examination of the use of the OThe NT offers some valuable basic informationsthr
for Smith (:3) ‘The phrase “The Old Testament ie thew” is, of course, an anachronism’ for the cobae
OT depends on the existence of the NT. One canh&ireason, not expect references to the HebogiptSres
as OT until the formation of the NT canon. Smith) (observes that ‘the earliest reference to theréieb
Scriptures as “Old Testament” is to be found in ildebf Sardis (ca A.D.Hic) 180), who sets forth a list of
books agfic madaidc Suednkng’. In 2 Cor 3:14 Paul refers tdic madardc Suadrkng thereby preparing ‘the way
for the adoption of the terdld Testament(:4). With respect to the problems associatethvihe exact
delimitation of the OT, Smith (:5) notes that ‘[bguse of the predominance of septuagintal quostias
opposed to quotations which reflect the Hebrewistirtttion from the Septuagint, it has been widesgumed
that the Septuagint was the Bible of the primitiirch. This is by no means an erroneous assumpbires
(1974:81-85) in a work showing how the OT has begerpreted and used by NT authors, also shows the
predominance of the LXX over the Hebrew texts ie tT references to the OT. He shoimser alia
differences between Hebrew citations and theiresponding NT usages, but agreements between theandX
the NT usages of various texts (:82-84).

180 This is also true of Staley (1988) and Tolmie @99
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Stage Description Text

I SETTING: Thenew creatiorincarnatedidyoc became flesh as agent of creatign1:1-51

I DEVELOPMENT: Thenew creationunfolds in the words & deeds of the Son|dt:1 — 17:26
God, preparing Jesus’ disciples for the mission
I CONCLUSION: Ultimate proof of thenew creation- the death and resurrectiori8:1 — 21:25
of Jesus and the breathing of the Holy Spirit andisciples

For du Rand (:24) theew creationbuilds on the first in whichdéyoc was present as the
agent of creation. Thedyoc mediated the first creation and Jesus mediatedettreation in
his becoming human. This recreation continues énbiteathing of the Spirit on the disciples.
He sees two focal points in what he calls a ‘cazatllipse’ (:36). The first is the Prologue
and the second is the breathing of the Holy S@int20:21-23). Of interest to this work is the
former which will be discussed later in this chaplehe latter might have some intertextual
allusions on a thematic level but at this pointnsgeemote from the topic under discussion.
What needs to be contested though is the notiorewf creationThis will receive attention
when the creation narrative of Genesis is treatetbnu2.4.1 below.

Beutler (1996:147-162) surprisingly omits the Bgple in his examination of OT
references in the Gospel of John. Nielsen (19988ao0, examines the images of vine in Jn
15, and of shepherd in Jn 10; but makes no allusiceny OT references in the Prologue.
Westermann (1998) discusses the impact of the OJadous aspects of the Gospel of John.
Regarding the Prologue (:4-6) his observationdairly brief. He divides the discussion into
observations about vv 1-13 and 14-18. Of the forheemotes the connection between the
creative word and the word become flesh — ‘It is tneative Word that has become flesh
(human) in Jesus’ (:5). Of the latter he compahes‘momentary vision of God (as, e.g., in
Gen 28)’ (:5}®" with the remaining of Jesus ‘among people fromkaginning to the end of
his ministry, as a human being among humans, witténboundaries of human existence’
(:5). The rest of Westermann’s treatment of the i@lRtionship to the Prologue unfolds
rather surprisingly like a homiletic tract and istrioo helpful as regards the aim of this
thesis. What is helpful is the extensive treatmeintin 1:1-18 by Phillips (2006) in his
sequential reading of the Prologue. He examinesusigeof the termdyoc in the OT. This
term corresponds to the term =27 in the Hebrew Bible — a term which is creative,

redemptive and prophetic among a list of othetdréhillips 2006:114). Since the term does

181 various scholars dispute whether there was anyaheision of God described in the OT. Carter (1890
48) argues convincingly that ‘Jesus, not God, ésdhject of Abraham’s vision’ (:45). The same carshid of
the vision of Moses who ‘has a brief glimpse notGafd, but of the heavenlpgoswho has become flesh in
Jesus the Christ’ (:46). Bultmann (1971:79), Sckaaburg (1968:278-281) and Barrett (1958:141) disabt
whether the OT describes any vision of Ghad se

110



not occur in Gn 1 — 2, Phillips moves our attenttonthe wider context of the Hebrew
Scriptures. The remainder of this chapter will ekamthis key lexemeifyoc) in the

Prologue and will also look at some of the othgoantant OT references.

2.2 The lexemerdyog

This word opens up for us the Wisdom traditionthiis regard Evans (1993:77) notes that:

the Fourth Gospel presupposes several biblical nagteall of them reflecting Wisdom traditions. étvthe
opening verses which clearly allude to the creasitiry of Genesis, should be interpreted in thbtliof

Wisdom traditions

The idea is that Wisdom was present at creatione@emann (1997:344-345) also notes
that although the Prologue begins with an allustoGen 1:1, the overriding influence is that
of the Wisdom tradition of Proverbs 8.

Phillips raises the difficulty of simply substittod 16yog for mm =27 when comparing the
LXX with the Hebrew Bible. The former occurs ‘ovéwelve hundred times in the
Septuagint’ (Phillips 2006:115) but ‘does not alwdyanslate the Hebrew phrase: -2’
(:115). The latter is variously translatedyoc, dwvn, andpfipe (kvptov). Furthermoreidyog
is sometimes represented bysx in the Hebrew text as in Gn 4:23. These points are
important as they show that distinctions need tonlagle when translatingyoc (:115-116),
and also the subtleties that the implied readawiare of e.g. Pr 8:22-23, Wis 9:9 and Sir 1:4.
Phillips notes further that throughout the LXX tlveord of God ‘represents God’s
communication with his creation or the means byclwhGod interacts with his creation’
(:116).

After demonstrating the use afyoc as God's word coming to specific prophets at djeci
times, Phillips notes that ‘the overriding use lué texeme as the communicative act of God’
(:116) carries ‘little sense of a personal WordL1@). It is here that Phillips becomes
contentious. He refers to studies to demonstratertither than being an entity separate from
God and substantive on its owidyoc is actually ‘an extension of God’s personalityf 17).

An earlier work by Dodd observes that ‘for the Habrthe word once spoken has a kind of
substantive existence of its own’ (Dodd 1958:3&45eeing.éyoc as a separate entity is, for

Phillips, more Platonic and Heraclitean than itifeature of the Hebrew Bible. The Bible

1821 support of his claim, Dodd (1958:264) cite$%1-11 and Wis 18:15-16.
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portrays God as being active but in order to maintaod’s transcendence ‘Yahweh is
portrayed as acting through his word, wisdom anglitsgPhillips 2006:117). Phillips
guestions whether the Hebrew Bible conceives ofd'&avord as a “being” separate from
God himself’ (:117). Thewéyoc'™ for him is God’s ‘act of communicating ... God iseth
agent, the word is simply the instrument’ (:117) iwthconceding that the Prologue ‘stands
apart from its intertextual counterparts’ (:118hillps does speak of theyoc in a way that
borders on modalistf. Against the insights of such established schalaister alia Brown
(1966:519-524), and Dodd (1958:263-285), Phillig®06:116-117) ignores the fact that
‘[tlhere are three in God to whom we can say “yoMcBrien 1981: 360). Whereas Phillips
seems to base his assertions on the fact that Geord is not considered as a ‘being’
(Phillips 2006:117) in the Hebrew Bible, McBrier@@l1:362) notes that while ‘the doctrine
of the Trinity is not foreshadowed in ti@d Testament ..neither is the doctrine of the
Trinity clearly in theNew TestamehtBut he points out that there are ‘elements fachsa
doctrine’ (:362) in both testaments and proceedfetaonstrate the historical development of
the doctrine (:346-3653.

What really is the problem in Phillips’ assertioD®es he contradict these elements for
such a doctrine? | would sap — he does nats he readily speaks of Jesus as being God and
also of being alongside the Father (Phillips 2008:220). No; that is not the issue here. To
my mind the real issue is that of an inadequatstemiology that has been raised in the
Introductory Chapter to this Section on the impliegshder. Phillips tries to describe
reciprocity using a linear paradigm. A more usefialy to describe the relational dynamic
between the Father andyoc would be to use the terperichoresi&® (Dobbin: 1987:1057;
cf. McBrien 1981:107, 354). But this perceived wasass in Phillips’ work does not, and
should not imply that his insights are not relevemthis thesis. He still has more to offer,
drawing as he does on the ‘Sapiential Traditiorilfips 2006:118-127) and the ‘Torah
Speculation’ (:127-136).

Regarding resonances betwéénoc and the Wisdom traditions, Phillips rightly notest

‘the intertextuality focuses on the ideas surrongdiodie. rather than on the lexeme itself’

183 Adyoc for Phillips (2006:116-117) is more a metaphor thaseing.

184 For a concise definition of this term cf. Dobbi987:1053).

185 |In his discussion on the Trinity Dobbin (1987:1a4®51) refers to ‘[tf]he Biblical Experience of God’
(:1047-1052).

18 This term is used interchangeably witfircumincessiorand is concisely defined in Dobbin (1987:1057).
Another reference is McBrien (1981:1239).
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(:119). In the OT wisdom is designatieder alia by n1sn®” andoodie — not byadyoc. The
intertextuality will not be direct but will be thextic'®® Resonances will ‘be picked up by
later reflection rather than ongoing reading. Théertextuality will not be direct and
instantaneous, but rather indirect and concep(u&l9). This idea of ‘implicit intertextuality’
(:119) resonates well with this thesis as it féziis greater interaction with the text and
coaxes or causes the real reader to live longéhan'world created by the text’ (Lategan
1992:627). But one must not get the idea of a katip application agext here does not
refer solely to the Prologue, but to a networkraéractions between the Prologue and other
intertextual counterparts. The potential for thiteraction is the implied reader and should
the real reader choose to understand more and wiorthe knowledge and attitudes
represented by the implied reader then the rederdaim/herself can become a locus of these
interactions. It is worth repeating what is saidha preceding chapter that ‘[rleading a text is
an act of creativity’ (van Tilborgt al 1989:7).

Scott (1992:88-94) offers a useful synthesis destrating parallels betwees¢ie. and
A0vo¢ in the LXX and shows that the words are used @hi@ngeably in Philo (:91). He notes
that ‘by the time of the writing of the Fourth Ge$pghe concepts Logos and Sophia had
become more or less synonymous in at least sonas afeJewish thought’ (:94). What then
is the relationship of the Prologue to the Jewissdam tradition? Scott (:94-95) documents
some of the views over recent decades all of wh@ha positive correlation betweepio
andéyoc™®®. An intertextual survey — both direct and conaaptcf. Phillips 2006:119) will
undoubtedly be of benefit here.

The Prologue opens withv dépxf fv 6 Aéyoc. Many scholarS® are of the opinion that
these words evoke the first words of Gn 1EL apyfj émoinoev o 6eoc. In fact Morris
(1995:64) calls the use dfv apyf v 6 Adyoc ‘probably a conscious reminiscence of the
first words of the Bible’. Scott (1992:95) is ofethsame opinion and discerns in this
intertextual application ‘the presence of the Logefore and at the act of creation’. He notes
that the author (of the Prologue) must have alsmlzvare of the OT wisdom tradition. In

this regard Prov 8:22-23 is meaningful:

187 Fox (2000:29-38) lists and describes eleven diffeHebrew words used for wisdom in the OT.
188 phillips (2006:119) uses the termopositional intertextualityandparagrammatic intertextuality
189 Evans (1993:93-94) also offers a useful synthefsibe correlations betweenio andidyoc.

190 cf, Brown (1966:4, 520), Bultmann (1971:20), arehBley-Murray (1987:10).
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Jn 11 Prov 8:22-23

B dpyfi v 0 Adyog, kel 6 Adyog fv mpoOg TOV Bedy, | kUpLog €KTLOEV pe apyMv 086GV avtod eig épye ahtod
kel Bedg fv O Adyoc. PO 10D aldvog EBeueliwoér e év apyf

Scott argues the difference betweéenin the Prologue anéktioév in the LXX rendition
of Prov 8:22.Adyoc is not said to be created bubdie is. Scott wisely obviates this
difficulty by reading Jn 1:1 in contéXt. Whereaso¢ix was created and then partnered God

in creating,

the Prologue goes on to exegetedhewith reference to the creative partnership of tlgds (1:3), not to

mention the reference in 1.18 to the Logos/Son ofl Gs thewovoyernc of God, a term which could

certainly parallel the Hebrewpy of Prov. 8:22 (:95).
Scott appeals to Sir 1:4 and Wis 9:9 to enhancelbim thatoodia existed before the world
was formed and ‘shares responsibility for the dydeature of creation. This is precisely the
role given by the opening words of John’s Prologuéhe Logos’ (:96). The reference to Sir
1:4 (mpotépa mavtwy éktiotal codle kol olveolg dpovioewg ¢ aldrog) seems most
appropriate to what Scott (:96) calls ‘the orderiture of creation’. In the text the words in
bold come from the same semantic field viz. thatviddom and understanding, and all are
consistent with the orderly pattern of creationeTeference to Wis 9:%dl pete ood 7
copler M eldvia T épyn ocou kol mapodon Ote €molelg TOV KGOWOV Kol EmoTepévn Ti
apeatov év 0dpbaAnolc oou kal TL €0Oeg év évtodaic oov) also shows the same indications.
The link betweer Adyoc and the creation motif is thus very clear.

With respect to Jn 1:1Bol 6 Adyoc v mpog tov Bedv), Scott finds three references in the
LXX viz. Prov 8:30, Wis 9:4 and Sir 1:1 but notbat thempoc of the Prologue and thet«
of Sir 1:1 could cause difficulties. With mastérfacourse to the grammatical appar&tus
and once again to a reading in context he obviseglifficulties. When it comes to v 1c of
the Prologuex@i 6eoc v 6 Adyoc), there is no parallel in the LXX ‘to this astdmisg claim’
(:97), Scott once again has recourse to grammatinglevhat he calls ‘a deliberate ploy’
(:97) he points out the anarthrous used@f.. Thus the text can predicateoc to Adyoc
without the former’s loss of monotheism (cf. Dur$80:241). Scott (1992:97-98) goes on to
demonstrate thatodie. enjoys the same status. With the creative dimessad 16yoc thus

established the text reminisces further with theatton narrative of Genesis for in Jn 1:4,

191 phillips’ (2006:119) notion ofonceptuatather thamdirect intertextuality is applicable here.

192 The grammatical implications @poc in Jn 1:1 has been dealt with under 0.4.1 (cf. @i2dve) making use
of BDF. Scott does the same here with respect th h@rds (Scott: 1992:97-98). Once again a conetptu
intertextuality is called for.
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Advoc gives light and life. Appealing to Prov 8:35 and3ir 4:12 Scott (:98) shows that these
creative aspects are also consistent in the toaditaboutodie. In a further tribute teodie
she is placed on par with the Torah in Bar 4:1 simeleven has power to ‘graeternallife’
(:99) in Wis 8:13.

Jn 1:4 and 9 showdyoc to be the giver of light. Wis 7:26 attributes tteeme quality to
oodle. According to Scott (:99) here the text (presumalblthe Prologue) appeals to an older
tradition viz. the Book of Psalms. In Pss 4:6, 89ahd 104:2, God’'s presence brings light
and in Ps 119:105 God)syoc is a lamp to the psalmist’s feet and a light t® feth:A0yvoc
TOL¢ MOOLY Wov 0 A0Yog oou kol $@¢ taic tpipoig pov. The Hebrew rendition is just as clear:
N2 TIRY 7127 “o1h. Evans (1993:88) is aware of the same interteixyual

Conceptually the theme of light and darkness hdnksk to the creation narrative in
Genesi&™ Prior to the creation of light (Gn 1:3) there vilas primeval darknessal okétoc
émawvw the apvocov / oinn wzby qwm (Gn 1:2). And then God spokeat eimev 6 Bedc
yernintw dAc kol €yéveto ¢ / T =i ovibr mwn. Conceptuallyginer is evocative
of Adyoc and is strengthened by the imperaty¢endnrw (in the Hebrew rendition we have
the jussiverr) which shows the authority of God whose word siagout the design of God.
But there is another intertextual clue waiting ® &pplied viz. the termgeméntw and
¢yéveto. Strangely this has been missed by the detailedysbf Scott. These terms are
cognates ofsivopar and are used nine times in the Prologue (e.gelation to all things,
nothing, and the coming of John). Similar or ass®tl termséfevvnonoar, anduovoyerng —
used twice) are used another three times.

Notwithstanding thisacunain his presentation, the important point in Scottwk is the
linking of sopte. andidyoc as both are described as agents of creation.igtiise for we note
that in Gn 1:3 Godpokeand lightbecamdgyévero). Creation by divine word, and becoming,
thus appear to be important connections betwegix andioyoc.

Ashton (1986:164) recognizes that ‘Pr 8:22-31es ¢arliest passage in the Bible to show
a real affinity with the Johannine Prologue. Buarprom the shared reference to “the
beginning” of Genesis, the affinity is easier tmtsphan to define’. The position of this
dissertation is simply that the more one engagé#is thie text, the more one begins to see —
intertextually, and otherwise. The assertion thasddm reveals no more than she is the

revealer (:164) is certainly misplaced. An exegesisthe passage referred to reveals

193 An intertextual application with the creation raive will be made later in this chapter. Cf. poB.1
below.
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something differeri?*. There is undoubtedly something mysterious abaatylWisdom e.g.
her origins, but she reveals with childlike freedber closeness to the Creator. In this regard

Pr 8:30 is of consequence:

np523 125 NPILR BT 1B DUUNY IR TN D3R M
funy mep’ adt@ dpudovon éyw funy f) TpooéxuLper ka®’ Huépar &t eddpalvduny & mpoowty aitod v Tavtl

KOLP®.

owepy in the Hebrew rendition of the verse indicatesigiel and rapture whilenprin
indicates to laugh, to amuse, to have recklessdadmmand to dance, to be happy or to
play*®. The LXX rendition ofi>sx (to be beside), actually indicates more than josation.
The word used is the present (hence continuousowitbeginning or end in view), active
participle appuolovoa. This word comes from the wosgpolw which indicates the intimacy
that comes with marriage. The meaning of all teishiatoodia is utterly at home with the
Creator. The image from th®ayful terminology used is that of a child in the presenta
totally loving parent. Is there any wonder thatud2$avourite title for God in the Gospel of
John is Father (cf. Fuellenbach 1999:281)? Conm@@v9:vii) informs us that this keyword
is the most popular word in the Gospel of Johnpooeg 119 times.

In Pr 8:27-2%0¢1e is present if not actually engaged with the wadrkreating. There are
numerous indications to indicate her antiquityfioc éktiLoév pe apymy 086V adtod €ic épya
abtod / mn rbven oTp 971 muxn up M. Note the references tmixa in the Hebrew text
and togpytv in the LXX. Apart from the links with the creatigrarrative in Gn 1, just as the
LXX usage is consistent with the GNT, so is the td@busage consistent with the Hebrew
version of the NT. Certainly the wod@iooouc in Pr 8:24 is consistent with the primeval
waters ¢ptooouv) of Gn 1:2%.

In his study Murphy (1985:5-6) examines creatiartwo levels:

1. The level ofbeginnings— in this regard he notes that ‘Lady Wisdom ha®ixe

great press by reason of her association withiorégMurphy 1985:5).

194 Useful references for this exercise are Fox (200®:284); and Murphy (1998:52-55).

19 The lexica of BibleWorks 6 have been useful fos txercise.

1% The antithetic parallel tétooovc in Pr 8:24 istdc myde tédv bddtwr. Interestingly in Jn 4 the word Jesus
uses of the water that he will givedgyn. This indicates water that is not stagnant bunh¢jwvater — {swp
(&v). The Samaritan woman always uses the teséwp. She notes thatpéap €otiv padl (In 4:11). The well is
deep. Could this be reminiscent of tifi@ocouv in Gn 1 before the creative word of God came auttion?
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2. The level ofhuman experience— here Murphy’s contention is that creation is
‘continuous and ongoing’ (:6). This is in the pmsand responds to the variety of

created reality — ‘it involves an attitude to Gbdttcan be described as faith’ (:6).

As regards level 1, some of the ‘great press’ & been discussed in the foregoing.
What is needed here is a comment on Murphy’s selawedl This level calls to mind the use
of the present active participég@uolovoe in Pr 8:30. Furthergodie being inserted into the
human reality readily calls to mind Jn 1:1a{ 0 Adyog odpEé €yéveto kal EOKHVWOEY &V
i, kol éBexoapedo Ty 86wy adtod, S0fay W povoyevoldg Tapk TaTPOG, TANPNG XAPLTOG
kel aAndetec). Wisdom interacts in the human domain as carglbaned from her preaching
to them (Proverbs 1, 8, 9). She threatens, cajatebjssues a promise of life that is identified
with the divine favour (Prov 8:35). She is a divigi#t (Prov 1:20-22; 8:4-5, 32; 9:4)’ (:8).

\

This is highly consistent with the central parttoé Prologue viz. Jn 1:12-1806L ¢ éAafov
a0TOV, €dwKey aUTolg €Eouolov Tékvo Beod yevéoBul, TOLC TMLOTEVOLOLY €l¢ TO OVola o0ToD,
ol o0k € alpatwy o00E €k OeANUaToc OopKOG 000E €k BeAnuatog avdpog GAL’ ék Beod
eyevvndnoar). What's more, Murphy sees all this as being ‘@rhony’ (:10) with Sirach 24
to which we now turn our attention.

It will be appropriate to conclude this discussamthecodic / 1dyog relationship with a
guotation from Scott (1992:243) who purports that:

... at its most radical point in Jn 1.14a, the Prologras only really drawing out the logical final stefthe
process of Sophia’s development as an active fiorgdved in the affairs of the world. At every tuof this
opening hymn of the Gospel we were able to see i&spinfluence as a fundamental factor. In additibn
was suggested that within the Prologue (1.17) thath Evangelist began a subtle critique agairestidte
wisdom tradition which saw Sophia as embodied & Torah, seeing her instead as incarnate in the man
Jesus, the Christ who demonstrated her qualitiggae and truth’.

The evidence does indeed overwhelmingly suggest dhall the sources, the Wisdom

tradition has had the strongest influence on tmepmsition of the Prologue.

2.3 Sirach 24 and John’s Prologue

Evans (1993:83) cites research from a numberlublacs to demonstrate that ‘the closest
parallels to Johannine thought, particularly wiglspect to its Christology, are to be found in
the Old Testament Wisdom tradition’ and thabrd, wisdom and torah ‘are the usual

designations’. He goes on to show eleven pardietaeen Sirach 24 and the Prologue. The
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following table has been drawn up from this infotimia (:84-85) and demonstrates thematic

and linguistic correspondence:

Sir 24 LXX/NRS (or NJB in the case of v.11)

Jn 1:18

&yw md otépatog Ltotou (V.3)
| came forth from the mouth of the Most High

& OPnAolc kateokfrwon kol 6 6pdvog pov év  oTOAY
vedpéine (v.4)

| dwelt in the highest heavens, and my throne waes pillar
of cloud.

6 Adyog
The Word (v.1)

elc TOv kéATov 0D motpog (V.18)

In the bosom of the Father

0 ktiotng amwtwy (v.8)
the Creator of all things

mavte 8L adrod éyéveto (v.3)
All things came into existence through him

t6te EveTelAatd poL O kTlotng amavtwy kel O  Kktlowg pe
KaTémouoey THY  OKkMVY  HOU Kol eimer & lokwp
kaTeokvwooy kol év Topand katakAnpovoundntt (v.8)
Then the Creator of all things gave me a command,ray
Creator chose the place for my tent. He said, 'Mypdar
dwelling in Jacob, and in Israel receive your infagice

&v okmf) dyle évdmov adtod érettolpynoe kel oltwg év
Tiwv éotnpiyxdny (v.10)

In the holy tent | ministered before him, and savéas
established in Zion

Kal 0 A0yog o&pE €yéveto kal éokfywoey €v muiv (v.14)

And the Word became flesh and lived among us

PO T aidvoc am &pxfic €KTLOEV pe kol €we aildvog od
un EkAiTw

Before the ages, in the beginning, he created nwefa all
the ages | shall not cease to be

Ev dpyij (v.1)

In the beginning

v mékeL Myamnuévn Ouolwg pe  KaTEMAUOEV Kol €V
Tepovoainu 7 €ovaio pov (v.11)
In the beloved city he has given me rest, and inséem |

wield my authority

€wkev abrolc éovatay tékvo Beod yevéobar (v.12)

he gave authority to become children of God

kol épplCwoe. & Aa@ Sedofaopévy v pepidt  kuplov
kAnpovoplag adtod (v.12)

| took root in an honored people, in the portiortted Lord,
his heritage.

elc t@ 18wr MABev, kol ol (Sior adtdv ob mopélafov
(v.12)

He came to what was his own, and his own peoplendid

accept him

ol kAddoL pou kAdadoL 80Enc kel ydpirog (V.16)

my branches are glorious and graceful.

kel EBeaoducBo Y O0far alTod, 60faV WG MOVOYeVodg
Tapd. Tatpde, TAPNG XEPLTog Kl dAnbeioc. (v.14)

and we have seen his glory, the glory as of a fathanly
son, full of grace and truth.

vépov dv évetellato Huiv Mwuefig (V.23)
the law that Moses commanded us

6 vépog 61 Mwbaéwg é806n (v.17)
The law indeed was given through Moses

0 aamAnpdv ¢ Eddpdtne olveoLy

It runs over, like the Euphrates, with understagdin
amo y&p Bardoong EmAnBOVON Siavimue altfc (v.29)
For her thoughts are more abundant than the sea

mAfpng xapLtog kol aandeiag (v.14)

full of grace and truth

& 10D mAnpWueTog adtod fuelc mavteg érdfoper (V.16)
From his fullness we have all received

00 ouvetédeoer O TpAToc Yv@ver adthy (V.28)
The first man did not know wisdom fully

6 kdopog adtov ok Eyvw (V. 10)
the world did not know him

0 &kpalvavy ¢ ¢d¢ madelar ¢ Imwv &v fuépalg
TpuynTou (V.27)

It pours forth instruction like light, like the Gah at the time|
of vintage

€rL modeloar ¢ Spbpov pwtid (v.32a)

I will again make instruction shine forth like tdawn

kol &dovd altd €we elg pakpav (v.32b)

and | will make it clear from far away

7 Com v 10 ¢p@d¢ TOV drbpdTwy (V.4)
the life was the light of all people

"Hr 10 $&¢ t0 dAnduvév, 0 dwtifer mavte &vbpwtov (v.9)
The true light, which enlightens everyone

kol T0 @@g év Th okotiy daiver (v.5)

The light shines in the darkness

There are strong linguistic consistencies betweeacls 24 and the Prologue. We have
already noted Murphy’s (1985:10) comment regardihg consistency between Lady

Wisdom and Sirach 24. It also appears to be clean the verbal similarities (or intertextual
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connectedness) in the passages above and thectesédtvans (1993:83-86) that there is a
definite link between the text of Sirach 24 and Erelogue of the Gospel of John. Whereas
in many cases the intertextuality is direct, theme also occasions when it is conceptual e.g.
the comparison of Sir 24:3, 4 with Jn 1:1, 18.

2.4 Genesis 1 -2 and Exodus 33 — 34

Evans (1993:77-83) examines linguistic and thamaarallel$®” between the Prologue
and select OT texts. The first of these is betwkeh:1-18 and Gn 1 — 2.

241 Genesisl-2

The following table is based on the comparison nigdEvans’ (1993:78):

LXX (Gn 1-2) Jn 1:1-18

In the beginningey apyn) (1:1a) In the beginningy d¢pyn) (1:1a; cf. v.2)

God feoc) created the heavens and the earth (1:1b) And the Word was with Godédoc) and all things
came into bein (éyéveto) 1) through him (1:1c; 3)

And the world came into beil (éyéveto) ) through him
(1:10)

And darkness () was upon the abyss ...and God s&dd the light ¢o¢) shines ¢aivel) in the darkness
‘Let there be light ¢&c)’, and light (pac) came into| (okotin) and the darknesswpric) did not overcome i
being (éyévero) ((1:2-3) (1:5; 7-8)

And let [the stars] be lights¢q) ... to shine ¢aivel)
upon the earth (1:15)

And God said, ‘Let the earth bring forth livinge¢) | In him was the lifeqwn) (1:4a)
life’ (1:24)

And God said, ‘Let us make a humaivfpwtoc) | And the light $cc) was the life {wn)) of humans ()
according to our own image and likeness’ (1:26) (1:4b)

And God made the huma#dvfpwmoc), according toj He was the true lightd(c) which enlightens ever
the image of Godkft eikéve 6eod) he made them) human gvépwmoc) coming into the world (1:9)
(1:27) And God formed the humaiiv@pwtog) from
the dust of the earth and breathed into his faege| th
breath of life {wfc), and the human &dpwmoc)
becam (éyéveto) 1 a livinglgv) soul (2:7)

The linguistic correlations are strong. For Evaii9), creation ‘is certainly alluded to, but
it is creation as seen through the lens of wisdd@ased on our study of the lexemgog in
2.2 above, this thesis finds no grounds to disagiitethis assertion. It would appear that the

first link was with Wisdom and, in an act of conteg intertextuality, the creative

197 |n other words, he employs both direct and congphtertextuality.
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dimensions ofsodiec were evoked by the use of direct intertextualithence the strong
linguistic agreements between the LXX creation aot@nd the Prologue. That the Prologue
is woven with biblical threads implies that intetigality is not only a means of reading the
Bible; it is also a means of composing and configuBiblical texts. It is also clear that
direct and conceptual intertextuality are not mljyuaxclusive. Furthermore what van
Tilborg et al (1989:7) said of reading viz. that ‘[rleading attes an act of creativity’, applies
equally to the composing of texts. This may havenbeommon knowledge but here the
intricacies of the process ofaking textare brought out.

Coloe (1997 compares Jn 1:1-18 with Gn 1:1 — 2:4a along thesliof structure and
notes certain similarities. Initially examining thBrologue she notes the following
arrangement (:44-51):

* There is an introduction (Jn 1:1-2) and a conclus{@n 1:18) with the latter
recapitulating and developing the opening linegl)(:4'he development process is
apparently ‘shown in the intervening verses (3-17204).

* There are two major sections revealing ‘the stdrthe Word’'s coming into the
world’ (:44):

o Each section ‘has three strophes that trace theritial development of the
Word’s presence in the world (3-5; 14), the priomess of John the Baptist
(6-8; 15), then the arrival and responses to thedW®-13; 16-17)’ (:44).

* Interestingly, Coloe (:44) notes that the firsttpafr her bipartite schema reports the
story in the third person, while the second pagsdso ‘as personal testimony, using
first person verb forms and pronouns — us, (14le)(ic; 16b). | (15c), me (15c, d,
e) (:44).

She summarizes her findings (:44) as follows:

Introduction (vv. 1-2) Adyog / 8edg in eternity

Strophe
A (vv. 3-5) Have seen A’ (v. 14)
B (vv. 6-8) Have Hear B’ (v. 15)
C (wv. &-13) Have experience C’ w. 1€-17)

Conclusion (v. 18) Son / Father in history

%8 The findings are repeated in part in Coloe (204):1n which she adopts a ‘cosmic consciousness’ to
understand ‘an ever-expanding and evolving univérsg
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Coloe (1997:46) concludes her schema by highlghtihe intertextual relationship
between A, B and C; and 1 Jn 13

Both the Prologue and the introduction to the Hpistmphasize the sensory nature of the community’s
experience. The pre-existent Word of God has becdlesh and so is accessible to ordinary human
experience; it has been seen, it has been he¢dwak been touched (:46).

Her bipartite division of the Prologue classifies:
* vv. 3-5, and 14 as what was seen, viz. everytthaggcame into being, and the light in
3-5; and the Word made flesh and his glory in y. 14
* Vv. 6-8, and 15 as what was heard, viz. the witeédehn the Baptist
* wvv. 9-13 and 16-17 as what was experienced, v&iwlo responses to the Word (not
receiving him in vv 9-11 and receiving him in 12-18ceiving from his fullness in v.

16, and grace and truth coming through him in y. 17

Applying this to creation, Coloe (:52-54) showtirkk between her bipartite structure of
the Prologue and the Genesis account of creatifwollaws:

Johannine Prologue Genesis
Introduction (vv. 1-2) Introduction (vv. 1-2)
Strophe Strophe
A (3-5) Have seen A’ (14) A (1:3-5) Light «» Darkness A’ (1:14-19)
B (6-8) Have heard B’ (15) B (1:6-8) Heavengp Earth B’ (1:20-23)
C (9-13) Have experienced C’ (16-17) C (1:9-13) Land «» Waters C’(1:24-31)
Climax: the Sabbath (2:1-3)
Conclusion (18) Conclusion (2:4a)

For Coloe (1997:53) whereas the Prologue comprssesstrophes arranged in parallel
fashion, ‘the first creation account in Genesis bixsstrophes leading into a seventh day
climax’. The Prologue does not have such a clinmits structure. Whereas in the Genesis
narrative, the Priestly tradition ‘saw in the imgtion of the Sabbath the fulfilment of God’s
creative activity, for creation had been finishgdb4), the Gospel of John sees such

fulfilment as an illusion since

the creative work of God had not been completadtie beginning Jesus was sent to finish the Father's
work (John 4:34). In the conflict on the Sabbatbudestates, “My Father is working still and | amrking”
(5:17). Real fulfilment only comes about througle tife and death of Jesus. Jesus’ dying word “It is
finished” (Tetéreotar) announces the true completion of God’s work30pand echoes the use of the same
verb geiéw) used in the LXX version of Genesis to announesfitish of God's work in creation (Gen 2:1).

19 Dy Rand (2005:38) makes the same observation.
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In the death of Jesus, the Scriptures which opeittdthe wordsEv apyf (Gen 1:1; John 1:1) have been
brought to fulfilment (:54).

But is thisillusion merely an omission, or is it a rhetorical stratedy the language of
Rhetorical Analysis, the omission of tabbath climaxn the Prologue is no oversight. It
constitutes the rhetorical feature of abbreviatiarthis regard du Rand’s (2005:38) assertion
that Coloe presents a ‘forced model’ is not conwigc In terms of structure (Coloe’s
parameter for comparing the texts), something issmg in the composition and this will
force an attentive bible reader (real reader) gage longer in the world of the text as Coloe
had done. The result is a rather meaningful indigtsted on the actual wording of the text.
For Coloe (:53) just as the Jewish liturgy providelikely basis for ‘the Johannine concept of
Logos, the first creation account in Genesis ‘providbd Johannine author with the structure
for his introduction to the Gospel of thegosin creation’. In a subsequent work Coloe
(2001:15-29), repeats the study quoted above dms the issue further with some creative
conceptual intertextual reading of the Prologuds Will be discussed under 3.4 below when
the lexeméoknvwoer is discussed.

Taking up the idea afew creationdu Rand (2005:38) proposes the following breakdow

of the Prologue:

w. 1-5 Genesis of theew creation
wv. 6-8 Witnessing theew creation
w. 9-13 Reacting to theew creation
w. 14-18 Relationships within thnew creatio

Over and against the schema presented by du Ravaljltl be inclined to include vv 12-13
within the sphere of relationship as according tp amalysis of the passage Jn 1:%%8
the relationships described in those verses arenib& important ones. Du Rand (:38-43)
goes on to demonstrate verbal references to thesgeoreation narrative in the Prologue. A
key question about du Rand’s presentation is thee afsthe termnew creation Is this
consistent with Johannine thought, or is thisegesi® The stringcivn ktioig occurs only
twice in the entire bible and both occurrencesmfaul — in 2 Cor 5:17 and in Gal 6:15.

The creative work of God continues in Jesus. Thigxemplified in Mk 7:31-37. The

following are excerpts from my unpublished licetgithesis (David 2002: 27, 36-37):

200cf, 4.1 and 4.2 of Chapter 4, in Section One above
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yAddoong adtov kol éAdAel OpOAC.

Feol Seoteidato adtoic Tva pndevt Aéywour doov 6¢ alTOlc SLEOTéAAETO,aDTOL PAAAOV TEpLOGGTEPOV
b

, 37 v ¢ ~ 3 ’ , ~ ’ ’ \ A \ ~
€knpuoooV. Kol UTEpTEPLOORC €EemAnooovto A€yovtes, Kaddg movto memoinkey, kal ToUg kwdolg ToLel
aKkoveLy kot [tolg] dAaiovg AaAelv.

"3IAnd again going out of the district of Tyre heme through Sidon to the seaGalilee in the middle of th

district of Decapolis®’And they brought to him BEAF man with astammer on whom they asked him to gy
his hand.

%And taking him away from the crowd privately he plu¢ fingers of him intdHE EARS of him and
spitting, he touched thesngue of him, **And looking up to heaven he sighed andd to him:

“Ephphatha”, which is “be opened®and immediately were opened HgRS and was loosened th
ligament of theengue of him and hepefe clearly.

D

**He exdered them that no one they shouldt; but the more hexdered them, the more theyeclaimed. *"They
were greatly astonishedying: “all things well, he has done tHEAF he makes'O HEAR and thedumé te
speak’.

The reference to th@icooor in Mk 7:31 calls to mind the primeval chaos awajtihe
creative word while the use oéroinkev in Mk 7:37 calls to mind the creative work of God.
[emoinkev is used repeatedly in the first chapter of the L{gGén 1:1, 7, 16, 21, 25, 27, 31)
and in that context appears to be the connectirggthwhich holds the creation unit in Gn 1
together. This word is used of Jesus after he nestine deaf-mute to full health (Mk 7:37).
Important in this regard is the striking use of tH& hapax legomenopoyiiaiov in Mk
7:32. This term indicates confusion and a lack lefity. It is associated with chaos. That
Jesus brings order out of chaos is demonstratedclearly bykal éiaier 6pfd¢ (Mk 7:35).
After the treatment by Jesus the confusing condiiodone away with and the man spoke in
a way which is described @&gbcc. In other words he spoke in the way he was meabyt
the Creator.

The creation theme is reinforced by the use ofaiffjectivexaidc (Mk 7:37) which once
again calls to mind Gn 1 where the worda is used three times (Gn 1:21, 25, 31) to
describe the work of the Creator. The redemptivealing work of Jesus has a definite
creative aspect to it. What is even more tellinthis use ofroiei in the second segment of
Mk 7:37. The use of the present tense indicateisthtis creative work of God continues in

Jesus.

123



This passage shows linguistically how the redeompbirought about by Jesus is linked to
creation. Is not redemption the goal of creatianthis regard the notion of Coloe (1997:54)
that creation is brought to its completion at thement of redemption is meaningful. The last
word uttered from the cros§'{réicotar) in Jn 19:30 becomes particularly poignant. This
word is the perfect passive form of the weedkéw which means to finish, to complete or to
arrive at the goal. Being in the perfect tensémjtlies that this action is valid for all time.
The idea ofnew creationdoes not seem to be consistent with Johanninggttiolt is the
same creation described in Gn 1 that is brougitstfulfilment in the work of Jesus. | agree

with Coloe (:54) in her assertion that:

The six strophe structure of the Prologue, likegtxedays of creation in Genesis 1, requires onal fact to
bring it to completion. This act begins in 1:19 the Gospel narrative of God's final work, to be
accomplished in the life and death of Jesus, nayinse Until the story of this final work has beeid{ there
can be no “seventh day’. By utilizing the structuk Genesis, but breaking from its pattern, theyver
structure of the Prologue asserts that somethinge i still to come. God's creative activity islIsti
unfolding, and the final creative word has notlyeén spoken. Israel’s past history and traditioegpart of
this unfolding activity which is now being brougtat fulfilment when the Word is spoken in a new way
within human history (:54).

2.4.2 Exodus 33 - 34

The second OT text examined by Evans (1993:79s88)at of Exodus 33 — 34. Noting
that here the parallels are less obvious, he goe® @xamine ‘imagery and context’ (:79)
and draws an interesting parallel between the givinthe law at Sinai and what he calls ‘the
second half of the Prologue (Jn 1.14-18) (:79prrrour Rhetorical Analysis what Evans
calls the second half of the Prologue is in faettthird part of the passage Jn 1:1-18. But this
should not detract from the point made by Evandatt he cites research in abundance to
demonstrate that the incident of the golden calExn32 ‘clearly lies behind’ (:79) Jn 1:14-
18 In her treatment of Jn 1:14-18 Hooker (1975:5@kas that the background to these
verses is found in Ex 33. Her study (:40-58) dertratess strong links between Ex 33 — 34

and Jn 1:14-18. In particular she examines theotisexy =or-27 in Ex 34:6 and links this to

201 Pilgaard (1999:133-134) also makes the link betw&e Prologue and Ex 33 — 34. Brown (1966:30-86) i
in agreement that ‘[a]gainst this OT background ohnlholds up the example of the only Son who ha®nly
seen the Father but is ever at His side’ (:36).skgaMurray (1987:13-17) too, links the third paft the
Prologue with the Sinai episode. He notes of Jd that ‘the language is evocative of the revelatbod’s
glory in the Exodus’ (:14). Furthermore he is o€ tbpinion that ‘[tjhe Exodus associations are ititeral’
(:14). In showing a favourable comparison betweaef:14-18 and the OT, Kim (2009:433-435) states itha
‘clear that the Evangelist’'s thought in these versgeimmersed in the background of the Old Testamen
particularly in Exodus 33-34" (:433).
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xepitog kel aAnBelec in Jn 1:14. Hanson (1977:90) also makes this #inkl seesinpng
xapitog ket aAnBetac (JIn 1:14) as ‘a deliberate citation afxy 7ona7 in Ex xxxiv.6'.
Bultmann (1971:74) on the other hand, rejects aognection betweenapitoc kol

aAndeloc andmmyy 7o on the grounds that John’s useidfifewe is not the same as is the use
202

.....

of mw in Ex 34:6 and that the LXX does not uggic but éxeog

.....

assessment of Evans’ first and fifth points inftlewing paragraphs.
Evans (1993:80-81) shows five points of convergdmetween Ex 33 — 34 and Jn 1:14-18.

These could be tabled as follows:

Contrast/comparison Exodus text (NRS) Prologue textNRS)

1. Contrast between Moses and Jn 1:17. The law indeed was given

Jesus presupposes the giving of the through Moses; grace and truth came

law at Sinai through Jesus Christ.

2. The aspect of glo He then said, 'Please show | and we have seen his glory, the gl
your glory.' (Ex 33:18) as of a father's only son, full of grace

and truth. (Jn 1:14)

3. No one has seen God ‘you cannot see my facendorNo one has ever seen God. (Jn 1:18)
one shall see me and live.’
(Ex 33:20)

4. Contrast between Moses see| ‘then | will take away my hanc| It is God the only Son, who is clo
the back of God and Jesus in thend you shall see my back; buto the Father's heart, who has made
bosom of the Father my face shall not be seern.him known. (Jn 1:18)
(Ex 33:23)

5. Grace and truth in Jn 1: 17 is| The LORD passed before hil| and we have seen his glorhe glory
an allusion Ex 34:6, where covengnand proclaimed, "The LORD, as of a father's only son, full of grace
language is used. the LORD, a God merciful andand truth. (Jn 1:14)
gracious, slow to anger, andrhe law indeed was given through
abounding in_steadfast love andMoses; grace and truth came through
faithfulness  fmxy  =omam) | Jesus Christ (In 1:17).
(Ex 34:6)

With respect to the first point, for Evans (1998:8his resolves the issue gpipwv avtl
xapitog in v 16 as ‘the grace of the new covenant estaddishrough Jesus supersedes the
grace of the covenant established through Mosekile/N can see the reference to the giving
of the law in Jn 1:16-175fL & 700 mAnpWuatoc adtod Muele mavTeg EAXBOUEr Kol YapLy
QUL yopLtog 0TL 0 vopog S Mwioéwg €600m, 1 xopLg kel 1 aAndela S Inood Xprotod
¢yéveto), | disagree with the supersessionist view of Evamd appeal to my own explanation

of ydpw dvtl ydpiroc made earlier on in this wot¥. Besides, through Moses the law was

202 pctually the LXX usesoivéicoc (very merciful).
203 cf, Bibleworks 6.
204 Cf. point 0.4.4 in the Introductory Chapter to &t A above.
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given (€666m) but through Jesus Christ grace and thocamen xapic kol 1 dAnbera i
'Inood Xprotod éyévero). An intertextual application will undoubtedly cuithe implied
reader to identifyj yapic kel 1 aAndere with the person of Jesus d@sidyog copE €yéveto
(In 1:14).

With respect to the fifth point the intertextuglpéication points to the new covenant. The
essence of this covenant is already explained irtragtment ofgaply avti yapitog in an
earlier section of this thed%. Conceptually the idea sustained here is thantihacy with
God. Boismard (1957:135-45) also sees the link betwdn 1:14-18 and the New Covenant
(cf. Jer 31:31-34) which is ‘characterised by a mgreater intimacy’ (:141).

Having illustrated the five points Evans (1993:8bgs on to assert that ‘[tjhe incarnation
of the logos cannot be correctly understood, unless it is sagainst this comparison and
contrast with Moses and the Sinai coverfifitHe notes specific events prior to the second
giving of the covenant and appeals to:

» Giving of instructions on the building of the tabacle in Ex 26 — 31

» After the calf incident in Ex 32, the renewal oé ttovenant in Ex 33 — 34

* The building of the tabernacle in Ex 35 - 40

When the tabernacle is built and consecrated: ‘Tthencloud covered the tent of meeting,
and the glory of the LORD filled the tabernacle’x(B0:34). With respect to direct
intertextuality the LXX rendition of the verse iuminating: kal éxaivyer 1 vepern v
ok Tod paptupiou kel 86Ene kuplov Emidadn 7 okmui®”. The key terms are in bold type
and show correspondence with Jn 1 R4l 0 Adyoc oapé éyéveto kol éokNvwoey &v Tulv,
kol €Beaoauebe Thy 80Emy altod, 80Ewv w¢ povoyevolg Tapd Tatpdg, TANPNG XEPLTOC Kol
ainBeloc. The conclusion of Evans (:81) is that Jn 1:14pt8supposes the second half of the
book of Exodus (Chs. 20 — 40), which tells of I§emeeting God at Sinai’.

Evans’ work is impressive and it would indeed app&at the themes of creation and the

Sinai covenant are not only presupposed by theo8uel but that they converge in it.

205 Cf. point 0.4.4 of the Introductory Chapter of Gat A above

208 cf. Boismard (1957:136). In fact Evans’ (1993:78)-&eatment of Jn 1:14-M8s-a-visEx 33 — 34 appears
to be largely dependent on Boismard (1957:135-1#@w Evans misses the new covenant implication is
therefore mysterious.

297 Comparing the Hebrew text and the LXX, Beasley-Myr(1987:14) notes thats andokmv have the same
consonants.
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2.5 The lexemetokivwoer

This is an important word; linking the Prologue lwihe Exodus tradition. The insights
offered by Coloe (2001) are important to this désian.

The wordeoknvwoev is a verb (indicative, aorist, active, 3rd perssingular) from the word
oknréw meaningnter alia literally to live or camp in a tefff. This word opens up for us the
temporal aspects of the incarnation and also isvédection on the terpt.

In order to explain properly the position of Cqlakis necessary to briefly sketch the
rationale for her study. She notes that as ‘Members of aisGan community found
themselves in conflict with post-70 Judaism’ (2@)1they sought to explain their situation.
Even while some joined in the synagogue and Tellitplgies, they proclaimed Jesus as the
Messiah. There came a time when they were exclfidea Jewish practices ‘and faced a
painful question — how could they maintain thewwvidn traditions, especially their rich cultic
traditions, and maintain their new faith in Jesys?). They wanted to tell the Jesus story in a
way that gave full credit to ‘Israel’s historicaldicultic traditions’ (:2). Coloe (:2-3) goes on
to explain that when the Temple was destroyedabéis simply substituted the Torah for
the Temple as the means of sanctifying the pedpie. Christians, being unorthodeis-a-
vis Jewish beliefs had no way of celebrating theiagfestivals as they were excluded from
Jewish liturgical practices. With ‘creative thealma insight’ (:3), they presented ‘Jesus as
the Temple’ (:3°. This answers many questions regarding the fdstiemd feasts
mentioned in the Gospel of John, but here we havedtrict ourselves to the Prologue.

Commenting on v 14 of the Prologue, Coloe (2001LrR8es the significance of the term
coknrwoer — that it ‘draws attention to many older tradisoof God’s presence dwelling in
Israel’. What was hitherto (vv 1-13) told in theirth person in the Prologue is now

communicated ‘from the stance of first person testiy’ (:24). Jn 1:14 for Coloe (:24)

208 Cf. The Friberg Lexicon in the resources of Bibles 6.

299 Here one must be careful not to conjure up a js&dr exclusively post-Easter understanding of Tlemp
Coloe herself points out that when the Johannimensonity was excluded from Jewish practices thegetha
painful question — how could they maintain theiwidf traditions, especially their rich cultic trédns, and
maintain their new faith in Jesus?’ (Coloe 2001I8)his quest for a symbolic reading of the FouBtbspel,
Léon-Dufour (1981:439-456) indicates the ‘possihitf double symbolism’ (:440) in which the Jewishitural
understanding is not cancelled or made redundatiéhristian faith. There are for him two miliewkz. the
Jewish cultural milieu in which Jesus Himself liv¢440) and also ‘the Christian cultural milieu whiinspires
John’s interpretation of the past’ (:440). Readéitlper scenario in a way that is independent from dther
‘would be delusory and misleading. Since John dliikes two milieux in one written text, we must habk for
two different readings, but for a unified one whigbuld, in fact, be the only viable one’ (:441). &gst this
background Léon-Dufour (:446-449) presents a qttwalistic understanding of the cleansing of thesriple in
Jn 2:13-22.
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‘expresses the Johannine insight into the ideofityesus’. From Coloe’s comparing of Jn 1:1
with Jn 1:14 (:24), the following table has beeavdn up:

Jnl:1 Jn 1:14

Ev dpxf) fiv 6 Adyog, kal 0 Adyoc v mpdg tov Bedv, | Kal 6 Adyoc oupE éyéveto kol éokfvwoev &v Hulv
kol Bedg v 0 AGYoG.

Coloe (:24) notes that 14a and b are oppositea ahtl b
* Intime: afrom infinity to finitude

» In place: b frommpog tov Bedv toév Muiv

2.5.1 Incarnation of Adyog in Time

Whereas in v 1 of the Prologuéyoc is described by the indefinifi, thus placing it ‘at
an indistinct time “in the beginning” (Coloe 20@%5), in v 14a 16yoc is placed in a definite
historical past using the aoristevero and the wordaps. While v 1a is the language of
mythology, v 14a is the language of history’ (:25)pt expresses temporality — not so much
in contrast to spirit, but denoting ‘moral finitude25) asoupt is bound by time’Eoknvwoey
in Jn 1:14 denotes mortality. For Coloe (:25),hf]proximity of the wordoknvwoev to the
wordoipt in 14b supports this interpretation that the emjshiason the mortality of flesh’. |
think the 14b referred to by Coloe should actuadigd 14a, otherwise her probing of the
syntax of the verse opens up a new insight. She se¢he further use ofepé and its
cognates in the Gospel a continuing ‘emphasis orality’ (:25). She claims that all further
reference taopé occurs in the Bread of Life discourse in Jn 6 wheference is made to
Jesus’ flesh. Coloe is wrong in this claim as tlwedy(or its cognate) occurs twice in Jn 3:6,
and also in Jn 8:15 and Jn 17:2. There are howevérss than seven references in the Bread
of Life discourse (Jn 6:51; 52; 53; 54; 55; 56;.63ploe (2001:25) rightly points out that the

allusion here is to the death of Jesus and no&ts th

an example of Johannine irony in that the flesldilegrto-death for Jesus, is the bread-leadingf&ofér the
world. By using the wordap€ in the Prologue’s statement — “the Word becamehflethe death of Jesus is
already intimated.

What Coloe alludes to here is the consequenceh®firicarnation. All this is made

accessible to the implied reader through the uskeofvordgoknrwoer andopé.
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Buto Adyoc oapt éyéveto kal éoknrwoer €v Mulv is not mere external appearance. In this
regard it must be noted thagveto implies a true state of change. Coloe (:26) notieat
there is a transformation that makes the incarnatiore than a divine epiphany’. But does
this not detract from the divinity? In Coloe’s soie presented above she shows an
antithetical relationship between vv 1a and b; and4a and b. Verse 1c has no antithesis to
it. Kol 6eoc v 6 Adyoc stands on its own as it were and ‘remains opearati26). Examining
the grammar of this verse as Scott (1992:97) ha®,done can note the anarthrous use of
Bcoc and reach the same conclusion as did Dunn (198D1Rat the text can equaitéyoc to
God without the latter's loss of monothefsth And so Coloe (2001:26) can claim that ‘[i]n
becoming flesh thdogos does not lose his divinity, which means that tteahnine
incarnation is not an experience of humiliatiorkenosis

Bultmann (1971:63) states the position most elotjyeSpeaking of the Word made flesh

he notes that:

It is in his sheer humanity that he is the Revedlene, his own also see li&a (v. 14b); indeed if it were
not to be seen, there would be no grounds for spga¥ revelation. But this is the paradox whichsu
through the whole gospel: tl3éte is not to be seealongsidethe oipg, northroughtheodpt as through a
window; it is to be seen in thgpZ and nowhere else. If a man (sic) wishes to seédtiae then it is on the
odpt that he must concentrate his attention ...

This immediately calls to mind the statement ofudeis Jn 14:9 ‘Anyone who has seen me
has seen the Father. The word made flesh is Godisence translated into human terms.
Because of outmoded ways of conceiving of realigytend to create false opposites and not
see that the human and the divine are intended-txist. This in fact is salvation history —
God'’s involvement in human experience. Coloe (2P6)Lprovides linguistic justification for
this:

Because verse 14a and b hold the divine and huroknitges in paradoxical tension, 14c is possifilee
glory of thelogosis accessible to human sensory experience. Erefiblarity was denied, there could be no
true revelation.

2.5.2 Incarnation of Aéyog in Place

Whereas Jn 1:14a shows a change in temporal madé&ofoc i.e. from infinity to

finitude; Jn 1:14b indicates a change in locatienfrommpoc tov 6eov to év nuiv. We have

#9Thijs has already been noted in 3.1 above whelegegneréyoc was investigated.
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already noted abo?%¥ that the verlknréw meansnter aliato live or camp in a tent. Coloe
(2001:26-27) cites ‘several possible sources ferbifickground of this verb’:

» the Sinai covenant and the wilderness tradition&rifand Tent

» the priestly cult associated with Tabernacle anahfle

» the wisdom traditions and ‘the rabbinic teghekinah(:27)

Coloe (2001:31) makes the commonsense observdimintihe Israelites had different
perceptions of God’'s presence among them dependimgtheir varying historical
circumstances. For example, the community ‘under rttonarchy and worshipping in the
Solomonic Temple had a different perception of Gopfesence than earlier in the tribal
confederacy or later in the experience of Exil&1]: Each new circumstance demanded a
new interpretation of their faith traditions. Col@81-63) examines the three main objects
associated with the divine presence and in so ddemgonstrates how Israel received and
also reshaped her traditions during the significaoments in her history. These three objects
are the Ark of the Covenant, the Tent and the Tradmde (:31).

2.5.2.1 The Ark of the Covenant

This term has various connotations depending errtdition using it. Within the Yahwist

tradition the first mention of the ark is in Num:36-36

Numbers 10:35 - 36
TR TNIED 0N THW WEN MM P T I 1 wean >
] 5N B0 PR M T e

Numbers 10:35 — 36
35 Whenever the ark set out, Moses would say: Risdw¢h, may your enemies be scattered and those| who
hate you flee at your approacif And when it halted, he would say: Come back, Yahwe the countless
thousands of Israel!

The word used for ark is's and denotes among other thingsk'in tabernacle & Temple,
containing tablets of law, with cherubim above’ (BI?5). It also indicates the seat of God
among his people. What is interesting here is Mases addresses the ark-as in the
imperativestm mp andmim maw in Num 10:35 and 36 respectively. In Num 14:44 -4,

ark is referred to in a military context. When #r& is present Israel is victorious and when it

211 Cf. the start of point 2.5 on this chapter.
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is absent, Israel is defeated. The ark signifiesltbrd’s presence. Indeed, ‘for without the
Ark, Moses warns the people, “the Lord is not amgag” (Num 14:42)" (Coloe 2001:32).
Porter (1985:70) points out that the Ark was caltad Ark of Yahweh or the Ark of God in
early sources’ and was ‘a direct manifestation ofi@ presence and was virtually identified
with him’.

In the Elohist and Deuteronomist traditions, thenfTis associated with the Ark. It is
uncertain whether the Ark was a container in thesgitions. Coloe (2001:33) proposes that
it was a ‘simple, unadorned wooden chest’ and titegext of Dt 10:3-5 as proof. | prefer to
cite vv 1-5 as the instruction regarding the Arktloé Covenant fits into a context which is

wider than vv 3-5. The important point in all tisghe simplicity of Ark of the Covenant:

Deuteronomy 10:1-5

At that time the LORD said to me, "Carve out tablets of stone like the former ones, and comeoupé
on the mountain, and make ark of wood. ? | will write on the tablets the words that were tbe former
tablets, which you smashed, and you shall put tiretheark.” * So | made airk of acacia wood cut two
tablets of stone like the former ones, and wenthgpmountain with the two tablets in my hantiThen he
wrote on the tablets the same words as befordetheommandments that the LORD had spoken to yahe
mountain out of the fire on the day of the asseméahd the LORD gave them to mé.So | turned and came
down from the mountain, and put the tablets indhethat | had made; and there they are, as the LORD
commanded me.

-

1 Kgs 8 shows the installation of the Ark in thevheconstructed Temple of Jerusalem. Its
days of pilgrimage were over. During the sojournthie wilderness the Ark was the focal
point of unity among the tribes. Now this was tbadtion of the Temple. The housing of the
Ark in the Temple shows the continuity of God’s ggace. The God who delivered them
from Egypt was still among his people and was 8i#ir point of unity. The Temple did not
exist in a vacuum — it was rooted in history and thistory is none other than God’s
involvement with his chosen people.

A lacunain Coloe’s (2001) presentation is the lack of refee to the mercy seat which

was on the top of the Ark. We come across thisxii2&21 as follows:

0N 1TON moupon TIN5y nipRTIR non
TN AN N ATV

[}

You shall put themercy seaton the top of the ark; and in the ark you shatl the covenant that | shall giv
you.

Other references are Ex 25:17ff; 31:7; 35:12; 38f5].ev 16:2, 13ff; Num 7:89; Amos 9:1;
and Ezek 43:14, 17, 20. The importance of the mesat is that it opens up intertextual
combinations with the use of blood for expiatioh (@v 16). In Jn 1:29 Jesus is introduced
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as the ‘lamb of God who takes away the sin of tloeld In Jn 19:34 the blood of Jesus is
shed. In Mat 26:28 this blood is shed for the feegiess of sins. An intertextual application
of this reality is made in Heb 8 — 9 when the glyeand atoning work of Jesus is described.
Heb 8:2 makes reference to thee tent— according to the marginal note in KAan allusion

to the LXX rendition of Num 24:6dpel vamer okialovoml kol WoeL ToPXOELOOL €T
TOTOUOV Kol Woel oknvel ag émier kUpLog woel kédpol map’ Ldate). Further relevant NT
references toentare in: Heb 8:2, 5; 9:2, 6ff, 11; 13:10; Rev 7:18;6; and 15:5. The use of

blood for the remission of sins is described in 19e822.

2.5.2.2 The Tent

According to Ex 33:7-10, the Tent of Meeting wasimple structure that Moses could
erect unaided. This tent was outside of the camfaroff (Ex 33:7-10):

Exodus 33:7-10

Now Moses used to take the tent and pitch it oatte camp, far off from the camp; he called it
the tent of meeting. And everyone who sought thé&DGQvould go out to the tent of meeting, which
was outside the campg® Whenever Moses went out to the tent, all the peemuld rise and stand,
each of them, at the entrance of their tents artdhwsloses until he had gone into the tehiWhen
Moses entered the tenhe pillar of cloud would descend and stand at thentrance of the tent,
and the LORD would speak with Moses *® When all the people saw tpélar of cloud standing af
the entrance of the tent, all the people would asisé bow down, all of them, at the entrance ofrthei
tent.

The reference to the pillar of cloud in the texdicates God’s saving presence similar to
the one guiding Israel out of Egypt (Ex 13:21f;19:24; 33:9f; Num 12:5; 14:14; Dt 31:15;
Neh 9:12, 19; Ps 99:7; Sir 24:4). This was a keynet of deliverance and as such a very
important aspect of Israel’s faith tradition. Net#ble is that God did not enter the tent but
remained at the entrance. Referring to the Deutenom and Elohist traditions, Coloe
(2001:34) notes that the tent ‘was a place of eiai. Not a dwelling of YHWH’. The
inside of the tent was empty and Moses went in repg@re himself for a moment of
revelation. The importance of this tent is thdtarried the Sinai experience with the people
throughout their desert wanderings’ (:34).

Coloe (:35) considers the possibility of there hgvibeen two tents; one a tent of meeting
outside the camp and the other covering the ArthefCovenant in the midst of the people

when they were at rest. This is a distinct possjbds they were at that stage a nomadic
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people. It was only after David captured Jerusaheith made that his capital that the Ark of
the Covenant acquired a sheltered abode (2 Samo@yh stillin a tent David planned to
build a Temple but this was only accomplished ts/duiccessor. Whatever the case both Ark
and Tent symbolized the divine presence. That thiet Bnd the Ark were both portable
indicates that God could ‘come and go as God d#sfor a moveable Tent shrine and Ark
maintained God’s sovereign transcendence’ (Col@dd 39). However with the construction
of the Temple, the situation was altered as Calg®) (hotes: ‘the very structure and position
of the Temple invited a redefining of Israel, ahexilogizing of YHWH'’s relationship with
Israel and a reinterpretation of Israel’s historyhe ‘conditional nature’ (:40) of God’s
dwelling with his people in a non-permanent Terdrgfed as the royal ideology developed

under Solomon (:40). The relationship now becammeprent as described in Ps 89:20-29:

Psalm 89:20-29

20| have found David my servant, and anointed hiithwny holy oil. #* My hand will always be with

him, my arm will make him strond? 'No enemy will be able to outwit him, no wicked mavercome
him; 2 | shall crush his enemies before him, strike ipanents dead” ‘My constancy and faithful

love will be with him, in my name his strength will be triumphafitl shall establish his power over the
sea, his dominion over the rivefS.'He will cry to me, "You are my father, my Godgthock of my
salvation!"?” So | shall make him my first-born, the highesteaiithly kings.?® I shall maintain my

faithful love for him always, my covenant with him will stay firm. 2 | haveestablished his dynasty
for ever, his throne to be as lasting as the heaven

Coloe (2001:41) describes this change as follows:

The shift from Tent-shrine to Temple reflects amremous theological shift from YHWH'’s transcendent
Lordship to his immanence and permanence. In thesdlem cult, YHWH is present to hear the people’s
supplications, and to receive their homage. Becati§€od’'s presence, the Temple is the source afsbig
and fertility (Pss 84; 128:5; 134:3); from JerusaleYHWH'’'s dwelling place, YHWH’s word and
judgments are sent out to the earth (Ps 147:15, 18)

This new royal ideology was celebrated in the Tengid its cult, particularly in the royal
psalms where kingship and Temple are celebrateld/asely ordained. Whereas in the era of
tribal existence, the renewal of the covenant wees rhajor religious festival, in the new
dispensation ‘the cultic highpoint shifted to thell fNew Year Festival, celebrating the
founding of the Temple and the Davidic House’ (:40)

A critical question at this point is that of safictition. With the ideological emphasis on
the Temple it (the Temple) could easily be seerthaslocus of God’s presence and of
holiness. But is this really the case? From themjeson of the Tent and Ark of the Covenant
in Heb 9, it is clear that the Ark relativizes fhemplé*?.

212 It must also be remembered that in Jn 2:19-2%etier shift from the Temple of Jerusalem to theybaf
Jesus. Also in Jn 4:20-23 Jesus indicates thailtoe of worship is not as important as the wawliich God is
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Hebrews 9:1-14

The first covenant also had its laws governingshigr and its sanctuary, a sanctuary on this eaffhere
was atent which comprised two compartments: the first, in eththe lamp-stand, the table and the loaves of
permanent offering were kept, was called the Hdac®,® then beyond the second veil, a second compartment
which was called thélOLY OF HOLIES * to which belonged the gold altar of incense, amel ark of the
covenant, plated all over with gold. In this wempkthe gold jar containing the manna, Aaron's dnathat
grew the buds, and the tables of the coveriadn top of it were the glorious winged creaturagrshadowing
the throne of mercy. This is not the time to gmidletail about this® Under these provisions, priests go
regularly into the outetent to carry out their acts of worshipput the secontent is entered only once a year,
and then only by the high priest who takes in tleodh to make an offering for his own and the pespiaults
of inadvertence® By this, the Holy Spirit means us to see thatomsg las the oldent stands, the way into th
holy place is not opened upit is a symbol for this present time. None of diis and sacrifices offered und
these regulations can possibly bring any worshigpeperfection in his conscienc¥* they are rules about
outward life, connected with food and drink and kag at various times, which are in force only Ltite time
comes to set things rigHt: But now Christ has come, as the high priest oftedblessings which were to come.
He has passed through the greater, the more péefectnot made by human hands, that is, not of thiatecg
order;** and he has entered the sanctuary once and famkifhg with him not the blood of goats and bull
calves, but his own blood, having won an eternaéneption."® The blood of goats and bulls and the ashes|of a
heifer, sprinkled on those who have incurred deféat, may restore their bodily purity.How much more will
the blood of Christ, who offered himself, blamelesshe was, to God through the eternal Spirit,fpurur
conscience from dead actions so that we can wotBhifiving God.

1)

W

r

Verses 3-5 are important in that they show the m@mze of the Ark. Gold is a prominent
feature in this description of the Ark of the Coaah Coughenour (1985:353) notes that gold
played a part ‘in the worship of God in both thieemacle and later in the Solomonic Temple
in Jerusalem’. There is also an altar of incengktha mercy seatXxotrprov). Interestingly
the word used to indicate the cherulmrershadowinghe mercy seat (Heb 9:5) is related to
the word that occurs in Num 24:6 — a text alludetyt Heb 8:2 dkialovoer in Num 24 and

ketookLe{ovte in Heb 9:5).

2.5.2.3 The Tabernacle

This term is designated by the Hebrew wasd» which means a dwelling place
(BDB:1015). Of the 102 times this term is usedhe OT only twelve occurrences occur
outside of the Torah thus associating this wordhe journey through the wilderness. In 2
Sam 7:6 the Lord protests against the idea ofdiwna house recalling how he moved about
in ‘a tent and a tabernacletg»ay 5mxz). Coloe (2001:49-51) documents the probable asigin
of the Priestly tradition noting that during the ilExa theology emerged with a fresh

understanding of Israel’s cult and of the divinegance. There was a distinction between the

o ¢

worshipped. Jn 4:23f: épxetar dpe kel VOV €otiy, Gte ol dAndLrol TPOGKUYMTOL TPOGKUMGOUGLY TG
Totpl &v mvelpott kol GAndelq kol yap O Tathp torodtoug (Mrel Tolg mpookuvodvtag adtév) is particularly
meaningful in this regard.
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sacred and the secular with respect to time anckspéhereas the festivals gave Israel sacred

times, the Tabernacle created ‘a sacred space’ (:49

Leviticus 26:11-12
:am ws) SpInN) B23INE wRE o
oy "b-ran opwy ooRY o3b nm oPoina nsbanm’

11| will place my dwelling in your midst, and | shabot abhor you.*? And | will walk among you, and will be
your God, and you shall be my people.

2.6 Towards a conclusion of what the implied readeknows with respect to the

biblical threads comprising the Prologue

This chapter has touched upon some of the impobidtital references and traditions in
the Prologue. At several points key aspects haemeg up other avenues for investigation
and in many cases possibilities have had to behedigip with respect to the scope of this
work. Needless to say, several possibilities haa to be omitted. It is nonetheless hoped
that the dynamic nature of the implied reader drel interactional nature of the reading
process have been truly represented. It is alseedhdpat the varieties of intertextual
applications have shown the rich pluralistic impattOT references and traditions on the

Prologue.
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Chapter three — What the implied reader know$™ about the interpretative traditions

which influence the reading of the Prologue

3.0 Introduction

As regards an interpretative framework for the arsthnding of the Prologue, the 1993
study by Evans is illuminating with its assertighat the OT and subsequent Jewish sources
play a key role in the interpretation of the Pralegof John (Evans 1993:77-12%) In
particular Evans (:100-145) offers numerous pdsalleetween the Prologue and Jewish
interpretative sources. Doohan (1988:9-32), indissussion on the ‘world of John’ discusses
the Jewish roots of the gospel and also its Hedtensetting. What then does the implied
reader know about these interpretative sourcesidenstand Jn 1:1-18? Constructions of the
implied reader of the Gospel of Jéfhhave largely ignored this question. This chapter
therefore examines the Hellenistic setting refetoadter aliaby Doohan (:19-23), the issues
of Jewish cultural sources, the Hellenistic Jewisttuences referred to by Tobin (1990;

1992) and finally deals with Gnosticism.

3.1 The Fourth Gospel’s Hellenistic setting

Apart from theJewishHellenistic influence some authors point to anofberticular type
of Hellenistic influence on the Gospel of John. Bao (1988:19-23) for example, briefly
sketches the ‘Hellenistic setting of early Christig in general terms but shows in
particular, how John’s Gospel was generated in imaté which was ‘predominantly
Hellenistic’ (:22). He is also keen to show thathauigh the Johannine community was

‘located outside of Palestine’ (:22), the Fourths@al still had ‘a very strong Jewish flavor to

2131 profiling the implied reader of the Prologuadcord to him anthropomorphisms as | see him aalagiie
partner representing the text to the real readehéntext-reader encounter. The implied readertbarefore
know, be reminded by text signals, respond, etc.

214 Brown (1988:13-15) also reaches the conclusionttieGospel of John has Jewish sources. The iatjgit

is that the implied reader therefore has a Jewitdrpretative framework empowering him/her to ma&ese of
the Prologue.

215 Here the reference is to studies already mentidnethis thesis. These are Culpepper (1983:205,227)
Tolmie (1998:57-75), Kieffer (1999:47-65) and Sia(#988).
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it and cannot be understood without a knowledgduolaism’ (Doohan 1988:23§. This for

me is the essence of what this section is all abdatdemonstrate the strong Jewish slant of
the passage under study, but with due regard tintheences from Oriental and Hellenistic
milieux (:27). The Johannine community ‘is root@dJudaism but located in the Hellenistic
world’ (:26). What precisely are the non-JewisHuahces on the Gospel of John?

Here one must avoid the pitfall of searching autigi strains of either culture. What has
been said about interactionism in the introducing first chapters of this section applies
here as well. Jeremias (1969:275-302) does desthibdendencies toward a purist strain
among the Jews. Rights and privileges were gratmedull Israelites®’ (:297). These
includedinter alia the rights of families to marry their daughtergptests, the right for sons
to serve at the altar in Jerusalem, and the righsading civil positions. The Sanhedrin was
chosen from among these so called full Israelitdfs Jeremias 1969:297f) and rabbinic
teaching claimed that ‘[o]nly families of pure letiée descent could be assured of a share in
the messianic salvation’ (:301). But what constisubeing full Israelites? Does the influence
of Hellenism adulterate the Israelite? It would egpthat Jeremias thought that it did because
he does refer to the contending view of Philo thrae nobility lies not in ancestry but in a
virtuous life’ (:302).

Undoubtedly there were those who reacted againkemiem (cf. Hengel 1981:175; 250)
but Jewish and Hellenistic cultures were living teyss and as such would have been
mutually influenced by an exchange of energy aridrination across system boundaries.
The semi-permeable boundaries of living systemst inestaken into consideration h&fe
The research by Zamfir (2008:79-89) is particulamiganingful in this regard. Examining the
Deuterocanonical Wisdom literature, she posits foasitions when encountering otherness.
These are:

» assimilationwith the corresponding loss of identity,

* increased emphasis on tradititimereby reducing the possibility of dialogue,

» defending the uniqueness of the disputed valaats

» dialoguewhich allows for the reshaping of the tradition.

218 Culpepper (1983:222) has concluded that the imémeader of the Gospel of John ‘is not JewishHast
extensive knowledge of the Old Testament and argénaderstanding of Jewish groups and beliefs’.

27 Full Israelites were ‘those families who had preed the divinely ordained purity of the race’ @lmias
1969:297). Where the divine ordination came iniJ&as does not say.

Z8 Cf. footnote 127 above and also the discussiorupdint 1.3 of Chapter one of this Section.
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She shows the Book of Wisdom (:88-89) to be padity open in this regard and that
rather than surrender Jewish identity, such idensitactually enhanced in the negotiation

with otherness:

Identity and tradition is also an issue for the Bod Wisdom. The writing is nevertheless more spsibée

to Greek values and more open to dialogue. Theoregs are innovative and more accessible to thekGre
society. Elements of Greek anthropology, ontology athics are integrated, yet, not as a sign of
assimilation or loss of identity. On the contraigentity is strengthened, and isid) the same time the
Jewish values become available to non-Jews. Toadisi reassessed and rethought. ... The integrefitre
Greek philosophy and ethics will open a radicalgwnpath within Judaism, a path that has Philo fer i
prominent representative. Later on, this choicd @ohtribute in a decisive manner to the developnun
Christian theology.

Hengel (1981) examines the relationship betweelteriem and Judaism and shows that
the two were not exactly differentiated as Hellemisn the one hand and Judaism on the
other. He notes that ‘by the time of Jesus, Palestad already been under “Hellenistic” rule
and its resultant cultural influence for some 3@&&ang’ (:1). He goes on to describe the
historical assumption of Hellenism into Palestinidé® — not so much as a result of the arts,
philosophy, literature, or any other intellectuaheiction; but through the phenomenon of
conquest through the Graeco-Hellenistic war (:12-T&adually Hellenism permeated all

spheres of Palestinian life (:6-57). Hengel (:5ihmarizes the position quite succinctly:

Now Hellenistic civilization was by no means an lesovely or even predominantly military, civic and
socio-economic phenomenon — these were simplyrtreesan which its effects first became visibleheat it
was the expression of a force which embraced almwesty sphere of life. It was a force of confusing
fullness, an expression of the power of the Greiitsvhich penetrated and shaped everything, esgive
and receptive.

Hengel goes on to show the influence of Hellenismareas such as ‘literature, philosophy
and religion’ and concludes as follows: ‘To penttranto these regions, however, the
foreigner needed a bridge, and this was providedciim by the common language of the
Hellenistic world, which bound it all together, theine’ (:57).

The binding force of language influenced such etspef life as name-giving, education,
religious practice and customs, legal practice, ewreh the recording of history. The Judaism
of Palestine in NT times was undoubtedly Hellenistidaism (:58-106). But all this was not
without the tensions that normally creep into gitwas of multiculturism. Hengel (:107-254)
devotes more than one third of his study to thpeasin a chapter appropriately entitled ‘The
Encounter and Conflict between Palestinian Judaisththe Spirit of the Hellenistic Age’.
We can do no more than summarize the details here:

* When Hellenism became dominant in Palestine the® already a ‘rich spiritual life

within the small community of Jewish people’ (:248he wisdom schools provided

for literary activity. There was a fusion betweaternational strains of wisdom and
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traditional piety. This is seen in Pr 1-9. The doefce of wisdom and law is
evidenced by Ps 119 and Ben Sira. Job and Qohpletlided a universalist but
critical strain.

Hasidic and apocalyptic tendencies came to birth and é#elenistic influence did
not produce any substantial ‘break that we canrséee Jewish spiritual life’ (Hengel
1981:248). If anything, there was ‘continuous depetent down to the Maccabean
period’ (:248). According to Hengel (:248) thiswen the decline set in. The middle
of the third century BCE saw the influence of Grdakguage and culture even in
Judea (:59-61; 248) — but this also brought abaeparation between traditionalists

and those friendly to Hellenism. However, Heng248) does point out that

even those circles which observed the law strisdgm to have been open to foreign influences
...The positive verdict of the Greeks on the Jewshis early period corresponds to the still open
attitude of the latter.

Qoheleth ushered in a critical scrutiny of tradinbwisdom and favoured Hellenistic
ideas. A confluence of Jewish wisdom and GreekoBaphy found expression in ‘the
Jewish wisdom schools of Alexandria’ (:249). Butihthe Alexandrian school
‘remained fundamentally open the Hellenistic enwvment ... Rabbinical Judaism
separated itself more and more from the outsidédvoR50).

The dawn of the Maccabean revolt (ca 167/166 BGHR) the rise of théHasidim
(literally, the assembly of the pious). This ‘clgadefined Jewish party’ (:175) arose
as a result of ‘Hellenistic reform’ (:250) and gfgled to preserve Jewish belief. The
Hasidic movement is seen by Hengel (:250) as the seedbe&@weish apocalyptic
thinking as theHasidim strove to preserve the legacy of the prophets.cAlyptic
thinking differed markedly from ‘Hellenistic oracliterature’ (:250) and Greek
rationalism. For théHasidim the wise person was the prophet and the profieet t
wise person. But whilgdasidic thinking reacted strongly against Hellenism, Hénge
(:251) points out that ‘no Jewish trend of thouglorrowed so strongly from its
oriental Hellenistic environment as apocalyptichid in itself is not something
extraordinary as it is not unusual for opposingtipar to embrace the same
mechanisms of argument. After all, Hellenism hagl this time, been the dominant
culture for almost two centuries. What was différemas that théHasidim saw their
knowledge as a higher form of knowledge than Greationalism as Jewish

Apocalyptic was considered to be revealed knowldd2jg0-251).
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* At about 150 BCE there was division in théasidim and the ‘Teacher of
Righteousness’ (Hengel 1981:251) left Jerusalerh Wig followers and opted for a
strict monastic type of existence with ‘lofty spual claims’ (:251). The splinter
group became known as the Essene community. Itits@l¥ as the eschatological
community and the remnant of Israel. This movenveas to give a systematic basis
to Apocalypticism and to introduce a ‘determinigdigalistic doctrine’ (:251). One is
immediately forced to consider whether this ratttean Gnosticism gave rise the

dualistic concepts in the Gospel of John.

In sum then, the main thesis of Hengel is thatsingple distinction between Palestinian
(Aramaic) Judaism and Diaspora (Hellenistic) Jutiaggnnot be maintained. Palestine had
been under Hellenistic influence since 333 BCE. Titg& years of the relationship with
Hellenistic culture was a time of openness, butssithe ruthless cultural imperialism of
Antiochus IV Epiphanes and the consequent impasaiod escalation of an extreme form of
Hellenism (:255-314), the relationship became sédiand more complexut the influence
was still very real. Over and against this Feldman (1977:3%&rgues for the existence of
a purist strain claiming that ‘the attitude of thews toward the non-Jews in Palestine was
one of conflict and even disdain’. That the Jewsenfavourable to foreign states and were
therefore susceptible to foreign influences wasplma matter of expediency as it was in
Jewish interest not to go to war against mightiewgrs. Feldman notes that this tendency
was present well before the Hellenistic period §)3Feldman (:376-377) also disputes the
claim that the Greek language was the binding féocélellenistic influence on Palestine (cf.
Hengel 1981:57). That ‘many Jews in the land addéshad a smattering of Greek’ (Feldman
1977:376) is no reason to surmise that Greek wasathguage of choice in Israel. Josephus
(Antiquities,Book XX, Chapter 1£f°in fact claims that so accustomed was he to ‘speak
own tongue, that | cannot pronounce Greek withiciefit exactness; for our nation does not
encourage those that learn the languages of otténs ...%>. What is not in doubt for
Feldman (1977:377) is that there were commerciatamis between the Jews and others. The
guestion then revolves around the possibility ofrm@@ning Jewishness in isolation for some

aspects of life and not for others. The positiorthid thesis is that this is not possible within

1% One might wonder about the anachronism here. Feidoomments in 1977 about a work written in 1981.
The explanation is that Feldman critiques the earLl974) edition of Hengel's work. The translatord
Ezléblis_her are_the same.

This work is undated.
221 Feldman (1977:377) makes reference to this qumtaut gives the incorrect reference i.e. he libts
citation as coming from chapter 12 when in facioitnes from chapter 11.
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an open systeff!. Fairweather (1977:4%Y is in agreement with this and notes that when
‘different nationalities trade with each other thés necessarily an interchange not only of
goods and money, but also to some extent of iadgmisions, and habits’. From the arguments
of Feldman (1977) and also the observation of Jusepbout the reluctance of the Jews to
negotiate other languages, it would appear thatgele(il981) might have overstated the
position with respect to some aspects of the exgdhdretween the Jewish and Hellenistic
cultures — but he nonetheless provides an impregsieture of the circumstances of the
thought world affecting the Prologue. Even Feldnib®77:371) concedes that what Hengel

(1981) provides is an ‘accumulation and evaluatibavidence that is impressive’.

3.2 Jewish sources

From the foregoing it is clear that Hellenism ea&drconsiderable influence on the Gospel
of John. But it is also clear that this was nothe exclusion of Jewish influences. Boyarin
(2001:243-284) argues convincingly against thosseging the radical difference and total
separation of Christianity from Judaism’ (:243).stead he (:246) demonstrates an
intertwining of Judaism and Hellenist thought. Bagg2007:10) notes that the development
of two mutually exclusive religious systems knovenJaw and Christiaff only began in the
fifth century CE. Davies (1996:43-64) very crealyvexamines ‘the inherited furniture of
John’s mind’ (:43) and describes the assumptionsciwhnfluenced the Johannine
community. He looks at three categories which His cammon Judaispdamnian Judaism
and John’s intimate foreground- in other words the circumstances facing the Jdoine
community at the time of writing. Coloe (2001:2)peasses the view that the Fourth Gospel

was written to answer the question of how the membethe post 70 CE community ‘could

2221t has already been stated earlier sections &witork (cf. the Introductory and first chaptersSefction Two)
that where living systems are concerned therewsya an active exchange of energy and informat@onss
system boundaries. Boundaries are not solid busem&-permeable. The implication of this is thatle/leach
entity is able to retain its uniqueness and selfiitly, it is not unaffected by other entities.

223 Fairweather’s (1977:43-54) observations of religisyncretism are most informative as indeed arethier
comments on Judaism in the period between thedstaments.

224 From available literature it would appear that tb&ue is not as clear cut as Boyarin makes ittoue.
Wilson (1995), for example, points out numerousaand political difficulties experienced betwedsgws and
Christians in the first and second centuries. Ageoin socio-political difficulties (:1-35) there we also
specifically religious disputes in which Christiiterature was considered to bére minimi.e. heretical works
(:176). So while there might have been syncretisare was also a clear religious identity which madeh
group distinct. Added to this was the fact of apregsive Roman presence and Wilson (:33) does showare
lenient attitude by Romans towards the Jews. Nehetsh there were definite Jewish biblical and caltu
influences on the Prologue as is shown in the prtesvand current chapters of this work i.e. Chaptessand
three of Section Two. The point is that it was agimooth transition. Many difficulties had to bgogated.
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maintain their Jewish traditions, especially th@ih cultic traditions, and maintain their new
faith in Jesus’. In the introduction to his workp\Bman (1975:vii-viii) notes a great amount
of activity in Jewish circles and also the presesicéewish Christians at the time the Fourth
Gospel was written. As such Bowman (:ix) pointsaatlewish background to the Fourth
Gospel'. Point 3.2 of this chapter attempts to lsgaize this ‘Jewish background’. We will
explore some of the extra biblical Jewish souraestlie Prologue. Among these will be
Hellenistic Jewish influences, rabbinical thougintd liturgical sources viz. the Targumim,

and the Qumran documents.

3.2.1 Hellenistic Jewish Influences

Tobin (1990:253) suggests ‘a plausible world obught, in this case the world of
Hellenistic Jewish interpretation and speculatiwinywhich the hymn in the Prologue was a
part’. His method is to consider the Prologue asjaime backdrop ‘of Hellenistic Jewish texts
which share certain basic perspectives, concegtaateworks, and vocabulary’ (:253).
Noting several verbal and conceptual parallels \h#h OT wisdom traditions Tobin (:254)
confirms the findings listed in the previous chaptez. that the ‘various attributes and
activities ascribed to wisdom in Jewish wisdonrétare are ascribed togosin the hymn in
the Prologue’. The Wisdom tradition is in fact gmesm through which we can look at the
relationship between the Prologue and the creagixts in Genesfs>.

Bowker (1969:36) cites research to show that ‘maews lived completely outside the
orbit of Pharisaic/Rabbinical Judaism, not onlythe Diaspora but also in Palestine itself'.
One should therefore not confine Hellenistic Jugai® the Alexandrian region (:37).
Furthermore, rabbinic teachings and literature oanipe regarded as the total content of
Jewish thought’ (:37). In fact ‘Hellenistic ideasdaimages’ (:37) were legitimate methods of
interpretation.

Dodd (1958:54) speaks of a reciprocal relationgfeépveen Judaism and the OT on the
one hand and Hellenism on the other. A key reptasiga of Hellenistic Judaism is Philo of

Alexandria whose works have been described by Iidd as

a fairly comprehensive estimate of the kind oigieus philosophy which emerged within Judaism fribva
cross-fertilization of Hebrew and Greek thoughttle cosmopolitan atmosphere of the great centre of
Hellenistic culture in Egypt.

225 This is referred to under point 2.2 in the prengdchapter on Biblical Threads. Cf. Brueggemann
(1997:344-345)
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Philo was a loyal Jew whose allegorical intergretaof Scripture appealed to the rational
bent of Hellenism. Dodd (:54-73§ makes a connection between the Prologue’s uséyof
and the use of the concept by Philo and eventislbws a parallel which he describes as
‘remarkable’ (:71). Evans (1993:101) also demomssrahow ‘Philo’s speculative
interpretations coincide with the attributes anchction of thelogos of the Johannine

Prologue’. Evans’ (:102-103) findings can be sumpeat as follows:

The Adyog of the Johannine Prologue Philo’s.dyog

In the beginnin The beginning (implying that theyoc antedated the
created universe).

The Word was with God (Jn 1:1b) and in the bo:| The Adyoc exists very close to God with no
of the Father (Jn 1:18) intervening gap
Theidyog is called God (Jn 1:1c¢) Philo calls thijo; God.
Creation came through the agency of theoc | For Philo too, creation came through the agency of
(JIn 1: 3,10) the Adyog
The Adyoc brings light and life. The light defeats thePhilo also holds that th&yoc brings light and life
darkness (Jn 1:4-5). and that darkness withdraws when the light comes.
No one has seen God (Jn 1:18a). No one, not evsed/has seen God.

With respect to the use dbyoc, Tobin (1992:350-351) situates the term in itsléfektic
Jewish milieu and shows the use of the term byJdweish exegete Aristobulus who ‘sought
to interpret the LXX in a way consistent with Grg#kilosophy’ (:350). Whereas Aristobulus
appealed to metaphorical interpretations, TobiB@Q)3hows thatoyog played a central role

in the LXX interpretations of Philo of Alexandride (:350) contends that

Philo’s use ofogosmust be seen within the tradition of Hellenistviksh wisdom speculation since Philo,
in continuity with his predecessors, identified s Sophig with logosand gave both some of the same
attributes.

Within the StoicWeltanschauundgo which Philo subscribedyéyoc was the ‘principle of
rationality’ (:350) which pervaded the universe.tNif this systemioyoc had a number of

functions. Three of those functions are summarbeddw:

» The first function was cosmological. Théjoc was the image of God and the ‘highest
of all beings who were intellectually perceivecde tine closest to God, the only truly
existent’ (:350). This image served for the ordgriri the rest of creation. Buabyoc
was not merely the paradigm for the ordering of theverse, ‘it was also the

instrument ¢rganor) through which the universe was ordered’ (:35@)isTcalls to

226 Dodd's account is rather dense and requires @rafose reading — but it is a worthwhile exercisehe
presents a faithful and influential Jew steepetthénphilosophical system of the Hellenized world.

143



mind the causal inference &f (5wx) in Jn 1:3. This is also amply demonstrated by
the rhetorical analysis of the sub-part Jn 45

« The second function of théyoc in the thinking of Philo was anthropologicali@soc
‘was the paradigm according to which human beingsewnade’ (Tobin 1992:351).
The restriction here was that only the human miras wonformed to thedyoc.
Philo’s interpretation of Gn 1:27 was ‘that man weas createds the image of God
but according totheimage of God’ (:351). For Philo the human persors veacated
according to thegaradigmwhich was the image of God’ (:351). And so we have
procession:

God = 16yoc = humankind.

» The third function ofidyoc according to Philo was anagogical. This means ttat
Ad0yoc guides the soul to the realm of the divine (:33d)Philo’s thought world the
goal ‘of the human soul was the knowledge and migibGod, to become like God or
to be assimilated to God’ (:351).

Such was the complexity of th&¥eltanschauun@f Philo. It is no wonder then that the
Prologue continues to generate vast amounts ollgt@mn as to its meaning. But this is not
stated as a complaint. It is in fact a cause ftglration as it invites the real reader to spend

more time in, and become more a part of, the waoirlthe text.

3.2.2  The Targumim and Rabbinical Sources

The Targumim are Aramaic translations of the Heb8zriptures used in the liturgical
celebrations of the Jews. These documents were meathe synagogues (Alexander
1992:320-331). Bowker (1969:x) notes that Targurfane interpretative translations of the
Hebrew text of the Bible’. These are ‘not simplditeral translations of the text: they work
into their translation an interpretation of whae ttext means’ (:x). Simply stated, the word
Targum literally means translation or interpretatiBowker points out that in the Targumim
text and interpretation ‘were woven together’ (:8).

Evans (1993:151-164) shows consistency betweebiniaf?® methods and those of the

Fourth Evangelist and indicates ‘several areas aklehannine elements and targumic and

227 Cf. point 1.1.1 of chapter one of Section One &bov
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rabbinic features converge’ (:157). The followirdple has been drawn up from information
gleaned from Evans (:157-158). English translatioage been provided in the table for the
citations from the Gospel of John. The texts of thdmgumim will be provided at the end of

the table when Evans’ insights are evaluated.

The Gospel of John Targumim

—

€l tadte Tolels, pavépwooy CEXVTOV TG) KOOWY The King Messiah is destined to reveal himselfhat
If you do these things manifest yourself to thend of days in PJT: Gn 35:21.
world (Jn 7:4).

o pn yebonran Bovdtov elg Tov aidve The phrase taste deathefontal Oavdtov) is not
shall not taste death into the age (Jn 8:52). found in either the Greek or the Hebrew versions of
the OT but exists in PJT: Dt 32:1

Tatep, 60Euc6V oovL TO Ovopa. NABev olv dwrn ék | Reference to Moses to whom ‘the glory of the

70D oVpavod” kal 800w Kal TAALY G0ELOK Shekinah of the Lord was revealed’ (Evans 1993:158)
Father, glorify your name. Then a voice came frof8 found in PJT: Dt 34:5.

heaven, ‘I have glorified it, and | will glorify it
again’. (Jn 12:28).

&v Tf olkig oD matpdc pov povel moddei elow in | The glory of the Shekinah accompanies the pepple
the house of my Father are many mansions|@nd prepares a resting place for them in NETEx

14:2). 33:14
T0 ToTNpLov 0 dédwkév por 0 mathp ob uf mw | Reference to the cup (of death) is found in NFT: |Gn
a0t 40:23.

Am | not to drink the cup that the Father has giyen
me? (Jn 18:11).

kol EERABer €0BUg alpar kol Vdwp Reference to blood and water from the rock occm
and immediately there came forth blood and wateiPJT: Nm 20:11. It would appear from the work |of
(JIn 19:34). Evans (:158) that while the text of Nm 20:11 refers

solely to water gushing from the rock, PJT intetp
this asbloodand water.

v}

It must be remembered that the column on the exdraght does not represent actual OT

texts, but targumic interpretations of texts. Al sases will now be tested:

Case 1:The targumic (PJT) rendition of Gn 35:21 reads:

R M3 RAUR X25D HIRT TAY N7 RONR TTITRETmS )OS 1 s o091 apyr Son

The actual text of Gn 35:21 reads:

FTOTRY Mmoo SR o

228 Neusner (1988:171-197) discusses rabbinic inflaentbiblical interpretation but does not give sedahen
the rabbinic movement started. He separates thement from the Essenes, linking rabbinical thinkimngthe
messianic hope’ (:172). He refers to ‘a processabbinization: the rereading of everything in teroisthe
system of the rabbis’ (:172). An earlier work byuseer (1983:xiii) indicates that the rabbinic moeesin
‘flourished for nearly half a millenium’ prior tde formation of the canon ‘of Rabbinic Judaism’isTtanon
emerged in the"sand &' centuries CE (:xiii).

229 This refers to the Targum Neofiti I.
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This is translated by the NRS dsrael journeyed on, and pitched his tent beyoredttwer

of Eder The word used for tent here sk whereas the word used in the targumsis.
Coloe (2001:27) has shown a correspondence betiwgba Prologue and ‘the rabbinic term
Shekinah’. Here one can clearly see the differdreteveen the original and the interpreted
i.e. the targumic text. Another more telling poafitconvergence between the targum and Jn
7:4 €L todte molelg, davépwoov cexutov TG Koopw) IS the reference to revealing. The
relevant words appear in red print. It is cleat thare is intertextual correspondence between
PJT: Gn 35:21 and Jn 7:4.

Case 2:PJT: Dt 32:1 reads:

RPN TRUBT TS T X3 TIen Ramh maa ek xnby wn xuiomS 831 menT s e
mm

T YW XnSYS XATNNNRS PAEI £72 P RRSY3 RAIAM PRI 85T PINC PR2 TIoR RNT P
N5U3

P REIRS 2P M 55127y muawb ot jenwh Rpmw 2m SRwTT PAnwtsa 2 mn T N
55527 x> 2w RA™EY RYIRD RUMY 2 SR PANYNDD M2anm M TS XD U 002 NTRY
™ nRT

D Shnn XU pRwnY SOy RUMY IR 203 POTT KU R P

Here one can clearly see that this is an interpoetdif not a commentary) as the original
text simply reads:

PRTTIRR PINT URUN TN 2MYD WINT

The NRS translates this aGive ear, O heavens, and | will speak; let the ledrear the
words of my mouthFrom the foregoing it is clear thad uf yelontar Gevatov eic tov
atdve in Jn 8:52 is resonant with PJT: Dt 32:1. In fasguistically there appears to be no
connection between Dt 32:1 and Jn 8:52. The intkrédity occurs with the rabbinic
interpretation. The relevant terms have been hgbhdid.

Case 3:PJT: Dt 34:5 reads:

RbY 1 wNISAR TIRT RO PR KUY ORI N30 men TN 7R xeh e jpava
T mewsa pem jeby S5y 5o ik naek 191 8RY 1R RSBl 85PN XbpTRTa

TR 7Y RWT T ROOTRT 8555 138 19905 npatRa 2708t anR kDY meT Sxw 1man
2T PONTN TEOR TRIM Pr2IRY PoRDHT M7 RSN N2 T RAPSY PR M5 DN R
Aou N2 KD XTGP M wonk 8mzhnT 85O RMMOUN MY NI aNT T RAAST RO
MU JAN WISAR 152 MNNAMIYAT TAB 72w NP X3 KB K550 wuon i 851 qox xow 85
D R AR DY aNMT RYOND T A

Here once again one can clearly see that this istarpretation as the original text simply

reads:
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N

The NRS translates this aehen Moses, the servant of the LORD, died thetldnand of
Moab, at the LORD's commanith would appear that Jn 12:28 does have intaréxffinity
with PJT: Dt 34:5 fotep, 60&ao0V cov O Ovoue. NABery olv ¢wrm ék Tod oLpavod: kol
gdokmont kol TaAlr Bokwow). The correspondences have been shown by yellalvgasen
highlights.

Case 4:NFT: Ex 33:14 reads:

DN MMIRY ARG N 2T Mvn BN hiinl's}a ) ghiel ]WDL} TPORY 1PRRY 119772 173TR NIy TPORORT MR

The original text of Ex 33:14 reads:

275 MM D5 D MR

The NRS translates this dde said:'my presence will go with you, and | will give yast:
From the foregoing there appears to be intertexyuadtween the Targum and Jn 142 £}
olkig tod Tatpoc pou poval moriel elow). The Targum speaks of a dwelling (with the word
‘nrow) and also of an encampment (with the termn-ne2). There is also reference to
preparing the place with the intensive formpefix: yprx1. Evans (1993:158) ought to have
extended his reference of Jn 14:2 to include theesmerse. In that way the intertextual
correspondence with NFT: Ex 33:14 could have béenva to a fuller extent¢ tf oikig
T00 TTPOC WOUL Wovel ToAAwl eloww: el de pn, eimov Qv Oulv OtL Topelopdl ETOLRAOOL

’ e~
TOTOV UPLY).

Case 5:NFT Gn 40:23 reads:

W22 TP2Y W22 TN 273 PIMIONT MIRT 0T R At 5T RTm pa5T xem SuhT xTon fer pau
X'37P 9203 RDIAT MTT MM TDO2 2NDT RIND TSN RS KM 705 DUL WD) 73V KOS DWBT
Y WY AT MY I 27 29 73N KD (5 I3 RISAT N2 MW T RWD2 PAANTT RETI2 I oo
IRPIDMMD TEP RSP RORT W

The original text of Gn 40:23 reads:

SAMZE MRTRN BPERITY 2N
The NRS translates this aget the chief cupbearer did not remember Joseptfobgot him
There is intertextual correspondence with the t#xGn 40:23, its Targumic interpretation
and also with Jn 18:1k{ motnpLor 0 8€dwkév poL 6 Tathp oL Wn Tiw «vto) with the

stronger correspondence being between the Targaterpretation and Jn 18:11.
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Case 6:
PJT: Nm 20:11 reads:

TR0 1R PRI RITIN RIDMIT RDTAR N2OKR ARDP R PIAT PATN AM0N2 RDD 0 XA T N aPn
qI NNYID NRNTRY

Nm 20:11 reads:
VN VT AUA 520 BT RSN SRR M2 YOOTTR T FTIN mE 2

The NRS translation of Nm 20:11 read$ien Moses lifted up his hand and struck the rock
twice with his staff; water came out abundantlyd ghe congregation and their livestock
drank.Jn 19:34 el €Efqr0er €08l alpe kel Bdwp). The reference to water is common to the
OT text, to its rabbinic interpretation and alsoJiv 19:34. The intertextuality is stronger
between the targumic interpretation of Nm 20:11 &md 9:34 with the common reference to
blood and water.

The lacunain case 4 notwithstanding, Evans’ position withpexs to the convergence
between the Gospel of John and Targumic sourcesaappo be correct. In many cases the
Scripture texts (interpreted by the relevant Targseem somewhat remote from the citations
in the Gospel of John. In all cases the LXX isgnegement with Hebrew text.

Tobin (1992:352) notes that some scholars undatstiae concept ofoyoc against the
backdrop of therargumimandMidrashimand that renewed interest in this approach to the
understanding of the conceptigfyoc has been occasioned by the discovery of the Targum
Neofiti 1. Therationale here is that the (real) author of the Prologue ldichave been
exposed to the reading of tlhargumimin the synagogue and would have been influenced by
this source. McNamara (1968:115-117) is one of skabolars who propose that the
composition of the Prologue has been influenceddwish liturgical sources. To back this
claim he citesnidrashexpounding Ex 12:42 in NFT 1. In this interpretatsalvation history

is represented in four nights (:116). The firstmitp that of creation:

The first night: when the Lord was revealed over world to create it. The world was without formdan
void and darkness was spread over the face ofaygsaand the WordV(eppa) of the Lord was the light, and
it shone; and he called it the First Night.

Thus theMemrais described as the primordial light at the davwrcreation. The link
betweenMemraandioyoc seems to be obvious. But Tobin (1992:352) listaes¢significant
problems’ with respect to this approach. Thesesanemarized as follows:

» Firstly, memraas used in th&argumimis simply ‘a buffer term to preserve the

transcendence of God’ (1992:352). It does in faotehno reality of its own and is
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‘only a verbal parallel with théogos of the Prologue and not a conceptual parallel’
(:352).

» Secondly, ‘neither the targums nor the Midrashieréiture offer aconsistentset of
verbal or conceptual parallels which could playssg®rve as the background for the
use of the ternbgosin the Prologue’ (:352).

* Thirdly, the dating of NFT 1 and other Targumimuiscertain. Speculations range
from late first century CE to the third century CB52).

These issues force Tobin (:353) to advocate lookiegwhere for background material to the
Prologue but one has to bear in mind thatftaegumimwere compiled over the years as an
oral tradition before to being finally committedwaiting. This issue of the oral transmission
of teachings through the rhetorical device of rigjoet will be dealt with when th#lishnahis
discussed later in this chapt& What also needs further treatment is Tobin’s viat
Memrais merely ‘a buffer term to preserve the transeeicé of God’ (1992:352). This will
be attended to below when Boyarin’s (2001:243-28&\s are discussed.

Borgen (1970) has compared the Jerusalem Targu@eogsis with the Prologue and
found a favourable comparison. What is common th bite Targum and the Prologue is that
in both, words from ‘the Old Testament’ (:290) aeplaced ‘with interpretative words’
(:290). In fact Borgen (:294) claims that his ‘arsad has shown that the structure and outline
of John i.1-18 are determined by the fact thafthesage is meant to be an exposition of Gen.
i1 ff.

Bearing in mind that th&argumimare liturgical texts, Coloe’s study (1997:53) shows
Jewish liturgical influence on ‘the Johannine cquicef the Logos. She appeals to the

‘Targum Neofiti’ (:53) for evidence

linking the Prologue with the Genesis creationystor Targum Neofiti, God creates through NMemra— a
term, usually translated as “wordVlemrais used in the Targums to represent God's selfifiestation in
the world. “From the beginning with wisdomie Memra of the Lord created and perfectieel heavens and
the earth” (Gen 1:1 Neofiti).

Coloe’s (:53) conclusion is that the

Jewish liturgical texts provided a likely basis the Johannine concept of thegos and the first creation
account provided the Johannine author with thecgire for his introduction to the Gospel of thegosin
creation

An inspection of the targumic reference cited byo€shows that there is something wrong

here. NFT Gn 1:1 makes no mention -afs. It would appear that Coloe has made an

20 Cf, point 3.2.2.1.2 of this chapter.
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inferential intertextual leap with respect to NFTrderpretation of Gn 1:1. The term=
occurs 24 times in NFT’s rendition of Gn 1 but motits interpretation of Gn 1:1 which

reads:

R M NDY A 555 S5ow v 812 RABSIMA T R72 sna ey

It would have been useful at this point had Coleerbright. What in fact is indicated in

NFT’s interpretation of Gn 1 is thatw is used from v 3 to v 11 continuously thereby
demonstrating that:n is the agent of creation. Brueggemann (1997:34)-Bds shown that

the Wisdom tradition is the prism through which teétionship between the Prologue and
the creation texts in Genesis can be seen. Theteergfore a conceptual intertextuality
betweerb 16yoc of the prologue anga-r in NFT'’s interpretation of Gn 1:1. The more direct
intertextuality in the interpretations in whielw actually occurs shows the direct result of
God’s spoken word — but this excludes NFT Gn 1:ha¥WWColoe (1997:53) was probably
alluding to was the reference to Wisdom occurrimgé in NFT Gn 1:1 and highlighted here

for easy reference:

RDIR A oxny e 550w 550w ™ X2 RARSMD ™M XA ARDma pRpbn

It is interesting that both Borgen and Coloe hslvewn the influences of the Genesis text
on thestructureof the Prologue. It would appear that the imparéaof Semitic logic in the
composition of texts cannot be overstated andstinatture is indeed the door to the meaning
of the text (cf. Meynet 1992:8).

Bowman (1975.:vii) refers to R. Akiba as ‘The mogn#icant contemporary teacher in
Judaism?®? Furthermore, Bowman (:1) shows evidence that Akims influential in the
formation and the acceptance of the Hebrew canahtlat his interest went beyond the
Hebrew text to the Greek and Aramaic versions. pdigt of interest was a belief that the
Torah was the ‘very word of God’ (:1). As such whatre needed were trustworthy
translations. He therefore sought to standardieel ftigumimand even wanted to establish
‘an official Targum’ (:2).Targumimto which Bowman (:6-7) associates Akiba e.g. Targu
Onkelos, ‘like the Targums Jerushalmi and Pseudatban use the wordMemra
extensively’ (:7). Over and against his contempoiRabbi Ishmael who claimed that only
where God specifically gave a word to Moses e.gExn16:32 fim m3 “wr =377 1 ol

=xt1) was the Torah the word of God — otherwise ‘iMisses’ word’ (:8); Akiba felt that “all

231 cf. point 3.1 in the General Introduction to thissrtation.
22 That is contemporary with the Johannine community.
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the Torah was the Word of Yahweh’ (:9). This is tiheative Word lemrg which made the
world (:8). One can see here a relationship tactmeept ofloyoc. Furthermore ‘TheMemra

is Yahweh himself in communication with mesidf’ (:11). Bowman indicates that ‘The
Targumist could not separate the revelation frohweh. The revelation of Yahweh was and
is Yahweh’ (:15).

Boyarin (2001:247-261) offers a ‘comparative studyPhilo’'s Logos, theMemra of the
Targum, and the Prologue to the Fourth Gospel'§}2lh examining the ‘Logos of the Jews’
(:247) he demonstrates that in dualistic thougbttdndency was to free the Deity from all
matter and to preserve the Divine Absolute. In saatontextiéyoc became the mediating
principle between God and the world. This allowed the relationship between the
transcendent Absolute and the material world. FoyaBin (2001:248) this was not only

confined to Middle-Platonism but to first centurydaism as well:

The idea that the Logos/Sophia (and other variastaell) was the site of God's presence in the averl
indeed of God’'s Word or Wisdom as a mediator figurgas a very widespread one in the thought-wadild o
first-century and even second-century Judaism.

Aoyoc theology then was not a specific product of Clamsty ‘with Philo a sort of Christian
avant la lettré (:248). It was as much a part of Jewish religioosgination as it was
embedded in first century Christian thought.

In his consideration of ‘Philo’s Logos’ (:249-25Boyarin notes that the conceptidfoc
was familiar to Philo’s readers — ‘an audience es devoted to the Bible’ (:249). He
concludes that this way of thinking of God was camnplace in Alexandrian Jewish thought
and that therefore ‘for one branch of pre-Christiudaism, at least, there was nothing
strange about a doctrine oflauteros thedg:249)***. Philo accepts the notion that thigoc
was the agent of both creation and revelation gukals to ‘crucial OT intertexts for his
Logos doctrine’ (:250). Philo sees the connecti@weenidyoc, Word, and Light and
arouses ‘associations with the Prologue of the thaB@pspel’ (:250). The grand conclusion of
Boyarin's treatment of the ‘Logos of the Jews’ (712252) is that ‘Philo’s Logos seems,
therefore, a close congener of the Logos theolbgywe find among almost all ante-Nicene
Christian writers, and which would appear, therefoo have a “Jewish” Beginning’ (:252).

For Philo,A0yoc was simultaneously ‘a part of God and also a sepdreing’ (:250). Now

is all this a consequence of an adherence to MiEtHtsonism? For Boyarin (:251), this is

233 This might sound like Boyarin is abandoning hisnwtheistic faith but in another work (2007:7-8)thakes
absolutely no apology for being Jewish. He categdly states that he is ‘not, after all, a herétien either the
orthodox Christian or orthodox Jewish point of vjewither a Judaizing Christian nor a Christian Jewdo
not choose, in any way, to be a Messianic JewwafdeJesus, or anything of that sort, but actydthybe just a
Jew ... I do not believe that Jesus the son ofpfosENazareth was (or is) the Messiah’ (:8).
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‘less and less plausible’. He proposes insteadtthatmay simply be the Judaism of Philo
and his contemporaries. In this regard he defineBerism as ‘the creative synthesis of
Greek and “Eastern” culture and thought’ (Boyard02:251). Philo’sioyoc was seen to be
the product of a reading of Greek philosophy injeoation with the Torah (:251). Basing
himself on the insights of Dodd (1958:269-279), By sees Philo’'é6yoc as a synthesis of
the Wisdom #2>n) and the Divine Word-g7) concepts of the Bible, and the Stoic/Platonic
notion ofidyoc (Boyarin 2001:255

In his treatment of the Memra, Boyarin (:252-264ith his creative, if somewhat cynical
style, initially dismisses the false dichotomiesa®en ‘Hellenistic and Rabbinic (by which is
usually meant “authentic” “really real”) Judaisn{®252). He points out that ‘Notions of the
second god as personified word or wisdom of Godewsesent among Semitic-speaking
Jews’ (:252) as well as in Philo’s work. He considhe Targumic Memra to be the ‘leading
candidate for the Semitic Logos’ (:252). Earlier weted Tobin’s (1992:352) view that
memrais simply ‘a buffer term to preserve the transcewgeof God'. Brown (1966:524)

also holds the same view. Boyarin (2001:255) disesghis notion as self contradictory:

Surely, this position collapses logically upon litséor if the Memrais just a name that simply enables
avoiding asserting that God himself has creategeared, supported, saved, and thus preservesdotisb
transcendence, then who, after aid the actual creating, appearing, supporting, s&vikgher God
himself, in which case, one hardly has “protectadh from contact with the material world, or these
some other divine entity, in which case, Memrais not just a name.

On logical grounds, one has to agree with Boydrat Memra is not merely a name, ‘but an

actual divine entity, or mediator’ (:255). He gaesto note that in

all of the Palestinian Aramaic translations of Bible, the termMemra— as a translation of the various
terms which in the Hebrew either simply mean Godrernames of God — is legion and theologicallykig
significant, because these usages parallel neadgtly the functions of the Logos, thikeuteros theoin
Logos theology (:256).

Boyarin (:256-257) supports his claims by appealioghe Palestinian Targum Neofiti |
which assigns to the Memra ‘many, if not all, o€ tfunctions of the Logos of Christian
Logos theology’ (:257). In the theophany of thertiig bush whereas the response of God in
the Hebrew text of Ex 3:14 reads:

DDON MMRY N SN 020 RN 7D MR TN TR TS ERON DTON )

234 |n whatappearsto be an inferential leap, Boyarin (2001:251) sjg that ‘not only may Philo’s Judaism be
Middle-Platonism, Middle-Platonism itself may béoam of Judaism and Christianity’. While this mayusd
startling to some readers, given the non-lineaseand effect model advocated by this thesis (chp&r one
of Section Two above), a careful investigation lostmatter could reveal that Boyarin is in fact rivig
scholarship in the right direction. This aspect wied to be investigated in a subsequent study.
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The NFT interpretation reads:

M M A0 M TRy R p jebY M MRT 1 SR 025 RN D R mend v e
2155 P oY NN

Boyarin (2001:258) translates this as: ‘I, My Memw@l be with you’. The relevant phrases
have been highlighted above. Otff@rgumimassign the function of support to tMemra
(:258-259). Boyarin concludes from all this thaméocould almost say that “I am” is a name
for the Memrd (:259) and that ‘LogosMemrg and Wisdom were all related in the thought
world that produced these texts’ (:261). What mahiesdeparture point of Christianity from
Judaism is not Logos theology, but the incarnatiddaristology announced in Jn 1:14
(:261).

Bowker (1969) makes an important contribution be tstudy of theTargumim and
rabbinical literature. His work provides a usefukroduction to theTargumim ‘which
preserve some of the most basic and popular elenoértewish biblical interpretation’ (:ix)
and also shows ‘how the Targums form a part of Slewixegesis in general’ (:ix). As such,
the work serves as a ‘brief introduction to rabbiliterature’ (:ix). Particularly meaningful in
this work is a listing of the seven rules of intetation (middoth) of Rabbi Hillel and a brief
description of the thirteemiddothof Rabbi Ishmael (:315-318). Theseddothappear to be
antecedents to modern literary techniques suchtagextuality and the thematic reading of
texts. For example, Hillel's secontiddah (called Gezerah shawaf*®> must surely be the
precursor of intertextuality.

Bowker’s (1969:40-92) discussion of ‘Classical Ralcal Literature’ examines important
rabbinical concepts such &falakah andHaggadah and Midrash and Mishnatt*®. A brief
description of these concepts will be useful aspwesue the rabbinical influences on the

composition of the Prologue.

3.2.2.1 Halakah

This is a technical term from the roptr. This word literally means ‘he walked’ (Bowker

1969:43) and ‘is used to refer to authoritativebialz decisions about disputed or uncertain

235 Gezerah shawalis explained as ‘verbal analogy from one versanother; where the same words are
applied to two separate cases it follows that #wmes considerations apply to both’ (Bowker 1969:3158)
similar fashion all sevemiddothare described and give great insight into Sertotiec.

236 There are numerous other technical concepts pémmul [argument],tagganah[modification], etc.) which
the interested reader could find in Bowker’s fowttapter (:40-92).
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rules of conduct’ (Bowker 1969:43). BibleWorks &woarces offer many nuances in the use
of the term including the metaphoric meaningaonduct oneself with integritasically it
means the rule by which a person walks the pattheTorah It illustrates how the Torah
should be applied to life. The objecttdhlakahwas to ‘draw out and clarify the implications
of written Torah’ (:43). BuHalakahwas not always dependent on scripture. The congpili
of it ‘developed along two lines, thosermfdrashandmishnahthe former closely connected

with scripture, the latter less so’ (:45).

3.2.2.1.1 Midrash

Midrash comes from the terminm meaning to search out and points to ‘biblical
exposition’ (Bowker 1969:45)Midrash becomes aehicleof halakahwhen the exegesis of
scripture produces a regulative decision or rulid) as is the case with the exegesis of the
commandments in th&orah where the interpretation will contain the wayswhich the

commandments are to be applied in real life.

3.2.2.1.2 Mishnah

Another way in whicthalakahwas ‘collected and preserved was in the MishnBbinker
1969:46). Mishnah derives ‘from shanah “he repeated” (:46). The key word here is
repetition and the term was applied to a particatat law, or to the collection dfalakoth

TheMishnahaccording to Bowker (:47) is a

collection of halakothassembled one after another, which only rarelytegpitexts of scripture. Whereas
Midrash is concerned with the exegesis of scriptareggeneral (and may therefore inclutialakot!,
Mishnah is almost exclusively concerned with thesprvation and transmission ledlakothand includes
little else.

Neusner (1994:97)' sees thdlishnahas ‘a philosophical law code’ covering both theory
and practice. This document was especially condemith sanctification and orthodoxy with

respect to priestly life and ritual (:99).

237 Neusner (1994) offers useful insight into rabkaniiterature — its shape and form, its logic anatidview,

its rhetoric and many of its distinguishing featurBeusner, being an ordained Rabbi, brings thderecose to
Jewish life and practice in NT times. Those wishiogpursue the matter will find great detail an@m®English
translations of sections of tiMishnah the Tosefta and theTalmudim(of Babylon and Jerusalem) and several
other rabbinical documents. Of concern to this ithés to bring to awareness the factors influencihg

154



So, as Bowker (1969:47) puts it:

. in contrast to the halakic Midrashim, which qudte texts of scripture on which thelakothdepend,
Mishnah record$alakahin its own right, as the body of tradition to bepeated’ and thus learned. The
inevitable outcome of this was that oral Torah cambe regarded almost as highly as written Toralt ...
was believed that both were revealed to Moses oan¥I8inai.

Of particular interest to this study is thdishnah’s use of the rhetorical function of
repetitiort>2. Indeed, the very meaning of the teMishnahindicates the rhetorical feature of
repetition. Neusner (1994:125) and Bowker (196%B53-show the importance of
memorization in the transmission of rabbinical teags — a phenomenon which was made

possible through the rhetorical device of repatitim fact Bowker (:53-54) maintains that

even when a written Mishnah was compiled and waspted as the authoritative basis of further stitdy,
did not eliminate the rule of memorization, norswintended to do so. Even when the present Mishwas
officially known and recognised, it continued ® learned by heart.

The climate in which the Prologue was composed wadoubtedly affected by this

mindset.

3.2.2.2 Haggadah

This term derives fromm: which means to announce, to report, or to tellBdbleWorks 6
resources). The reference here isMoat scripture announcesin addition to its obvious
meaning’ (Bowker 1969:48). Theoretically this coaloply to all exegesis includirglakah,
and initially it did (:48), but graduallizjaggadahcame to denote ‘non-halakic interpretation’

(:48). Bowker’s (:48) description is concise:

Haggadic interpretation often stays close to thx¢ t®earching out every possible meaning of it, ibaiso

includes a great deal of more independent matgahbles, proverbs, legends, miracle-storiesptiist

anecdotes, stories from the lives of rabbis — a@ngthin fact, which would be likely to instruct encourage
the seeker after God.

It is important to note that these authoritatiairses did not always quote scripture
verbatim Bowker (:40 ff), Neusner (1994:97-245) and Shifé974:16-85) all show a
freedom with respect to the use and citations ofeshtexts. Shires (:16) attributes this to the

fact that quotations were often done from memonhith was often faulty’. While

interpretation of biblical (how acknowledged as @a@3ts and how these texts were used in the cornpogf
new texts. More directly we are concerned to seatwe implied reader would have understood bybthkcal
and cultural allusions found in the Prologue.

238 cf. 3.1 and 3.1.2.2 of the General Introductionhis work in which the crucial significance of ejion is
spelt out.
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acknowledging that classical Greek authors ‘dematesta wide degree of freedom in their
deliberate quotations’ Shires (:17) repeats hisimgsion of ‘faulty memory’. More to the
point in my estimation is the explanation that Wi (real) author ‘may have been so familiar
with the large portions of the O.T. that its inffwe on his writing may often be unconscious’
(:17). In fact whereas some quotations are exaathefs depart considerably from the
original’ (:17). At times it is difficult to asceain whether ‘a passage taken from the O.T. is a
quotation or an allusion’ (:17). One might well agkether the preoccupation with exactness
when it comes to quotations and citations is reatlyssue of importance for biblical authors,
or, is it a concern of present day scholarshipFtiee work of Neusner (1994), Bowker
(1969), and Shires (1974), it would appear thdeast one writer (Shires 1974:16-17) has
tended to anachronistically project the concerrkliaahe Biblical writers. It is strange that
the accusing fingers are pointed by this writer mvhes following pages (:18-26) abundantly
illustrate the complex, manifold use (e.g. contesturring citations, and adaptations) of OT
references by NT authors. In the tradition of bédhms of Halakah and also of the

Haggadah it appears to be perfectly consistent for quotetinot to have beermrbatim

3.2.3 The Qumran Documents

Tate (1991:52) notes that: ‘There are many siitigasr between Essene literature and the
New Testament, but nowhere in the New Testametftisssimilarity so promising as in the
Gospel of John'. He goes on to cite Jn 1:1-3 amawsha favourable comparison with
Qumran’s ‘Manual of Discipline’ (:52). Evans (19236-150) concurs with this finding.
Pilgaard (1999) offers a sober reflection on corapae studies between the Qumran Scrolls

and the Gospel of John. The conclusion is that:

At the present stage of comparative studies itripdssible to give an unambiguous explanation of the
similarities between a number of the Qumran wriirend John’s Gospel. The possibility of a direct
connection continues to exist, but convincing emae that this is indeed the case is still lackihbis
uncertainty stems partly from our inability to knder sure to what degree the world of ideas thatnvest

in the Qumran writings, and primarily in their disah, covers a wider circle than the Qumran comnyunit
itself (127).

Over and against this argument Hengel (1981:19@snthat the dualistic line of thought
among the early Essenes ‘brought about a dual&tarpening of Jewish apocalyptic’.
Hengel (:190) does point out that eargsidic apocalypses contained ‘no real dualism’. This

Essene influence then would have been felt by ldéselopments in apocalyptic thinking.
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The point in all this is that Pilgaard (1999:12@gms to convey the notion that the Essenes
lived in a water tight compartment. Hengel (198D)1§hows that this was not the case.

It must be noted though that whereas the Hasigacaypses were addressed to a wide
audience, the Essene teachings, although not iratarvtight compartment, were for the
chosen few (:218). The Essene theology developaddeess theodicy on the one hand and a
‘soteriologically determined anthropology’ (:218)n othe other. Immediately in the
Community Rule (:218) one discerns a tendency tdvdaralism e.g. spirit of truth and of
falsehood; light and darkness.

His skepticism about the possible connection betwtae Qumran Scrolls and the Gospel
of John notwithstanding, Pilgaard (1999:128-129kgl@resent research to justify the
dualisms found in both the Qumran and the Johantonemunities. The explanation comes
from the field of sociology which notes the introil nature of both communities with sharp
distinctions ‘between members and non-members, agmtynand world’ (:129). Dualism
demonstrated the fact that ‘the social realitydoth groups was a clear separation between
themselves and the surrounding world’ (:129). smlgave meaning to the lived realities of

both groups. As Pilgaard (:129) notes, dualism esged

a sectarian consciousness among those who haee, githin the Qumran community, rejected the dontina
forms of Judaism of their own time, or, as in Jeh@ospel, were themselves rejected by the dominant
synagogue Judaism of the time.

It would appear that another connecting threasvéenh the Essene community and the
Johannine community is thieemplemetaphor. By the time the Fourth Gospel was writte

Temple was destroyed and there was

confrontation between the Pharisee-dominated synag@and the Johannine community. The synagogue
invokes Moses’ authority, while John’s Gospel maiiné that the true content of the Law, its pretexis
reality, has been revealed in Jesus Christ’ (:141).

Coloe (2001) explores thilemplesymbolism in a systematic way and finds that tlhen@an
Scrolls do indeed testify to the understandingcommunity-as-Temple’ (:168). But there are
differences between the Temple symbolism as emgloyéhe Qumran documents and in the

Gospel of John (:168-169). These are summarizéollas/s:
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Qumran Documents

Gospel of John

The concept of ‘communi-as-Temple’ is tied ug
with sacrifice and atonement When this
community broke away from the Jerusalg
Temple and its priesthood, they faced the issu
where sacrifice was to be made. 1QS 8:9 and
testify to the conviction that ‘They, as communi
perform the functions of the Temple’ (:168)

The Temple understood as people deve
around the notion dhdwelling This is expresse
2oy the use of the terpévw in Jn 14 — 15.
e of

5:6
Ly,

A characteristic feature of the Qumran commur
is that the ‘community-as-Temple’ imagery dg
not apply to the whole community but only to
select group called the ‘council of union’ (:169)

itthe Temple imagery applied to the ent

esommunity — in fact to all who were one with t
&ine (Jn 15:1-7). Coloe (:167) discerns that
‘shift of Temple imagery from a building to

re
he
the
a

in
ere
not

community is not without precedents both with
Judaism and pre-Johannine Christianity’. H
the reference is to a holy nation (Ex 19:6) and
only to a select group.

From the foregoing it would appear that Pilgaad899:127) initial skepticism was not
entirely misplaced as the discrepancies betweenutiterstandings of Temple are quite
significant. But the Temple symbolism is only orspect of the comparison between the
Gospel of John and the Qumran documents. The &teaspect is the issue dbialisms.
Charlesworth (1996:68-75), like Pilgaard (1999:12®), offers useful information on the
dualisms found in the Gospel of John and in the fmmdocuments and does in fact
demonstrate the influence of the Essene literataréhe Prologue. His main thesis is that
sections of th&rkule of the Communitwere memorized. When the Qumran buildings were
destroyed by the Romans some members of the cortynescaped with cherished
memories. They sought to join other faithful Jewgsbups and in fact did so. Charlesworth
(1996:69) appeals to the Acts of the Apostles tav@rthis thesis and does so convincingly.
Of interest here is the fact that John’s dualismasparalleled in Greek, Roman or Egyptian
ideologies; nor is it congruent with the dualisnfsRiilo and Josephus. But ‘terms and
phrases, known for centuries as “Johannine” haweetlup in the Dead Sea Scrolls, and
precisely in the section of their book of rulesttvas probably memorized, namely, fRale
of the Community3 — 4’ (:70). Charlesworth (:70-75) demonstratenilgrities in thought
pattern, the use aérmini technici terminology, and symbolic language between then@u
Scrolls and the Gospel of John. It would appean tih@t while it cannot be proved that the
(real) author of the Fourth Gospel ‘was a formenf@anite’ (:75), there is definite Qumran
influence on the Gospel of John and Charleswo®-75) shows direct influence on several
passages. It must also be borne in mind that tberdent which has had the most influence
on the Gospel viz. the scroll of tRale of the Communityoes antedate the Gospel ‘by about
two centuries’ (:70).
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3.2.4  Apocalypticism

According to Hengel (1981:218) the Essene litemttepresents a ‘development of
apocalyptic historical thinking'. Prior to documag this ‘development’, it will be good to
briefly examine what constituted apocalyptic thaudbollins (1992:283) identifies within
apocalypticism the core elements of:

1. Content, especially ‘a lively belief in the supeural world’ (:283); and

2. Eschatology. This involves the belief that the dedtbe judged and that the faithful

will ‘rise in glory’ (:283).

These elements for Collins (:283) ‘constitute/arld view which was new and distinctive in
Judaism when it first emerged in the Hellenisticigu¥. This world view did not arise in a
vacuum. Its antecedents lie in the prophetic ‘daghe Lord’ (:284). In this regard Hanson
(1975:12) refers to ‘one unbroken strand extendimgughout the history of prophetic and
apocalyptic eschatology’. In an informative excurqul2-16) he locates the shift from
prophetic to apocalyptic in the sixth century BCEpecifically in the years following 587
BCE. He describes the oracles of Is 56-66 as reptes the views of an oppressed minority
(:43-44). In this respect Collins (1992:284) matkeference to ‘a disenfranchised group’. It is
not difficult to see how this world view would hateen embraced by a group at odds with
the traditional custodians of the synagogue (dfjaard 1999:141).

Hengel's (1981:175ff) study shows the emergencagfificant apocalyptic documents in
Hasidic circles. He also provides convincing argument ltostirate ‘that the Essenes
originated from the Hasidim’ (:175). Citing thedirbook of book Maccabees, he shows the
Hasidim to be ‘a clearly defined Jewish party, whiesolved to join Mattathias and his sons
in the struggle to preserve Jewish belief’ (:17B}erestingly, Coloe (2001:2) shows the
rationale for the composition of the Fourth Gospel to be gneservation of the Jewish
traditions by those who embraced faith in Jesus3(& above). All told it would appear that
the Johannine community readily aligned itself v@gfocalyptic thinking.

Regarding the Essene use of apocalypses, Heng8IL:QlIB) notes that whereas the
Hasidic applications were intended for a wide ancée the Essene usages ‘are directed
towards the smaller circle of the elect memberthefEssene community itself and express in
part systematic theological statements in extrenoelycentrated form’. What we find in
essence is a didactic form of theological view wathsystematic and philosophical slant
‘which had not appeared earlier in Hebrew thougi19). Over time the apocalyptic trend

evolved to give prominence to the overcoming ofddtdarkness and evil; and terms such as
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knowledge, wisdom, insight, truth, reveal, concealstery and appear gained in prominence
(Hengel 1981:221-223). The community becomes thscHatological community of
salvation’ (:223). Purification was seen as something thatldvbappen at ‘the eschaton after
the annihilation of the sphere of evil’ (:223) atie glory of God took on prominence. Of
importance for the Gospel of John is that the fatioms of dualistit® thinking had been
entrenched by the religious thinking of the time.

Closely related to the apocalyptic beliefs of tmst century CE are the Merkabah
practices to be discussed under 3.2.5 below. krdgard, Kanagaraj (1998:116) notes that
‘scholars have increasingly realized the value pbcalyptic to the study of Merkabah
mysticism’. Hengel (1981:177) links Hasidic praescto the proclamation of ‘the glory of
Yahweh’ — a key element of Merkabah mysticism &t lvéicome evident in the lines which

follow.

3.2.5 Jewish Mysticism

In his quest for the mystical tradition in Gosp&lohn, Kanagaraj (1998:30-33) examines
the evidence for Hellenistic mystical sources. Held that ‘John represents the Hellenistic
mystical doctrine of redemption through being-inFGt that is, through union with the
Logos-Christ’ (:30). When commenting on the Helisi mystical sources Kanagaraj (:30-
33) wisely shows that mysticism is not the exclasproperty of Hellenism and that some
other ancient sources also bear witness to thi éirquest. For example, in the course of his
work he refers to the Merkabah mystical traditid®v(115). This was a third century form of
mysticism in which an ecstatic experience was seethe vehicle for communion with God
(:49). While this description is common to all mgat currents, what is particular to the
Merkabah tradition is that it is centered on thestitgl experience described in Ezek 1. This

is also called ‘throne-chariot mysticism’ (:49) andime other texts such as Ezek 8 -10, Is 6

2391 this thesis references to dualistic thinkingénaeen made since Boyarin’s (2001) insights wéseudsed
under point 3.2.2 above (cf. p 11@ualismis a complex concept and is defined succinctlyMuoBrien
(1981:1242) as ‘[tlhe general theological view th#itreality is composed of, and arises from, twstidct,
absolutely independent, antagonistic, and co-eppiatiples: Good and Evil'. Another concise defimit can be
found in Willwoll (1972:102-103). A more elaboraggcursus on the subject Bfualismis found in Bianchi
(1987:506-512). Notwithstanding the vast amounwifing on the subject, Mclnerny (2003:916) indesithat
‘the term remains vague and of widely varying agadlions’. What is meant Igualistic thinkingin this thesis is
simply reference to asymmetrical word pairs suclghs-darkness, life-death, etc.
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and Dan 7 contributed to this form of mysticféfh While Kanagaraj (1998:56) defines
Merkabah mysticism as ‘seeing God in his kinglyrglothe mystic gazes not only on God
who is on the throne, but also on many elements@cted with the throne such as the holy
creatures, the river of fire, the chariot, and ftames. Kanagaraj (:80) cites research to show
that this type of mysticism featured in the firehtury CE. He goes on to show references to
Merkabah spirituality in Sirach (:87-89) and numeroreferences to it in the Qumran
literature (:89-103). Theationale for the prominence of Merkabah spirituality in tfiest
century CE is provided by Kanagaraj (:179) who sdket:

At a time when God was thought of being far frorpr@hension, both before and after the destructigheo
Jerusalem temple, it is little wonder that EzeKiedttained prime importance, for it not only refest the
same historical situation as that which existedraf0, but also supplied a relevant source forxqeence
of “seeing God'’s glory” in human terms.

In examining the concept of mysticism in the Gdsggelohn, Kanagaraj (1998:184-185)
describes the ‘mystical currents at the time ohJdHe notes three strains:

» Hellenistic mysticism the concern here is with individual experiencésoid. This is
possible when the person is cleansed of the ‘amali torments of matter and if the
Logos (i.e. reason) is built up in him (sic). Knewge of God is to be attained by
“beholding the beauty of the Good and thereby becgrma god™ (:184). The
emphasis here is on cosmic consciousness. At ibsoldtion of the body’ (:184), the
person enters into God and becomes deified.

» Hellenistic-Jewish mysticismas typified in Philo: the emphasis here is onrggei
God as God really is. This revelation is only pbksthrough God ‘just as light is to
be known through light' (:185). God is revealed fis Suvaucic but supremely
through histoyoc¢’ (:185). The vision of the divine is more accessito the mind than
it is to the physical eyes. According to Philo’sieme, one ‘can have union with God
and can have a vision of God by union with Sopkidhie Logos), the divine force
and life’ (:185). Mystical ascent is possible thghua break with mortality. This is
possible through the guidance of the Scriptureke lthe Hellenists, Philo thought
God to be dwelling ‘within individual souls’ (:185)

240 Rowland (1982:269-348) documents useful infornmatio the ‘chariot-chapter’ (:292f) and other eletsen
of the ‘Esoteric Tradition in Early Rabbinic Judaiq:269-348).
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» Palestinian mysticism This was the Merkabah mysticism based on Ezek 1.
Kanagaraj (1998:185) offers the opinion that thewi3h background provides the
best key for understanding John and that ... sufiicaétention has not been given to

a study of John against the background of Jewisstioigm’.

Of these three strains, ‘the conceptual and pbragieal parallels with Hellenistic
mysticism and Philo’s “mystical” teachings are velgnder. But they show strong influence
of the Merkabah mysticism that was familiar in faée first century’ (:311). Kanagaraj's
modus operandis to examine key motifs in the Gospel of John véscent, glory, king,
sending, indwelling, light, and the Logos’ (:31Dainst the backdrop of each of the mystical
strains described above. Of particular significateehis thesis are the conceptsiofoc
(291-300), dpd¢ (282-290), anddote (:219-233). In all cases, Kanagaraj shows strong
Merkabah influence on the Prologue. But was thftuémce a direct one? Could not the
Qumran documents have been the prism through wiefgtences to Ezekiel were filtered
into the Gospel of John? Kanagaraj (102-103) dodgate the prominent use of Ezek 1, 8
and 10 (Merkabah vision texts) in Qumran worshig practice.

In his exploration of the use of Ezekiel in thespel of John, Manning (2004) also shows
the use of Ezekiel in the Qumran documents (:22ard) other ‘Second Temple Literature’
(:78-99). The use of Ezekiel's Merkabah visionsithiat the rising importance of visionary
ascent literature, and points toward later merkabhgsticism’ (:99). With respect to the use
of Ezekiel in the Gospel of John, Manning shows jonallusions’ (:100-149) — in other
words, references to the shepherd and vine images$,also ‘minor allusions’ (:150-197)
where there are references Té Opened Heavens (Ezekiel 1:1; Genesis 28:12) 1dl)
(:150-160) and to other features with no overt Mbih mystical overtures e.g. the dry
bones, water and the Spirit, and to many fish ¢188). Although Manning notes no direct
connection with the Shepherd image in the Dead SRealls, he does note a ‘similarity in
methodology’ (:132). We have already noted the é@cg not to usgerbatimquotations and
citations in period referred 3. In addition Manning (:209) shows John's tendenay
modify the language ‘of his OT material in accordlwcontemporary Greek, or Johannine
style’. Of importance is the claim that John's 0$©T material is consistent with ‘allusions
in Second Temple literature’ (:156). Consideringttdanagaraj (1998) and Manning (2004)

both in their different explorations of the Gospafl John, show great consistency in

241 cf. Point 3.2.2.2 above whedmaggadahwas discussed as well as point 1.2 of chapterobriection Two
when Intertextuality was discussed.
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methodology and in OT material interpreted and usetiveen the Fourth Gospel and the
Qumran literature, it is certainly possible thag Qumran literature (and similar traditions)
with its strong Merkabah slant was the key whichegthe (real) author of the Gospel of John

access to the relevant re-readings of the spe@ifienaterial.

3.3 Gnostic influences: Probable but not certain

Ever since Bultmann systematized the view that Gospel of John is dependent on
Gnostic sources (Bultmann 1971:7-9, 13-36), writexge discussed, and even speculated on,
the relationship between the Gospel of John andstBiem (cf.inter alia Evans 1993,
Westermann 1998, Borgen 1996, and Moloney 2005% Whrk will therefore be incomplete
if it did not offer an assessment of the positioeven if only a brief one.

The study by Evans (1993) is of particular releeto this discussion. In his ‘Search of
the Johannine Context’ (:13) Evans initially diseeis the once commonly held view
generated by Bultmann that the Gospel of John diggkfor its sources on Gnosticism (cf.
Bultmann 1971:26). His grounds for this are chrogial one&" Gnosticism was not the
only source to be anachronistic in this regardrtage Jewish sources were also judged to be
anachronistic (:18). In the words of Evans ‘Theeartlents of the Johannine Prologue will
have to be sought elsewhere’ (:76). The locus of dgarch are ‘biblical materials ...
reflecting Wisdom traditions’ (:77). But it will biacorrect to say that Evans demonstrates an
outright rejection of Bultmann’s hypothesis. He sladlow for the coexistence of Gnostic and
Jewish elements in the Gospel of John. This he bgeppealing to ‘th@rovenanceof the
respective documents’ (:19). In other words, heopgn to the possibility ‘that the later
document contains traditions that were part ofrtileeu of the New Testament writer’ (:19).
Evans does show striking parallels between theoBual and Gnostic and Hermetic
documents (:47-76) but then also convincingly shaivg the dependence of the Prologue on
these sources is improbable. Tobin (1992:353) ihefsame opinion. To my mind the most
convincing point in all of this is Evans’ third tafion that thgorovenanceargument is based
on an assumption as ‘no one has been able to fig¢hg& provenance of th&rimorphic
Protennoia (:55).

242 An earlier study by Evans (1980:398) notes thatfdtt that the Prologue was dependent on OT seuiaes
not ‘preclude a possible Gnosticising proclivitifurthermore he opens up the possibility of the dtnoé and
the Protennoiamaking use of a common sapiential tradition witle former employing an ‘incarnational
theology’ and the latter the ‘terms of Gnostic cotmgy’ (:399).
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Westermann (1998:2) discerns Gnostic motifs, teamd thoughts in the Prologue but
notes that these are limited to a ‘minor segmegy. He considers the Prologue to have been
a poem which was revised. He considers vv 6-8,ntb1& to be additions (:4). Furthermore,
because of dualistic concepts such as light ankhdas, he discerns Gnostic additions (:4).
Later in the book he speaks of layers in the coitipasof the work. There is an earlier layer
which ‘corresponds to the language of the Old Tmet&’ (:26) and a later layer,
characterized by contrasts, which ‘betrays an utakaébly Gnostic influence’ (:27).
Westermann'’s third chapter on tbentroversy dialogue€l998:24-60) in which he examines
the motifs of the earlier and later layers is nmntresting but space restrictions prevent any
elaboration of the issues here. More to the poirnthis discussion is the uncertainty with
respect to the Fourth Gospel's reliance of Gnastic. In this regard Westermann (:4-5)

notes:

It is important to add here that the distinctiotmeen the Prologue and its additions can at beasbemed,
because it offers a more plausible understandingetext. It is not possible to be absolutely ai@reibout
this matter.

That there is a coincidence between Gnostic terimgyoand some of the dualisms of the
Gospel of John is not in doubt. What is clear tfarsis that there is no absolute certainty
about the direction of the linguistic and ideol@diinfluence. What is also clear is that
Bultmann is also aware of Jewish and OT influerareshe Gospel of John. One example of
this is his observation that the shepherd imagbenNT is dependent on the OT (Bultmann
1971:366). OT sources are listed side by side v@thostic sources throughout the
commentary — this is done, for example, in the wismn of the same shepherd image
(1971:367).

These observations having been made, what can apelsout the implied reader’s
awareness of the presumed Gnostic influences oft:1418? To the extent that Evans’
provenancetheory is plausible, the implied reader would wratedly have shared in the
knowledge common to both gospel and Gnosticism. e of apocalyptic thinking as
discussed in 3.2.4 above must also be taken imtoust. What is ultimately important to note
is that all the codes in the text would have masiess to the implied reader. The more the
real reader dialogues with the implied reader, riiere meaningful will be the former’'s
interaction with the text.

243 Harris (1994:200) also notes the disputed natfirBuitmann’s Gnostic claims and even casts doubt on
whether there was a pre-Christian Gnosticism.
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3.4 Toward a conclusion on the interpretative tradions with respect to the Prologue

The Jewish interpretative influences on the corntiposof the Fourth Gospel are complex
and manifold. Although such large volumes of litara on the Gospel have been presented
over the years, there is still uncertainty abouhwespect to the movements which affected
the real author in the composition of the Prologug.research points to a strong, though not
exclusive, correlation between the literature @& ésoteric Qumran group with its Merkabah
mystical practices and the Johannine community.rl€saorth (1996:68-75) and Boyarin
(2001:243-284) also offer convincing informatiorogling a favourable comparison between
the Gospel of John and the Qumran community. Gnasfluences might be present but
filtered through in an oblique way. In this regdfdgaard’s (1999:128-129) sociological
justification of the ‘similarity between the duatisn the Qumran writings and that of John’s

Gospel’ is convincing.
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Chapter four — Negotiation with the implied reader:

Toward a conclusion of Section Two

After having examined the profile of the impliecader to some extent, it is possible to
construct a model depicting the possibility of kiesge acquisition and growth in faith for
the real reader. There is a progressive grasp éyedahl reader of the implied reader with his
particular understanding of the world and his jeyrntowards faith in Jesus. This
understanding and this option will then be the sabjnatter for the interaction between the
real reader and the implied reader. The model pgse moves from general reader to the

reader who becomes informed to the implied reader:

. )
READER WHO
&éﬂf;;; BECOMES > IMPLIED
4=m)  |NFORMED
READER
(Real Reader) (Real Reader)
L J

The idea is that the real reader starts off as rergé reader, e.g. someone who can
basically follow the story line and can even reitelRs this reader acquires more information
e.g. knowledge about the meaningoofioyog, the biblical and extra biblical contexts, the
meanings of words and terms, and even gains ai#aityilwith the original language of the
text, s/he becomes reader who becomes informedidBaeis to move progressively in the
direction of the implied reader who understands twiha text is saying and is moving
towards (a deeper) faith in Jesus. In this jourties real reader will also be invited, coaxed,
or even challenged to embrace whatever transfoomas necessary to make him or her
embrace those qualities which will enable the texexercise its effect’ (Iser 1978:34). As
indicated abov&* it is possible for the real reader not to submithte implied reader but to
read against the grain. Has the text, in that castexercised its effect (:34)? It will be

simplistic to say that it has not as one must kendp the fact that a reading against the grain

244 Cf. Chapter one of this Section, in particulartfutes 128 and 129.
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could in fact be the intention of the t&Xt What in fact happens is that engagement with the
text produces what Gadamer (1975:273) would callising of horizons’. The real reader
approaches the text not agabula rasabut as a dialogue partner who interacts with the
implied reader inherent in the text. Of courses thal reader and the implied reader will
never really coincide as the latter is a hypotlationstruct always both constructed by the
real reader, and beyond the ultimate grasp of ¢laé neader, but the basic idea is that the
more deeply the real reader negotiates with thdi@tipeader, the more s/he gets to know
about the subject matter offered by the ‘world tedaby the text’ (Lategan 1992:627) and
the more s/he will be open to the necessary chaflogdbe text to ‘exercise its effect’ (Iser
1978:34).

From what has been said in the introductory chapt&ection Two above it would appear
that this proposed model is rather linear. Thatus — but within a paradigm that allows for
reciprocity, theeither/or mentality gives way tdoth/and as the linear is never really
eliminated. What is obviated is the tendency tmhalize. In any event, the progression is not
via a static route from general reader to impliedder; it is via a dynamic route of lively
interaction with text, context and other real readef texts. As indicated above the real
reader does not come to the text as a passivaartiReal readers bring their own contexts
and points of view to the dialogue with texts. hilstsense the interaction results not so much
in a passive receiving of information offered by timplied reader but in a new reality
produced by the interaction between text and resder. Also, the real reader will construct
and even revise his/her notion of implied readehwwespect to whatever text is encountered.
The following diagram illustrates the profile ofethimplied reader of the Prologue as

encountered in this study. Other studies will gateetheir own profiles of the implied reader.

4% Here one merely has to think of literature whiahds values contrary to that of the real readarekample,
anti-abortionists will read a novel which suppatsrtion against the grain. It could in fact be ayvin which
the real author provokes a response. We have gleatsidered the case of a feminist reading theiiation
text of Eph 5:23 (cf. footnote 128 above).
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The more the real reader (either general or thdereaho becomes informed) can insert
him/herself into this matrix and both influence aitbw him/herself to be influenced by the
various components, the greater will be the bemnetite encounter with the text.

The attentive real reader of this page will notaainain the diagram — the prospective,
aspect — in other words the rest of the Gospebbh Jor which the Prologue is a route map,
is not referred to. That aspect will be attendedirtothe next Section and a more
representative diagram will be presented in the e@@nConclusion to this thesis. The
prospective aspect is important in our understapdirnthe implied reader of the Prologue as

it highlights the importance of the openness téebelin Jesus as the Wisdom and Truth from
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God, which will allow the text to achieve its gdaf. Iser 1978:34). As will be seen in the
next Section openness and willingness to believkarrevelation that comes from God in the
signs worked by Jesus are crucial to the Gospébbh. According to Zumstein (2007:297f)
the attainment of faith is the reason for the Gbspdohn having being compo£&d

246 This aspect will be teased out more fully when thigh group of words is examined in Section Three,
Chapter two below.
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SECTION THREE

THE PROLOGUE AND THE REST OF THE GOSPEL OF JOHN
‘... the prologue, like other literary introductienis not so much a preface to the gospel as a suynof it’
(Hoskyns 1940:130)

Introductory chapter

0. Introduction

This section deals with the prospective readinghef Prologue. In other words, it deals
with how the Prologue functions as a route maptier rest of the Gospel of John. The
analogy of route map is helpful in demonstratingrtitionale behind this section. Reading a
text without reading its introduction, overture, jrologue is like visiting a strange city
without a route map. On the other hand readingrtreduction and not using its indications
to light up what follows, is like reading the mapdanever visiting the city. Either way the
exercise is not complete. Similarly in order toistsa meaningful reading of both the text
under study and of the entire Gospel we need twmatt this step. Our brief is simply to
determine what importance the literary featuresraedorical strategies of the Prologue have
for the rest of the Gospel of John. In other wondbat does the implied reader of the
Prologue understand about how the text relatebeaadst of the Gospel? The answer to this
guestion is absolutely nothingaccording to the notions of the implied readeo@eéd by
Staley (1988:35) and Tolmie (1998:59) as accordimgheir schemes the implied reader
knows only what has been read up to a given moraedtthe Prologue stops at Jn 1:18.
According to this understanding of the implied readnly a retrospective reading would be
possible. Such an understanding is unhelpful ®work and this is where my notion of the
implied reader bein@u fait with the deliberate crafting of the text makes msease. This
point has already been argued aidvand there is no point in drawing the issue out any

further here.

47| have argued the point in my discussionTdre Identity of the Readerunder point 2.1.2 of Chapter one,
Section Two above.

170



1. What is a Prologue?

Now that we are dealing with the relationshiphe Prologu&*® to the rest of the Gospel it
will be useful to briefly explore what a prologus. iThe New Shorter Oxford English
Dictionary (1973) associates the word prologue wijtbi.oyoc which means ‘the preface or
introduction to a discourse or performance’. ThavNEncyclopaedia Britannica (2005) also
regards a prologue as an introductory piece tteeally work noting that the Ancient Greek
prologue had ‘wider significance than the modemiquue’ as it often ‘took the place of an
explanatory first act’. An actor would appear oneampty stage to explain events ‘prior to the
action of the drama’. Repschinski (2006:248-26tegadhat ‘[b]eginnings occupy one of the
most prominent positions in a narrative’ (:251)tasy provide readers with ‘an opening into
the world of the text that allows them graduallyottent themselves within it’ (:251). This is
achieved through ‘tentative markers of time andcepaof themes and topics, and of
characters’ (:251). One might well ask: why aresthéndicatorsentative® According to
Repschinski (:251-252) it is precisely this tenaiess that invites reader participation and
awakens ‘the necessary predispositions for undedstg the text’. The necessity for an
introduction to any narrative work could not be mofearly illustrated.

We have already noted abd¥ethat Harris (1994:195) sees that the function hef t
Johannine Prologue is to situate ‘the entire woitkiw the literary sphere of Greek religious
drama’. Whether this claim that the Gospel of J@ha drama or not is not the issue at this
point. Also the definition of a prologue can bedakas explained in the reference works
consulted. The real issue as far as dissentinggesace concerned is whether the Prologue is
indeed, as some would have it, independent of thep@ (cf. Haenchen 1984:125-130).
With the emphasis on a predominantly synchronidiegion throughout this thesis it has
been shown that the Prologue is intrinsic to thepggb Just as there are words which occur
only in the Prologu@® and not in the body of the Gospel, there are otfwds which in fact
form a unifying thread throughout the Gogpefrom Jn 1:1 onwards. These have been

examined and the findings show conclusively thah@rologue and Gospel constitute a

248 The might be some confusion with the wamblogue sometimes spelt with a capital P and at othergime
with a lower case p. In this work when Prologuaised the reference is exclusively to Jn 1:1-18. Whe
word is spelt with a lower case p then the refeegado the concept of prologue in a general sense.

249 cf. point 2 of the General Introduction to thisnko

%0 The research by Brodie (1993:133) shows that wnigacabulary does not in any way indicate an
independence of Prologue and Gospel as it is imt#tare of prologues to make use of striking votatyu
which is different to the main body of the work.

%1 For example cf. Chapters two and three of thigiSeand also Chapter two of Section Two above wher
key lexemes common to both Prologue and Gospel@arsidered.
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veritable textual unity with the full nature of psgue embedded in Jn 1:1-18. The applicable

research will be cited forthwith.

2. Opinions on the Johannine Prologue

Some scholars (cf. Haenchen 1984:125-130) proplose the Prologue has a certain
independence from the rest of the Fourth Gospethvai the argumentation for this position
revolves around the literary genre of the Proloddi@wkin (1980:89-98) on the other hand
considers the Prologue to be intrinsic to the #sthe Gospel and describes it as ‘an
announcement of theological themes’ (:93) preserthé Gospel. He concludes that ‘[t]he
Prologue thus functions as a hermeneutical keheosense of the narratives, conversations,
and discourses to follow’ (:93). Robinson (19622R) arrives at the false conclusion that v
14 is the ‘central affirmation of the Prologue’ mdnetheless sees the unity of Prologue and
Gospel, describing the former as ‘a porch to theskb(:121). Deeks (1968/9:110) sees the
Prologue ‘in the closest possible connexion with thmainder of the gospel’ and Miller
(1983:552) describes the Prologue asdmpleteLogos hymn'.

Bultmann (1971:13) notes that as the Prologue ‘foamvhole, and is complete in itself; it
is not necessary for anything else to follow’. Tihdication that the Prologue may stand
independently does not in any way indicate thattainds in a vacuum. Bultmann himself
(:13) addresses the issue in these words: ‘[a]mes dois introduction give the reader the key
for the understanding of the Gospel? It is far maremystery itself, and is fully
comprehensible only to the man (sic) who knowswhele Gospel'. Thus both Gospel and
Prologue shed light on each other. There is a recip relationship between the %
Bultmann (:13) goes on to note that the Prologi®diuces the reader to ‘particular motifs’
in the Gospel. In what appears to be an anachioneerence tanteractionismdiscussed in
Section two of this thesis, Bultmann (:13) notegta reader’s relationship to theswtifs
that ‘[h]e (sic) cannot yet fully understand thelmot because they are half comprehensible,
half mysterious, they arouse the tension, and awahke questionwhich is essential if he
(sic) is to understand what is going to be said’.

Brown (1966:18-21) also discusses the issue ofatationship of the Prologue with the

rest of the Gospel and highlights the ‘confusingmbmation of similarities and

252 Meynet (2009b:1) notes the need to establishappart among textual units and not to consider thean
atomized way.
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dissimilarities’ (:19) between the two. While najithe unique attributes of the Prologue and
its highly poetic style (:19) he does take up tbsiton that ‘the Prologue was composed in
Johannine circles’ (:20) and also shows similasiiie the ideas expressed by the Prologue
and other NT hymns such as Phil 2:6-11, Col 1:15120m 3:16 and Heb 1:2-5 (:20-21) —
though Giblin (1985:94) would disagree that thel®&joe is a hymn. Beasley-Murray
(1987:5) notes a difference between the PrologubenGospel of Luke and the Johannine
Prologue. Whereas Luke explains at the outset hewcdme to compose his work, the
explanation for the Fourth Gospel comes at the eexy in Jn 20:30-31. The conclusion of
this is that the Prologue guides the reader aswothe work ought to be read and understood
(:55*°°. Brodie (1993:133) makes the point that the uaigacabulary of the Prologue does
not in any way indicate disunity between Prolognd &ospel. He goes on to show how both
secular and biblical writings make use of ‘partaoty striking and memorable’ (:133)
opening lines. Robinson (1962/3:120-129) suggéwts the Prologue was composed by the
writer of the Gospel, but this was done after thet.fIn other words the Prologue is a
summary of the Gospel. Hoskyns (1940:130) shareséme view. The important point in
the work of these two scholars is that the Prolagumnstructed in view of the Gospel. More
recently Kim (2009:422) while acknowledging theaist contrast in literary form’ between
the Prologue and the rest of the Gospel concedesthiere are solid reasons for accepting
the Prologue as part of the original text’ (:428nong these ‘solid reasons’ are the ‘close
thematic connection’ (:422) between Prologue angp8band the fact that ‘[l]iterally, the
Prologue plays a strategic role in the Gospel bplcement’ (:423).

From the above it is clear that there are variquisions about the Prologue’s relationship
to the rest of the Fourth Gospel. Bearing in mimdd#e’s (1993:133) observation that the
unique vocabulary of the Prologue is no indicatadnan existence independent from the
Gospel, this thesis readily accepts the positionHoskyns (1940:130) and Robinson
(1962/3:120-129) that the two are not only linked that the Prologue is a summary of the

23 This seems to be the case, but it must be borngrid that every prologue will be different simfiigcause
each will introduce a different work and each raathor will bear a different agenda. To the extbwett a
prologue introduces a work and even summarizeif,:1-4 can in fact be said to be the same as1#id in
terms of function and textual strategy. The authfahe Gospel of Luke gives an early indicationa@inting to
presentikpfdc kabetfic — a carefully accurate and successive account iEhachieved in the design of the
Gospel. Consider the pattern of the Gospel of Lattached as Appendix IV at the end of this work.atvh
emerges is a very ordered account. Furthermoreasighe action in the Gospel begins with prayethm
Temple of Jerusalem (Lk 1:5-25), so the Gospel evitlsreference to prayer in the Temple of Jerusaleal
ooy S Tavtog €V TR Lepd edAoyodvtec tov Bedv (Lk 24:53). So Beasley-Murray is right only to teetent
that every prologue is necessarily different int thach introduces a different work but insofarrafidating the
nature of the work (in other words the functioragrologue) is concerned then the insight is unztetde.
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54 0n the

Gospel. Important here is the impact of the Proddgeentral termn{otedovoLr)
Gospel itself and the way in which the purpose lad twriting of the Gospel has been
recapitulated at the end of the Gospel i.e. inQIB@&31.

Stibbe (1993:22-31), in a very insightful way, geats the Prologue as an overttitéo
the Gospel with three functions (:22). As thesegimts are important to the development of
this section of the thesis, showing as they do tmwelationship between the Prologue and
the Gospel is embedded in the text, they will bespnted here in summary form. The
functions referred to have been referred to duttiigyworké>® but have been brought together
by Stibbe in a neat scheme — hence the usefuldidbe summary at this point in the work.

The three functions are:

1. The interactional function which establishes a rapport between ‘the narmaitdhe
story and the reader (whether the original, firsiet or paradigmatic reader)’ (Stibbe
1993:22).

2. The intertextual function refers to the relationship of the Prologue to otherary
texts. The intertextual relationship between tr@ld®yue and the Johannine account of
Jesus on the one hand and the OT stories of Mas#d®emther hand is established in
the Prologue’ (:22). Similarly a network of relat&hips with texts such as Pr 8:22-23,
Sir 1:1, Wis 9:9 and Sir 24:8, 16 is establishédkey intertextual resonance is with
Gn 1:1 (:23-24). Much of this has been addresse@hapter two of Section two

above when the biblical threads comprising thedpa¢ were considered.

3. The intratextual function has the most to do with this section. This funci® ‘to
introduce the reader to certain narrative qualitidsch will be ubiquitous in the
Gospel’ (:22). Stibbe (:24-31) discusses the pmted, the plot and the themes

%4 The use of therotelw group of words will be dealt with in Chapter twbthis Section below where the
strategic use of the central temmmotetovor will be made clear.

55 Beasley-Murray (1987:5) also uses the wowertureto describe the Prologue stating that ‘an overtsire
calculated to whet the appetite of the hearergapieg them for the work to be presented and bniggogether
themes developed in it'.

256 Theoretical necessity for the interactional fumctihas been argued for in Section Two above. The
intertextual and intratextual functions have beemk&d on in the previous and current Sections efthiesis -

cf. Chapters two and three of this Section and &hbapter two of Section Two above where key lexemes
common to both Prologue and Gospel are considénedll cases similar tendencies have emerged. \i¢hat
useful about Stibbe’s work however is that he shawsmbedding of characterization, plot and therith w
respect to Prologue and Gospel thus lending greagelibility to the claim that the Prologue is insic to the
Gospel.
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introduced by the Prologue and taken up by the Go®riefly, the position is as

follows:

a. The protagonistis introduced right at the beginning. Jesus is aedias the
Word of God. The threefold use of the veib in the first verse of the
Prologue expresses three dimensions He. apyfi v 0 Adyoc ‘implies
existence’ (:24)xal 0 Abyoc fv Tpog tov Bedv ‘implies relationship’ (:24)
andkal Bedc fv 6 Adyoc ‘predicates divinity of Jesus’ (:24). The narrator
focuses on certain ‘relationships which Jesus-ttweAshares’ (:24). These
insights of Stibbe (:24-26) are summarized as ¥aito

i. Jesus-the-Word and God.Jesus is both the same as, and also
separate from God. He is thus uniguevfyevodc mapd Tatpdg in v
14), reflects the ‘undiminished’ (Stibbe 1993:249rg of God, and
exists in the bosom of the Father (v 18).

ii. Jesus-the-Word and Creation.'Jesus-the-Word is depicted as the
Creator of all things’ (:24). He is not removedrrdwumanity and he
has ‘pitched camp in the hostile world which hunbpamhabits’ (:25).

iii.  Jesus-the-Word and John the Baptist. ‘Jesus-the-Word is the one
to whom the Baptist points. Both are, in differeghses, “from God”.
Jesus is the true light who desceffidsn God; John is the witness to
that light senby God’ (Stibbe 1993:25).

iv. Jesus-the-Word and his enemiesdis own do not recognize him (vv
10-11). The irony here is that the locus of thigaton is the world
created by Adyoc.

v. Jesus-the-Word and the community of faith. Another group is
highlighted in v 12. This comprises those who atdegus-the-Word

and becomeéxva Beod.

The hero is thus introduced and certain aspectthisfintroduction are
striking:
I.  He is elusive.For Stibbe (1993:25) this is a ‘major charactait tin
John’s Gospel. Jesus is depicted throughout the st® one who
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evades people both at the level of presence anitheatevel of
language’. Even in the Prologue the name Jesudayeld until v 17.
Compared to ‘the overt naming of the Baptist in6v... and the
importance attached to believing in the “name”eduk in v. 12, and

the point becomes radiantly clear’ (:25).

ii.  Neither apprehended nor comprehendedin v 5 the light shines in
the darkness and the darkness cannot overcomeritStibbe (:26)

the verbcatéraBer connotes bothinderstoocandovercome

iii. ~ The world did not know who Jesus wasThis is made explicit in v
10 and reinforces the presentation of Jesus as‘Gbeacealed
Revealer’ (Stibbe 1993:26).

iv.  Invisible and transcendent illusivenessThis is conveyed by v 18 -
Ocov 00delg EWpakey TWTOTE: HOVoYerTc Bedg 0 WV €l TOV KOATOV
T0d Totpog €kelvog €énynoato and for Stibbe (:26)
[tlhe background for this lies in Exodus where we are told that no one can

see God and live. What we have at the end of tlwo§ue is therefore the
implication that the illusiveness of Jesus refléhtsillusiveness of God.

b. The plot
For Stibbe (1993:26), vw 10-13 demonstrate the plahe entire Gospel.
Whereas vv 10-11 point to the rejection of Jesukibyown which is depicted
in chapters 1 — 12; vv 12-13 point to acceptancéiof by the disciples as
shown in chapters 13 — 21. This will be seen igdimmatic form in the next

chaptef”’.

%7 Here Stibbe (1993) shows the unity of Prologue &usbpel. Over and against this, Stevick (2011:22)
comments on the opening verses of the Book of G{ény13:1-2a) and says that the Christological $ocli
these verses ‘may remind a reader of the muchrfpllelogue which had opened the Book of Signs'. The
position of this thesis is that Jn 1:1-18 is thieaduction for the entire Gospel of John and notetyethe first
twelve chapters as proposed by Stevick who call$3]th-2a the prologue to the Book of Glory. Thigiowm
dismisses the unity of the Prologue with the réshe Gospel as indicatedter alia by the recapitulation of the
motebw theme at the very end of the work i.e. Jn 20:30S8Ibbe’s insights into twelve themes in the pnése
discussion are important here. Jn 13:1-2a doesdute the Book of Glory but is not a Prologue ie fame
way that Jn 1:1-8 is. At best Jn 13:1-2a could besidered to be aubpropositiointroducing the Book of
Glory.
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c. The themes
Stibbe (:26) defines themes as ‘those recurresdsdn John’s narrative
which give unity, coherence and depth to the stoHe identifies twelve

themes in the Gospel of John (:26-28). These are:

i. Jesus’ origins (vv 1-2).The opening verses depict Jesus’ heavenly
origins. This becomes a crucial question in thep&bscf. Jn 7; and

also 19:9 where Pilate ask®bev €l ov;

ii. Life (v 4). In Jesus was lifec} abte Con A, kel 1 (0N v 10 $Og
v awbpwtwr). The word life occurs 36 time in the Gospel ohido
compared to the 16 occurences in the Synoptichbl&til993:26).
According to Stibbe the wordon refers to ‘supernatural life’ (:27).

iii.  Light and darkness (vv 4-9).In the Prologue Jesus-the-Word is
described as the light which enlightens all comiitg the world {Hv
10 GA¢ TO0 aAnBLrov, 0 Pwtilel TavTe GVOpWTOV, EPXOUEVOV €l TOV
koopor). But this light is not welcomed by all. As Stibp27) notes:

Over and against this light, stands a hostile gnivhich John describes as
“darkness”. The point made in the Prologue anduphout John's Gospel is that

the darkness never grasps the light

iv.  Sending (v 6).Stibbe (:27) lists numerous referencesitooteriin
and téutw in the Gospel of John. For Stibbe (:27) these wands
interchangeable and both are used to indicateJisiis is sent from
God. In the Prologue Johndseotatuévoc mapd 6eod (In 1:6§°8 This

anticipates Jesus being sent from the Father.

v. Witness (vv 7-8).There is a careful use of this term in the Gospel a
sometimes the use is ‘with a careful ambiguity’7§:2To quote from
Stibbe (:27) —

The terminology of testimony and witness perme#tesGospel story ... they
often suggest that the Gospel is a law-suit in tvidiesus the Judge is ironically

28 The difference between Jesus’ being sept 6eov and John's being semipé 6eov is discussed under point
0.4.2 of the Introductory chapter of Section Onevab
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on trial for his messiahship. When the contextdatés that Jesus is on trial,
words likemarturia will be seen as forensic and not just missioldgieans.

vi.  The World (9-10). Kdopog occurs 78 times in the Gospel of John. In v
10 it is personified. ‘It can choose to reject ecagnize its creator, the
Word’ (:27). God loves this world (Jn 3:16) and yetis actively
hostile to the protagonist’ (:27).

vii.  Knowledge (v 10).In Jn 1:10 we read that the world did not know
Jesus —«al 0 koopog adtov ok €éyvw. There are two words fdio
knowin the Fourth Gospel. The woydvdokw occurs 56 times in the
Gospel andise is used 85 times (Stibbe 1993:27).

viii.  Believing (vw 7, 12).We have already se®i that motebovor has
been strategically placed as the central terme@fitologue. In v 7 the
purpose of John’s having been sent is that all bedigve and in v 12
those believingeic t0 O6vope «dtod will become tékva 6eod. As
indicated under point 2.1 of the following chaptesteciw is a key

term in the Gospel of John and occurs 98 timeg.(:28

ix. Rebirth (v 13). Verse 13 of the Prologue refers ta 6ecod
eyevvdnoar. We come across this notion again when Jesus teays
Nicodemus auny Uiy Aéyw ooL, € pn Tic yevvndf avwber, o
dtvatal 18ely v Pacirelar tod Beod’ (In 3:3) and auny aumy Aéyw
oo, €w un TG yewvndfi € Udatoc kol Trelpatog, ol Slvatol
eloeABelv el¢ v Baoirelar tod Beod’ (Jn 3:5). The Prologue offers an

early indication of what is required for salvation.

X. Seeing (v 14, 18)In v 14 of the Prologue we have the word
eBeoapede and in v 18 the worddpaker occurs. Stibbe (1993:28)
notes that references@arouat occur six times, and referencepdw
occur 31 times in the Gospel of John. In additibwereé are 17

references t@iétw, 24 references téecwpéw, and 36 references to

29 Cf. Point 2.3 of Section One, Chapter two above
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etdov (:28). The notion of seeing becomes important arfdsed with

particular irony in John 9, the story of the mamrbbolind’ (:28).

xi.  Glory (v 14). The wordédte is introduced in v 14. It will occur 18
time<®in the Gospel and will be discussed in depth, ttegrewith the
related wordsotaw which occurs 16 times in the Gospel, under point
3.2.2 of Chapter three of this Section.

xii.  Truth (v 14). The wordainbeia is a key concept in the Gospel of John
and occurs 14 times (Stibbe 1993:28) in this Gospeipared to twice
in the Synoptics. Stibbe (:28) notes tlatPero ‘in John seems to

denote “heavenly or divine reality™.

Thus Stibbe’s (1993:22-31) insights conclusivebynp to a logic that is intrinsic to both
Prologue and Gospel and his three functions ofRf@ogue show how both constitute a
unified whole. The suppositions of fragmentatioh {daenchen 1984:125-130) can be put
firmly to rest. Needless to say, Stibbe’s insigate wholly acceptable to this thesis as it
shows an embedding of the literary formulations Hr@lmeans of engaging the reader (real
or implied) in the world of the text in a way whidhows interaction among Prologue,
Gospel and the entire matrix of intertextual artdatextua ®L connections. The reader is the

focal point of this interaction.

260 gtihbe (1993:28) and Morgenthaler (1973:90) comfinis statistic.
%1 The reference here is to intertextual applicatiaitgin the confines of the Gospel of John as dtisttfrom
applications within the wider biblical corpus.
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Chapter one

The structure of the Prologue and the structure othe Gospel

1.0 Introduction

The wisdom of Paul Beauchamp that the shape otetkie‘is the door to its meaning’
(Meynet 1992:8) has already been noted in the Gératroduction to this work. It is
therefore fitting to examine the structure of thielégue and see what influence it has on the
rest of the Gospel of John. Over and above theneslaif disunity between the Prologue and
the rest of the Gos&f, Staley (1986:241-264) has done sterling workingoas he does that
research often focuses ‘on such issues as the \@éwsvelation and salvation found in the
prologue and the subsequent narrative, or thepeie use of symbolism, rather than on
questions of their possible interrelationship & tavel of literary structure’ (:241). After
having pointed out the relationship on a literaayel, Staley shows a unity that is written into
the very fabric of the work. Another useful scholarthis regard is Hoskyns (1940).
Notwithstanding the datedness of his work, he (j18fies that what the Evangelist ‘meant
by the architecture of his prologue, he has hims®fle known in the body of his work’.
Moloney (1993:23) too, notes that the very positignof the Prologue is ‘part of the real
author’s strategy’ empowering the reader (impliedeal) to come ‘to the prose narrative
section of the Gospel (1:19-20:31) armed with infation provided in the poetic narrative of
the Prologue’ (:24).

1.1 The Structure of the Prologue

Various attempts at dividing the Prologue into megful units have been made. For
example, Brown (1966:3-4) divides the text intorfetrophes while Brodie’s (1993:136-145)
commentary offers a tripartite division comprising:

» Salvation History: the origin and basic dynamigeresented by vv 1-5

282Cf. Point 2 of the preceding chapter.
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» Salvation History: the preparatory stage represkbyevv 6-13
» Salvation History: the incarnation represented by 4-18
In terms of macro structure Brodie presents a eigidttern though somewhat different to

what has been presented in this tf&3isz.

The pre-incarnate WORD Jn 1:1-11

|‘Iﬁe implications of the Incarnation ~ Jn 12121:‘1

The incarnate WORD Jn 1:14-18

However, when considering the impact of the stngctof the Prologue on the rest of the
Gospel of John, one also needs to consider eleroémigro structure. This needs to be done
discerningly so as to preserve rhetorical featudgigh can be lost if too minute a distinction
is made. Errors have been made in this regardreese will be pointed out beld.

Staley (1986:241-264) provides useful insight® itite way in which the Prologue has
been designed. What is appealing about Staley'k weithat apart from examining the
structure of the Prologue, he shows ‘with insigh&sned from investigations into ancient
Hebrew narrative art ... how the Fourth Gospels of_eitwdrter and direct speech interact
with its narrative symmetry’ (:242). This referent@e ancient Hebrew narrative arand
narrative symmetrynakes Staley’s approach highly consistent witht&ieal Analysis as
described earlier in this waf®. Regarding the structure Staley (:242) contentusst just as
the first strophe of the prologue sets the tonetifier symmetrical, rhythmic shape of the
entire prologue, so the symmetrical shape of téogue sets the tone for the structure of the
narrative to follow’. That having been said letaxamine what Staley (:242) regards as the
tone setter for the ‘symmetrical, rhythmic shapetloé entire prologue’. It is slightly

problematic.

263 Cf. The Introductory chapter to Section One above.
264Cf. References to the work of Boismard (1957) antp&per (1980) under point 2.2 below.
265 Cf. The General Introduction to this thesis.
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1.2 The problem with Staley’s view of John 1:1-2
According to Staley (1986:243) the rather ‘comméxicture’ of the first two verses of the

Gospel of John can be illustrated in the following ways (my tables are based on Staley’s
transliterated presentation of the verses).

e The first way:

(@ Ev dpx
A (b) v
(c) o Adyoc,
(c) Kal 6 AGyoc
B (b) v
(d) TpOg TOV Beby,
- (d) Kol Bedc
B 4 (b) v
L (c) 0 Adyoc.
[ (@) obtog
A < (b) v
L (@) & dpxf mpog Tov Bedy.

Staley (1986:243) describes ‘a step pattern (elbd, dbc, cba)’. It looks impressive until
one gets to the last line. In A (&v apyq stands alone and in Bpoc tov Beov forms (d),
but in A’ mpoc tov 6e6v is appended tév apyf (a). This affects the balance and the
symmetry. It would appear that the text has bebitrarily broken up so as to bring about the

pattern proposed by Staley. But pattéthare not imposed on texts — they are discefrued

%%pattern is to be understood as the given of a abxmit. It carries the real author's textual st (cf. Eco
1979:10-11).
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the texts in the same way that a gap in the tdxtiger 1974:34, 38, 40, 208, 214, 280) is
discerned.

Now let us see what my Rhetorical Analysis revehlsut the pattern of these verses. The
first point to note is that these verses fit inteamtext spanning vv 1-5 which constitute a
sub-part. Verses 1-2 comprise the first piece af sub-part. The illustrations below are from

the analysis of the text from Section one of théselrtation:

The sub-part Jn 1:1-5:

+ TRy apyxf Mv 0 A0yog, kol O Adyog Mv Tpog Tov Bedv,
= kol 6edc MY O AdYoC.
+ Zoltoc fv &v dpxd Tpde OV Beby.

3 -
Toavto 61 abtod éyévero,
\ \ ~ 2 ’ )\ o ’

kel xwpig adtod €yéveto obde €V O yéyovey

4, 5> _ A A e 2 \ ~
+ ev aUt® Conny, kel 1 (wn MY 10 OO

= OV wlpWTwY”

5 vy, , , . P ,

+ kol TO0 ¢QO¢ €v T1) okoTly dalveL, Kol 1) OKOTLE ®DTO OV KOTEAXPEV.

The piece itself (i.e. v 1-2) is depicted as folo

+ TEv dpyi v 6 Adyoc, kel 6 Adyoc fiv mpo¢ OV Gedy,
= kol fedc v 6 Adyoc.
+ 2odroc W &v dpxi mpog TOV Geov.

The piece has been described earlier in this f¥ésFor the sake of convenience it is
paraphrased in this paragraph. It comprises a mnipee segment with the first member
consisting of three terms, the second one, andhiiheé two. The first terms in the extreme
segments are balanced with similar teriis 6 16yog with the corresponding pronoufitog,
andév apyn), as are the last terms of these segmernts (tov 6edv). The central aspect of
the piece is the unimember segment identifyingWwrd with God. This member fittingly
stands alone, and forms as it were, the thesisrstatt of the piece. The twofold use of the
conjoining conjunctiona. in v 1 links the Word with the beginning and alsithwGod. In
the beginning was Adyoc and this same Adyoc was with Godand God waso Adyog. A
striking aspect of the composition is the use df thetorical feature otconomyor
abbreviation(cf. Meynet 1998:376) in the third member of thega. It is my contention that
this feature serves to highlight the pre-existeat¢he Word. The cognates efu., used

repeatedly in this piece, also serve the sameifumct

287Ct. Point 1.1.1 of Chapter one, Section One above.
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One notes immediately the balance of the segmewt the consistency of the
compositional features — especially with respecth end termrpoc tov 6e6v. It must be
noted that the rhetorical feature of abbreviat®a part of the compositidi and contributes
to the overall balance of the piece. Going bactaley’s proposal, one notes an absence of
the meaning of the pattern. Like Culpepper (198)/1Staley does detect a step pattern and
notes that this ‘alerts one from the very beginrtimdook for repeated instances of chiastic
and multiple structures in the prologue’ (:10;$faley 1986:243-244) but again one needs to
enquire about the purpose of the pattern. Surayptittern is not presented simply to fit a
design of some description without any discernastiategy associated with it. It is
worthwhile repeating the wisdom of Paul Beauchahgh the shape of the text ‘is the door to
its meaning’ (Meynet 1992:8). It is necessary tteediscern the proper shape of the text and,
to the extent that it is possible, to avoid theiteasby assigning of chiasms and other textual

features if these do not flow from the composiitself i.e. from what is given in the text.

«  Staley’s (1986:243) second way illustrated as follows:

(A)  ’Ev dpyi) v 6 Adyog,

(B) kel 0 AOyog v TpOG TOv Beby,
(B) kel Beoc v O Adyoc.

(A) o0tog MV &v apyf) TPOg TOV Bedv.

Staley (:243) cites research to show reputable lachdavouring this ‘chiastic structure’.
There is no real problem with this type of illusiva but once again, the rhetorical analysis

as illustrated above demonstrates more clearljddwtification of 6 A6yoc with God.

1.3 The Structure of the Prologue and its implicatns for the rest of the Gospel

These finer details notwithstanding, Staley (1986:246; 249) does arrive at a division
of the Prologue almost like my ot In other words both Staley’s and my analysisvargt

an almost simil&’® conclusionvia different and independent routes. But these atetheo

28ser (1974:34, 38, 40, 208, 214, 280) speaks oflfiberate gaps in the text.

259 ¢t Point 4 of Chapter four of Section One above.

29 yse the phrasalmost similarbecause although the structure looks similar eeiStaley, nor any other
scholar mentioned in this thesis arriveextactlythe same conclusion as my analysis, identifyingt atoes
motebovowy as the centre of the Prologue.
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only works to arrive at this type of conclusion.i®voard (1957:80) shows the same shape
though | cannot agree with his minute divisionsyefl-5 and 16-18. Culpepper (1980:16)

demonstrates a parabolic shape similar to that@$mBard (1957:80) and also introduces
minute divisions that unnecessarily break up tdxtwsits and introduce a degree of

arbitrarines$* into the analysis.

Staley (:246) points out in a footnote that ‘[wptht explicitly discussing the overall
structure of the prologue’ Haenchen points in te direction. Haenchen (1984:108-140)
however views the text as having come together fdiffierent sources with a basic hymn
being supplemented by later additions. One wouddeprto see a composite structure being
proposed. That appears to be what is missing imétan’s presentation and for that reason |
would not count his work among those | have reg@tisfor information on the structure of
the Prologue. Deeks (1968:107-129) offers a fout @iaisior?’? in which he groups vv 12-
13 (the central aspect according my analysis) tegewith vv 9-11 (:109). This too is not
acceptable as such an analysis displaces the gatsemf the Prologue.

In showing a relationship between the structur¢hef Prologue and the structure of the
rest of the Gospel of John, Staley (1986:264) discan interesting pattern in the Gospel.
The diagram below is based on his illustrationhef telationship with strategic changes so as
to better illustrate my own perspective. In theyoather studies of the Prologue to have
employed the method of Rhetorical Analysis to dMeynet (1989:481-510; 2010:10-28)
offers an interpretation of the text after he hessented the superfé? unit of passage. As
indicated aboveé* my interpretation has been deferred until morermation has been
gleaned. The interpretation has in fact been ngldip as the work developed and it reaches
a further stage (viz. its association with the oéghe Gospel of John) with this Section.

Notwithstanding the criticism leveled at Staleyl986) work by Kierspel (2008:535), the
following diagram will serve as a vehicle for thpmbcess as the relationship of the Prologue
to the rest of the Gospel of John is key to themmgpof the text. Kierspel's (:535) objection
is that ‘[w]hile the analogies to the Baptist atehand, all other correspondences seem
forced’. That to my mind is grossly exaggeratedahy event a pattern merely demonstrates

the main connecting thread/s — not the minute ddtas meant to give a bird’s eye view of

2iror example C and C’ with respect to v 4-5, andQ6lpepper 1980:16)

272 Deeks shows a symmetrical pattern rather thariastitione.

233yperior here is in comparison to lesser units silckegments, pieces and parts. Awareness of tteerpa
flows out of the way in which these lesser (or demalunits hang together to compose the passaggeriorand
inferior textual units derive from the vocabulary of Rhitak Analysis and are defined in Appendix | of this
thesis.

274Cf. Point 4.1 of Chapter four of Section One above,

185



the work rather than illustrate verbal exactitudel asemantic finesse. For that kind of
information another operation is warranted.

What also needs to be borne in mind is the paténme passage as illustrated by my
Rhetorical Analysis abo?&. For the sake of convenience the relevant tabke Ween
included here. The first diagram is based on Swlgp86:264) insights. This | have adapted
and colour-coded so as to illustrate the pattermenadearly. Also for the sake of easy
reference this colour-coded effort will be callée telational diagram as it demonstrates the
relationship of the Prologue with the rest of thes@el of John. The diagram which follows
the relational one is my Rhetorical Analysis andl Wwe called thepattern diagram as it
illustrates the pattern of the Prologue.

275 Cf. Chapter four of Section One.
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The relational diagram (based on Staley 1986:264):

1% Ministry Tour

2" Ministry Tour

3 Ministry Tour

4™ Ministry Tour

Prologue
1:1-18 1:19-3:36 4:1-6:71 7:1-10:42 11:1-21:25
Relationship of Witness of John Journey of Jesus| Journey of Jesus | Journey of Jesus
Aoyocwith God, 1:19-42 into Galilee into Judea into Judea
creation and 4:1-6 —> 7:1-13 —» 11:1-16
humanity. 1:1-5 /
Witness of Joh Journey of Jesus in/ Jesus’ directior | Jesus enters Temf Resurrection o
1:6-8 Galilee / about eating & & teaches Lazarus
/ 1:43-51 drinking 7:14-8:59 8"act of power
4:7-42 11:17-44
3“act of powel 7"act of powel

Journey of light/ 7]
A6yog into the world

1:9-11

Empowerment of
those who believe
1:12-13

Cleansing of Templg

Jesus’ T Monologue

—

Journey of\6yoc
into our midst. 1:1.

1°act of powel
Water into wine

—>

2"%act of power

[Identity/authority
of Jesus]

2:1-3:21

4"act of power

[Identity/authority
5"act of power
Loaves and fishes

6"act of power

-\Nalks on water

(healing)

(healing)
Jesus' ¥
Monologue

of Jesus]

4:43-6:21

(healing)

Major turning point in plot
(Wanting to stone Jesus
and also to kill him)

Jesus' %
Monologue

[Identity/authority

of Jesus]

9:1-10:21

Jesus’ extended
Monologues
13:31-19:42

[Identity/authority
of Jesus]

11:45-19:42

Witness of John
1:15

ﬁ)urney of Jesus int

Judea

3:22-24 \

Jesus’ direction
about eating &
drinking
6:22-59

Jesus enters Tem

& teaches
10:22-39

Resurrection of
Jesus 9& 10"

acts of power
20:1-21-14

Journey of Jesl

A0yocwith
humanity, re-

1:16-18

\
Relationship o \

creation and God.

Witnes: of Johr

3:25-36 N

Journey of Jesl
(metaphorical)
6:60-71 ——»

Journey of JesL
beyond the Jordan

10:40-42

(metaphorical)

—»  21:15-23
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The passage Jn 1:1-18: (the pattern diagram): Tabland description.

From my rhetotical analysis the pattern of the ®&ak can be illustrated as follows:

1 ’ A 3 ¢ , e ’ Iy \ \ ,
Ev apyQ) v 0 A0yog, Kol 0 A0yog v mpog Tov Beov, \
kel Bedg My O Adyoc.
2 = N ~ 3 a
o0tog MV &v Gpyf Tpog tov Bedy. “mavte 8L altod &yévero,
kol ywplg adtod éyéveto a
obde v 0 yéyovev
4 . 4 N
v a0t Conmny, kel 1 (wn MY 10 ARG TV avbpwTwy:
5 - - , , , ,
kol 0 ¢Adg év Th okotie daivel, kol T okotie awdTO 00 KaTéAoPev.

6 o . g ,

Eyéveto #vdpwroc, lve peprupnoy  mepl Tod dwTag, A
dmeotaAévog mopd Beod, (va mdvteg MoTebowoLy 81° abtod

bvopa adt® Iwdvymg: obi AV éxelvog 10 GAg, b

GAL" v paptuprion mepl tod dpwtde.

95 ~
"Hv 10 ¢pid¢ t0 aAnduvdy, 0 dpwtifer Tavta &vBpwmov,
10 -~ >
€PXOpEVOV cic TOv kdopov. €V TQ kdouy v,

Kol 0 KGopog dL’adtod éyéveto c
kel 6 kopog ahtov odk Eyvw. “eic th 1Sie HADEY,
kel ol tdLoL adtov ob mapéiaBov. j
2001 8¢ ErePov adtév, Edwker adtolc Eouolay Tékve Beod yevéabua,
~ 4 b \ b4 3 ~
TOLC TLOTELOUOLY €LC TO OVOUK (CLTOV, d B
ol ok & alpdrov odde ék BeAiuatoc oupkdc 0bSE &k BeAfuartoc drdpde
GAL ék Beod EyeviBnoav.
Kol 6 Adyoc o0pE &yéveto \
Kol éoknvwoer év iy, kel €Becoapede thy 80far adtod, 80Env ¢  Hovoyevoidg c
Tapd meTpds, TAPNG YdpLToc Kol dAnBeluc.
> lwdvine paptupel mepl adtod ‘0 omlow pov €pxOpevog
\ ’ ’ 5 ’ ’

kel kékpayer Aéywv, €UTPOCBEY oL Yéyovev, 1 A,

Odtog v Ov elmov, 0TL TPWTOG LoV nv. b >
%L & tod TAnppeTtoc adtod fuelc mvTec EaBoper
KoL XEpLY GUTL yopLtog — OTL O vopog S Mwioéwg €606, a

f x&pLc kol f eAnfere S Tnood Xpuotod &yévero.

Bocdy o0delg Edpakey TWTOTE® povoyevig Bedg
0 v elc TOv kKOATOV 10D TOrtpOG  ékelvog €Emynourto. J

The extreme piecesa and a’ form the frame of the passage. The upieee &) provides
the link with the beginning, and shows the relatlip of Aéyoc to God, creation and
humankind. Its corresponding und’) shows these relationships in inverse order shgwin

God to be both the origin and the destinyAéfoc. Being an introduction and a conclusion
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these pieces do not show themselves relationanyvisible pattern in the Gospel of John,
but recur at several points in the text as Jeseakspof the Father who sent him cf. Jn 4:34;
5:23,24,30,37; 6:38,39,44; 7:16,28,33; 8:16,18269; 12:44,45,49; 13:20; 14:24; 15:21,
16:5 and 20:21. He enjoys intimacy with the Fatimedn 10:30. These references should
come as no surprise to the attentive real read#treoGospel of John as this has already been
intimated in the Prologue (gfovoyevng Bedg 6 dv eig Tov koATov tod matpog in 1:18).

The reference tqapic which occurs four times in the Prologue (1:14,I%,8loes not
appear anywhere else in the body of the Gospeadtui.JThis fact has caused speculation that
the Prologue was composed independently of the &dsp. Haenchen 1984:125) bt
xopLg kel M aAndewe in v 17, likeo Adyoc in v 1, are identified with Jesus Christ. In vd4
A0yo¢ becamdlesh and in v 14 xapic kal 1 aAnbere becameahrough Jesus Chridn both
instances the wordyéveto is used. The case 6f 1dyog is discussed under point 2.3 of the
next chapter where it is pointed out that to reterthe concept a¥ Adyoc after the crucial
identification of that concept with Jesus Christ the Prologue will be tantamount to
reversing the reality of the incarnatidH. yapig kel 1 aAndewe are embodied in Jesus Christ
and find their fullness in him. The implied reaaal know this whenever there is reference
to Jesus in the Gospel. There is thus no need fepetition of terms as intratextuality and
consequent engagements with the text are achidwexligh reference to Jesus Christ.
Brodie’s (1993:133) view on the unique vocabulafryh® Prologue is noteworthy. For him,
this in no way detracts from the unity of Prologurel Gospel (:133). This has been discussed
in the introductory chapter above and there isewxdrto prolong the discussion here.

As is clearly evident in the relational diagram temtral aspectof the Prologue i.e. the
second part opens up the gospel and reveals tlgiautife giving power of Jesus. In an
interesting article on the role of the central aspe a textual unit, Oniszczuk (2009:1-10)
using Rhetorical Analyses of Johannine textualsmiemonstrates the key role of the centre-
piece. Not surprisingly then, the key temmtevovoLr occurs in the textual unit comprising
the central aspect of the Prologue. In the nexptenahe importance afiotetovowr will be
argued so as to better discern what impact itsegfia@placing would have on the rest of the

Gospel of John.
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Chapter Two: The key termmotetovowv and other meaningful terms in the Prologue

2.0 Introduction

In arriving at a proper understanding and intagiien of the passage Jn 1:1-18 and in
order to discover the relationship between thed@uot and the rest of the Gospel of John it is
necessary to closely examine the strategic useeoténtral termriotelovolr SO as to see
more clearly its importance in the text. This isaivthis chapter is all about. Other important
terms {6yoc and éokfvwoer) have been discussed abBfeand the termséee will be
discussed in the next chapter. The justificatianttiss strategy will be explained under 2.3 —
2.5 below. The aim here is to examine the cengrahtriotetovoy and also to see how it is
used in combination with other key terms suc@$ ¢adc, ywwokw, otde andopaw. The
main resources for this exercise will be the réiabDNT>"’, the established lexica used by
scholarship over the years and some of the morekwelvn commentaries on the Gospel of
John.

276 cf. Section Two, Chapter two above.

2"'This resource comprises three articles on faittBhitmann (1968, 1968a, and 1968b) and one by Weiser
(1968). Although these articles have been docurdeage‘dictionary-type’ syntheses of biblical perspees
and as such fit neatly into a scriptural understagnaf faith, it must be acknowledged that there ather
perspectives on faith viz. the perspectives ofesystic theology and of philosophy. It is precisklym those
perspectives that one hears dissenting voices stg@uitmann’s views. Barth (1953:86), for examptewses
Bultmann of reducing knowledge of God to anthroggloln other words in Barth’'s view, Bultmann redsice
theology to anthropology. Myers (2008:21-24) docoteeareas of post-Barthian objections to Bultmann’s
views, critically examines these, and finally arg\{g3-35) that Bultmann was misunderstood andeaibrIn

all this it must be remembered that Bultmann wasxastentialist and it stands to reason that helevbting an
existentialist hermeneutic to his work in theologyany event what is so wrong with using humanegignce

as a starting point? It is better to start with twva do know and work from there rather than tot stéth we do

not know and continue to work in the dark as itevdBultmann’s celebration of humanness is nonerdtian a
celebration of what God has done in Jesus. For®ad's glory is to be seen ‘in thépé and nowhere else’
Bultmann (1971:63). It strikes me that Bultmann ted®n the incarnation seriously. Strangely encaigbport

for Bultmann comes from Jonas (1982:1-23) who, ¢peirither Christian nor a theologian but a Jew and
philosopher, refers to himself as ‘a twofold ouésid:4). He acknowledges Bultmann as the ‘lasthef great
Protestant theologians’ (:1) of the"™2@entury and defends his demythologizing tenderscy aneans to free
faith from other worldviews (:5f).
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2.1 The termmiotedovoLy

We have already noted the centrality of the tetmeiovowr in the Prologue and have
also referred to faith® as being a quality of the reader in whom the exrcises its effect
(cf. Iser 1978:34). It is now necessary to explhe termmiotebovoy more fully. The term
itself is a present active participle of the verlstedw meaningbelieve, believe in, be
convinced of, give credence (if. BibleWorks 6). It can also meam consider trugto obey
andto trust(Barth 1993:92). In its various forms this vertzocs 98 time<® in the Gospel of
John.

2.1.1  Greek usage

Bultmann (1968:175-178 examines the Classical usage of the term. He ribasthe
adjective miotog carried the notion otrusting and was used of ‘those who stand in a
contractual relation’ (:175). The word also consateliability and ‘is not used of things’
(:176) but only of persons and can be used intexgdably withfidelity (:176). The noun
mlotig meansconfidence trust, conviction and certainty (:176-177). It also means ‘the
“guarantee” which creates the possibility of trust77).1liotic also denotemter alia such
notions agertainty, firmness of convictigrassuranceand ‘reliability of persons’ (:177). The
verbriotedw derives frommiotdc and meanso trustandto rely on(:177). In classical usage
the miotic group of words did not constitute religious termagy (:179). The religious
implications developed with the Hellenistic usaged an particular ‘in the debate with
skepticism and atheism’ (:180). The understandirgwgfrom theoretical convictions to
embrace such aspects as conduct and belief inrtheortality of the soul’ (:181). For the
Stoics miotic implied ‘solidity of character’ (:182) and first oéll referred to one’s
relationship to oneself. The logic here is thaa iperson is true to self then such a person

could engage in ‘a right relation to others’ (:182)

278Cf. Point 3 of Chapter one, Section Two above wiemoretical issues were discussed and a constnuetio
the implied reader of the Gospel of John was intced.

?"*This is based on an actual word count using BibleR&/6. Comblin (1979:vii) notes that the term ‘&libve’
occurs 43 times in the Fourth Gospel. It is quitesgible that he does not give due regard to theuwsar
grammatical forms of the verhotelw. Morgenthaler (1973:132) confirms the BibleWorkstétistic.

280 Barth (1993:91-98) also provides a useful synthebtheriotic group of words.
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2.1.2 OT usage

Weiser (1968:182-196) gives an overview of the @&ge of the term. He (:182) points
out that as ‘the OT understands it, faith is alwangn’s reaction to God’s primary action’. In
other words in the OT faith was more concerned withine-human relationships than with
human relationships. In the words of Weiser (:18)thropological interest is here
secondary to a theocentric view'. Gradually as\ilials broke away from community
bonds new creative expressions and imagery of &aiterged. Weiser examines various OT
word stems relating to the concept of faith @g.which basically means to care for a child
(:183), mr2 which carries the notions of security and trusO{)1 and norn meaningto
seek/find refugandto shelter(:192). Quantitatively, the stemx ranks fourth to other terms
but qualitatively it is very significant (:196). Wéer (:196) notes that the LXX and the NT
relate ‘their term for faithniotetev) to the OT stenyx, for in this word is expressed the
most distinctive and profound thing which the OTsha say about faith’. This stem
expressed the unique relationship Israel enjoyetth W&od and was associated with the
‘covenant tradition’ (:196). Theologically the piogtic experiences gave expression to the
‘depth’ and ‘profundity’ (:196) of the relationshigetween God and Israel. The meaning of
mx is disclosed more fully when under threat ‘certaint God releases new energies of faith
and life’ in Israel (:196).

Commenting on this legacy, Bultmann (1968a:19%esithe correspondence betwesn
andmiotevery in the LXX and observes that to believe in Godramies notions of trust, hope,
fear and obedience (:198). ‘Faith is a daring dexisor God in man’s (sic) turning aside
both from the menacing world and also from his)(sien strength’ (:198). This is ‘grounded
in what God has done in the past’ (:198). The imgsperson is also the faithful person who
has the assurance that God will fulfill God’s prees. So while anchored in what God has
done in the past, faith is in fact future orien{etb8). For Bultmann (:198) the opposite of

faith is ‘murmuring and doubt’.

2.1.3 NT and subsequent Christian usage

Commenting on the use afotedw in the NT Bultmann (1968b:203) notices no great

difference when compared to earlier Greek usage. basic meaning is stitb rely on to
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trust andto believe.lliotic meansfaithfulnessand trust, andwiotdc indicates the same
meaning but without any overt religious significar{c204). Primitive Christianity used the
word miotig to describe human relations to God (:205). Bultmgr205) notes the

dependence here on the fact ‘that already in thea®d Judaism “faith” had become an
important term for the religious relationship’. faiin the Jewish and early Christian
traditions simply meant to ‘turn to the God revelaie its proclamation’ (:205)Iiotedw iS

used with different nuances in the NT:

®* To believe The reference here is to believe in God’s woilBigltmann (:205)

describes the situation as follows:

Belief is thus put in Scripture (Jn. 2:22), in whgtvritten in the Law and the prophets (Ac.
24:14), in what the prophets have said (Lk. 24:2B6)simply in the prophets (Ac. 26:27), in
Moses or his writings (Jn 5:46 f.), also in whatd3s saying at the moment, e.g., through an
angel (Lk. 1:20, 45; Ac. 27:25). In this sense Jtie Baptist can also be mentioned as one
whom people should believe (Mk. 11:31; Mt. 21:38R)this sense too, John’s Gospel (and this
alone) says that people believe, or should beliéesis or His Word. He is sent by God (5:38)
and speaks the words of God (3:34 etc.).

®* To obey This is similar to the notion of believe in th& @nd is emphasized in
Heb 11. Of this chapter (i.e. Heb 11) Bultmann §)20otes that ‘theiotetelv of
OT characters has in some instances the more ©elgsicit sense of obedience’.
For Bultmann (1968b:225) obedience is what brirtgsué unity between Paul and
John in their understanding of faith.

e To trust In the OT and in Judaism trust is combined wihht Bultmann (:206)
notes that this is also true in the NT and thatswese is particularly ‘prominent
where the influence of the OT and Jewish traditostrong’. Heb 11 is cited as an
example where trust and obedience coincide (:206).

* To hope Faith and hope go together and apart from HelvHldre the heroes of the
OT become examples for Christians, Bultmann (:208sinter alia Rm 4:18 to
demonstrate that faith in the divine promise ‘soahope’.

» As faithfulnessIliotic also carries ‘an echo of the OT sense of “faitrégbi’
(:208). According to Heb 11:17otic shows itself ‘as faithfulness in temptation’
(:208).
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2131 Acceptance of the Kerygma

In Christian usagetotic is simply an acceptance of the Kerygma. ‘It is tthes saving
faith which recognizes and appropriates God’s gsawark in Christ’ (Bultmann 1968b:208).
The various nuances mentioned under point 2.1.¥eaboe incorporated in this notion of
accepting the Kerygma about Christ. Bultmann (:208) notes that in this understanding we
embrace the ‘vocabulary of mission ... the primitméssionary community proclaims faith
in Christ along with faith in the one God to whohe theathen, turning from idols, must be

converted'.

2.1.3.2 Content of Faith

Here Bultmann (1968b:209) appeals to St. Paulcuades Rm 10:95€L éxv opoioynomng
€V 1@ otopati oou kiprov ‘Incodr kol TLotedong €v TR kapdle oou OtL O Oedg adTOV
fyelper ék vekpdv, owdnon). He notes that the acknowledgement of Jesus @kisantrinsic
to Christian belief. This includes the acceptanté¢éhe miracle of the resurrection ‘as true’
(:209). Furthermore about Rm 10:9 Bultmann (:2G8es that:

The two statements constitute an inner unity. Té®umrection is not just a remarkable event. Ithis t
soteriological fact in virtue of which Jesus becatigoc. This is self evident and other statements confirm
it. Naturally, in view of the inner unity, eitheme of the statements can be made alone, or thd efen
salvation can be described differently or more ieitpt. The totality is always in view.

In speaking of the resurrection Bultmann (1968b)288peals tooltwe knploooper kol
oUtwg émoteonte’ in 1 Cor 15:11. The reference taitwe knploooper’ is in fact a reference
to the primitive kerygma of the Church. Caba (1288:136) does an exegesis of 1 Cor 15:3-
8 and clearly demonstrates the certainty of therrestion for believers.

Bultmann (1968b:209) notes that the humiliatioad&ation hymn in Phil 2:6-11 is also
‘the object ofriotic’. Bailey (1996:23-25) does a schematic represimtaif Phil 2:5-11 and
demonstrates a deliberate structure which showsdiviaity of Christ®’. For Bultmann
(1968b:209) the ‘kerygmatic sections of the sermwné\cts’ viz. AA 2:22-24; 3:13-15;
10:37-41 and 13:26-37 describe the content of .f&itin Bultmann (:209)

281 \While not in any way contesting the divinity of &H, | cannot accept Bailey's structural depicti@iPhil
2:5-11. His structure is a symmetrical one whil@enis a chiastic one showing the coordinating auetjon .o
to be the pivot around which the humiliation-exiadta theme swivels. In fact the centre of that usihot so
much the divinity of Christ as it is the reason fioe exaltation. The comparison is illustrated jppandix I11.
According to my analysis the reason for the exalteaits clearly the humility of Jesus.
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Kerygma and faith always go together ... It makeslifilerence if instead dfurios other titles denoting the
dignity of Christ refer to Him as the objectmbreberv, cf. In 20:311va motedolnte 6t Inoodg éotiv 6
XPLOTOG O LLOG TOD Beod ...

What is important is not so much the title one use<Christ, but rather the proclamation of
the death and resurrection of Christ as the sagirent in history. Kerygma and faith are

indeed inseparable.

2.1.3.3 Iotedw in John

For Bultmann (1968b:222) apart from 1 Jn 5:4 tee@mriotic does not occur in the
Johannine writings. The verhotetewr on the other hand is very common and indicates the
‘acceptance of the message about Jesus’ (:222)ngGtlirough grammatical nuances
Bultmann (:222) shows that the verb indicates &bel Jesus when he preaches, and also a
belief in his utterances. This is the same as Walein Jesus who is proclaimed as the Fourth

Evangelist

achieves a unity of Proclaimed and Proclaimer motaytained in the Synoptic presentation. In teispect
Jn. is not correcting the Synoptic depiction. Orightrather say that he is correcting the kerygida.
wants to make it plain that it is the One proclaimeéno Himself meets and speaks with us in the kegig
What the kerygma proclaims as an event, God'shadt,itself the character of word. For this reasorcdn
call Jesus Himself the Logos (1:1). In this way&eically develops the thought that God’s word aadare
a unity. In the word we meet God'’s act, and in Gaatt is His word ..(:222).

Faith in the word of Jesus and in the word whicbcfaims him leads to salvation. For
Bultmann (1968b:223) this is expressed variouslthasbeliever having everlasting life (e.qg.
in Jn 3:15, 6:40 and 20:31), passing from deathfeqcf. Jn 5:24) and as not being judged
(cf. In 3:18). ‘Self-evidently the thought is tlaatly this faith brings salvation’ (:223). This
faith demands a radical renunciation of the woddralicated by ‘a series of sayings to the
effect that the act of faith itself is not a woyldiction but an event which has its roots in the
other world, an act or gift of God Himself’' (:224)he believer must be ‘of God’ (:224) to be
able to hear God (Jn 8:47) and must be one of Godisder to believe (Jn 10:26). Bultmann
(:224) contends that this faith is not worldly big ‘a miracle’ and ‘an act of
desecularisation’. In the central aspect of theldgee miotedw occurs in the form of a
participle friotetovoir) with the assertion that those believing in thenaafo Adyoc actually
receive authority to becomgkva 6eod. Brown (1966:11) notes that belief ‘in the name of
Jesus is no different from belief in Jesus, alttotige former expression brings out clearly

that to believe in Jesus one must believe thaeheskthe divine name, given to him by God'.

195



It is clear in the Gospel of John that faith iseaponse to revelation or to the action of God
e.g. John the Baptist is sent from God so thahaly believe cf. Jn 1:6-7THyéveto avbpwmog,
ameotaApnévog mapd 0cod, dvope adt Twovvng obtog MABey el¢ paptuplay Tva paptupnon
mepl T0d dwtde, v mavteg motebowow S adtod). O Adyoc came into the world as light
and those who received this light and those bel@iotetovoir)?®?in his name were given
power to becomeexkva 6eod. All this is clearly God’s initiativeO ioyoc is sent from the
very presence of God (cf. BAGD 1979:106, Jn 3:47,&57, 13:20, 14:24, 17:3, 8, 18) and
John the Baptist is senipx 0cod i.e. by God. The word became flesh in Jn 1:d4dyoc
oapE €yéveto) and those who received him saw in him the gldriod and receivegopuy
avtl xapitog (cf. IJn 1:14-16). Believing according to the Gdsgelohn is clearly a response
to divine revelationIliotebw is an important term in the Gospel of John an@emination
of some of its strategic use in the Gospel is waewh This term also affords us the

opportunity to examine other terms \jzx), ¢o¢, yLwviokw, otde andopaw.

2.2 The strategic placing of the termmiotedovowv in the Prologue

In the Prologuerotetw occurs twicd®, linking parts A and B. In its first occurrenceist
the central aspect of part A and in its second weoge it is not only the central aspect of
part B, but of the entire passage under study.fifsieoccurrence takes the form of an aorist
subjunctive fiotedowolr) and is part of v clause indicating purpose — in this case the
purpose of the sending of John. There are onlyetlstébjunctives in the Prologue and all
three occur in the context of this sub-part indigathe purpose of the sending of Johive-
Tavteg motevowoly 6U” adtod. In the sending of John then there appears to deviae
agenda waiting to unfold.

With regard to the use afiotetovowr in the central piece of the Prologue, it must be
pointed out that this term shows the quality ofstapersons who becom@&va 6cod. In other
words those not counted amotuc miotebovoy €i¢ t0 Grope adtod cannot becomeekvo

6eov. As pointed out when the implied reader of Gosplelohn was construct& this

%82 Thjs is the central term of the Prologue and & baen argued that this term occupies a stratéage jin the
Prologue (cf. point 4.1 of Section One, chapter)olt will also be argued under the next headirfighis
chapter that this term has been employed in aesgfiatvay in the Gospel of John so as to highligktriecessity
of faith.

283Cf. The table and description of the passage uBtepter four of Section One above.

284Cf. Point 3 under Chapter one of Section Two.
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guality of faith is essential for the text to ‘egese its effect’ (Iser 1978:34). The importance
of the term will be made clear in the points beldyart from the study of the relevant words
using the technical apparatus and lexica, | witldolen the text matrix by applying the theory

of Intratextuality.

2.2.1  The link betweenrotedw and {wr (eicdviov )

In the Prologue, those who receive or acceptibge; and believe in his name are given
power to become children of God. The actual wordifign 1:12 isédwkev adtolg éovolov
tékvo Beod yevéoBul, Tolg mLoTebovoy ei¢ T0 Bvopn avtod. Of importance here is the use of
the wordyevéobur. This is an infinitive of the verlivoua®™ which meansnter alia ‘to
experience a change in nature and so indicate anitrya new condition’ (BAGD 1979:159).
This ‘new condition’ is described by BAGD (:159) lascoming ‘children of God'. This is the
specific application BAGD (:159) assigns to the abgcvéodal in IJn 1:121'evécbor being in
the infinitive (cf. Mounce 1993:292-301) indicats ongoing condition. In Jn 3:15-16 those
believing have eternal life. Eternal life would tefre appear to be synonymous with
becoming a child of God. Schnackenburg (1968:39%-4Xamines Jn 3:14-16 closely and
explains that the certainty of salvation impartgdtiiese verses is ‘founded on God’s plan’
(:397). He justifies this by appealing to the utéco in Jn 3:14 Kol kabwe Mwiofig twoer
TOV 0L v TR épMuw, oltwe DPwbfvaL &€l tov vior Tod avBpwmov). He also notes that the
goal of this divine plan ‘is the giving of life teelievers’ (:397).

In Jn 3:360 motedwy elg Tov LoV €xel (wny aldvior: O 6¢ &melB@AY T¢) LLE olk Ofetal
Cwnv. The verbs in bold print are present active pigles and therefore indicate a
continuous tense and also the composure or basicesof the person. In other words belief
or unbelief is a life choice or a fundamental opti€ommenting on the use of the present
tense Brown (1966:162) notes of Jn 3:36 that ‘Jishnot thinking of a single act but of a
pattern of life’. The adversativédj*>%in the second proposition introduces a polarityitas
highlights the contrast between the two positiohdalief and unbelief. The link between
motedw andlwny ailwviov is also present in Jn 5: 24Ny auny Aéyw Duiv 6t 0 tOv Adyov

LoL akoVwV kol TLoTebwY T¢ meplavtl pe éxel (ony aldviov kel elg kplow ok épyetoa,

285 Derivatives of this word occur twelve times in fmlogue, making it a key term.
286The grammatical analysis under point 0.4.2 in titeobuctory chapter of Section One explains thedasf
this adversative in Jn 1:12.
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GALG petoPéPnker ék tod Bavdtou ei¢ Ty (whv). The verbéyer is the present active
indicative form ofé¢xw meaningto have orto possessThe one believing already has eternal
life. Such a person passes out of death into lifeufépnker ék tod Bavatov). The
implication is clearly that a lack of belief keeplse unbeliever in death. The word
uetaBépnker is in the perfect form of the vepetafeivw meaningto pass oveor to move on
from one situation to anothgBAGD:510). The use of the perfect tense indicadked the
journey from death to life is a lasting conditiddnce again the idea of a fundamental life
choice is connoted. Brown (1966:215) notes intéu@’ resonances with Rm 8:D{ev
Gpo ViV katakpupe tolg €v Xpioty ‘Inood) and with 1 Jn 3:14 7€l oldoper OtL
wetaBeprcoper ek tod Bavatov €i¢ Ty (WM, 0TL Ayamduer Toug adeAdpols” 0 un ayordy
uével év 1@ Oavaty). Whereas the intertextuality is more direct betwdn 5:24 and 1 Jn
3:14 through the use of derivatives of the werdpeivw, it is conceptual in the relationship
between Jn 5:24 and Rm 1:8. The verse followirgg Jin 5:25) parallels Jn 5:24 and indicates
that whereas eternal life is a lasting conditioggttl is notéuny auny Aéyw Uiy Ot épxetol
ope kal vOv €0ty Ote oL vekpol akovoouoLy Thg ¢wrfic tod uviod tod Beod kol ol
akovoovtec (HoOuoLY.

This notion of the dead being brought to life ustained in Jn 6:4Q00to yap €0ty 1O
BéAMue ToD TaTPOg Wou, v ma¢ O Bewpdr TOV LLOV kol TLOTEDWY €lg adtov €xn (why
aldviov, kol Gracthow adtov éyw [év] Th éoyatn Muépe. Here it is the will of the Father that
the believer will have eternal life and will begad on the last d?fg?. This idea is sustained
in 6:47 —guny auny Aéyw OLuiv, 0 motebwy éxel (wny aiwviov. In fact the context of
chapter six revolves around eternal life and beBgfassociation eating the bread is equated
to belief. In 6:51 those who eat the bread giveddsus who declares himself to be the bread
of life, will live forever: &y elpt 6 &ptog 6 (v 6 ék 10D oVpavod katafuc v TLg Gayn
& toutov Tod &ptov {noeL €i¢ TOV aldva.

Our terms under studyptedw and{wny aiwviov) also occur in Jn 11:25-27. Here we see
once again that death is not everlasting for thiever. Brown (1966:425) notes that v in

Jn 11:26 derives frodwr ‘the term which is John’s standard word for etelifeit

287 Brown does not use the teiniertextual— he merely points out the association.

288 The implied reader will not be oblivious to theeusf the wordewpdv in Jn 6:40. The implications of seeing
have been pointed out under point 4.1 of chapter & Section One above and further comments weilhiade
about the concept in chapter three below.
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Jn 11:25-27

25 » 5 Aty P ) [ e ;e , P I U ) ’ , 26 v~
elmer 0T 0 Inoolc €yw elpl M avaoteolg kol 1) (W1 0 TLOTEVWY €lc eue kav amobavn (NoetaL, = Kol ToG

6 GV kol motedwy eic éu obd i dmobdvn el Tov aidve.motederg Tobto; 27 Aéyer abtde val klptle, Ey®

memiotevko. OtL ob €l 6 ypLatog 6 vide Tod Beod 6 el TOV Kdopov Epydpevoc.

Jesus declares himself to be the resurrection hedife. He declares further that those
believing in him will not die and that those whovhaied believing in him will not remain
dead forevef®. He then asks Martha if she believes this. Theetlieferences to.otetw by
Jesus are all in the present tensetlwr twice, andmoteterg once). The single reference
to motedw made by Martha is in the perfect tensen{oteuke) which indicates that this
action will be valid for all time. It is only aftehis profession of faith that Lazarus is raised to
life. What is remarkable about this is that théffaif the living brought benefits for the dead.
In the last verse of the Gospel prior to the Epil (i.e. Jn 20:31) we are told that the very
purpose of the writing of the Gospel is that we rhajieve and that in believing we may
have life: ¢udta 6¢ yéypamtar tve motedfonte OtL ‘Inoodg €0ty O xpPLOTOG O LLOG TOD
Beod, kal va motetovteg Comy €mte €v T¢ Ovopatt adtod). The predominance of theo
clause (employed twice) with the subjunctivestet[olnte andéynre is quite striking. There
is some doubt about the conjugationmoftetjo]nte. NA?" gives the possibility of it being
eithermiotelonre i.e. aorist active subjunctive erotelmte i.e. present active subjunctive. My
reading of it is in the present active subjuncfiven mioteinte as this fits in with the tone of
continuation of the verse and its intratextual ¢ermarts. The present participlestetovteg
also indicates a continuous attitude of belief thetomes a part of the believer. Zumstein
(2007:297) notes that the formulatiewrtetewy + 611 recalls the confessions of faith in Jn
6:69, 11:27 and 16:3%. The verbyéypantar occurs in the perfect tense indicating that the
recording of these words is permanent and validafictime. This is strategic as it moves the
onus of responsibility from the implied reader ke treal reader. In other words the real
reader is called to make a change so that thectestl bring about its desired effect (Cf. Iser
1978:34). Reading a text is indeed ‘an act of ariggt(van Tilborg et al1989:7).

289 Brown (1966:425) gives the opinion that in v 28 theliever who dies physically ‘will live spiritugl, and
that in v 26 that the ‘believer who is alive spigtly will never die spiritually’.

290 7umstein (2007:297) also notes that v 31 does rtume merely offer a grand title for Christ Cétte
formulation souligne le scandal de I'incarnatioMVhat precisely is the scandal of the incarn&idumstein
(295-295) makes it clear that the man from Nazawdih was resisted by official Judaism is now siiguifby
the messianic titl€hrist
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2.2.2 motebw and the identification of pd¢ with Adyog

Jn 1:4 equates the life with light for human beif@s$ 7 {wn fv 10 ¢&¢ OV wbpwTWY)
and in Jn 1:5 this light could not be overcome hikdessul 0 ¢pa¢ év Tf okotie daivel,
kel T okotie adto o0 katerePer). The text shows a polarity with respect to ligind
darknes®”. For Schnackenburg (1968:245) darkness in the @aplohn ‘means primarily
the world estranged from GA&. Interestingly, the composition uses the same e®for
overcome (v 5 =xatérafev), accept (v 11-12 =mapérafov, érafov) and receive (v 16 =
eraPouev). It prefixes the root in v 5 witkate resulting in the compoundctéiaper which is
the aorist indicative ofataiauporw. According to BAGD (:412-413) this word meainger
alia ‘to seize’ and ‘to make one’s own'. It also meatts seize with hostile intent’ (:413).
These are the meanings assigned (:418)téoper in Jn 1:3°° The negative connotation
given by the prefixate to the rootief in this verse will not escape the attentive reatter.
will highlight the contrast and sustain the polabetween those who believe and those who
do not. It will simultaneously place unbelieverstlie camp of darkness — darkness which is
unable to overcome the light. From the foregoinigeitomes clear that the terms under study
viz. motebw, ¢ and Adyoc are revelatory terms and the response of faithesponds to
these terms. The use of compounds of the warfivw® is important in showing how faith
is understood in the Gospel of John viz. as an mgento the revelation given by God and
also to the life-giving approach of God as reveatetthe incarnation (Jn 1:14).

In terms of intertextuality (or more correctiytratextuality) it should be noted that this
compoundketareppovw is used in the subjunctive form in Jn 12:35 whigsus exhorts his
disciples to walk while they have the light so thlh¢ darkness may not overtake them
(TepLmateite W¢ TO dR¢ €xete, Tvo ufy okotie Vpdc katadaPy). This usage has a direct verbal
link with the Prologue. For Brown (1966:479) Jesog,introducing the theme of darkness
and light in Jn 12:35, redirects the discussioartfrthe intellectual realm to the moral realm’.
In Jn 8:12 Jesus is the light of the worl@dy() eiut 10 ¢&c tod koopov). This is repeated in

Jn 9:5 §tav v 1Q koopw W, G €ipt tod kdopov) and Jn 12:35 makes it clear that while

291 Dualist concepts in the passage have been distirsSection Two, Chapter three.

292 schnackenburg (1968:246) also notes that Johwscept of “darkness” comes very close indeed to the
Qumran texts'.

293 Brown (1966:7-8) also gives a range of meanings.teroupdvo.

294 As indicated in this discussion depending on thedip used, openness to faith or its opposite aastown

by the use of the rodix. Whereasatérofev is the antithesis of faithtapérafov, éEraor andéraBopey show
receptivity to revelation. Those who receive thyhtigiven by God becoméxva 6eod (In 1:12).

200



this light is there the darkness will not overcoind his once again is‘@o clause with the
subjunctivexataiapn. A direct link with Jn 1:12 is demonstrated by 1136 —w¢ t0 ddg
éxete, motelete eig 10 dAg, tra viol pwtog yévnade. Noteworthy here is thatotelete is in
the imperative form. The indication is that beliyiin the light isthe way of becoming a
child of the light. Once again we havéva clause — this time with the subjunctivéinabe)
of ylvouar. Becoming a child of the light is dependent upefidving in the light. The verbal
consistencylotebw andyivopet) between Jn 1:12 and 12:36 will not escape themtdin of
the implied reader, nor will the tone setting cahaispect of the Prologue.

Examining Jn 12:35-36 one sees a remarkable sitgilar the construction of these

Verses.
>TepLmotelte ¢ 10 PAg Exete,
: v un okotie Vudic ketoAaPn:
Skl O TEPLTATOV &v 1) okotle ok oldev mod Umdye.
35 elmev odv abTolc 6 ’Inoodg
€L pikpdy ypdvov T didg v bulv éotwv. | >%¢ tb g Exete, Tuotelete elg to bac,
v viol dwtodg yévunobe.
>tadta edaAnoer Tnoodg, kol dmeAbwv &kplpn &’ adtdv.

Firstly ¢ t0 ¢oc éxete is repeated. Secondly each proposition containgmgperative —
mepLmatelte iN vV 35 andriotetete in v 36. Thirdly the purpose in each case is maqéiat
by Tve clauses <tva un okotio vpag ketaddfn in v 35 andiva viol ¢pwtog yévnode in v 36.
The subjunctivesataidpn andyévnede and their implicatior’S® will not escape the attentive
reader. Also forming a part of the implied readengareness is Bultmann’s (1971:357) note
that both Jews and Gnostics regarded light as #hsence of the divine life’ and
consequently of salvation.

In Jn 12:46 Jesus is the light who has come ineoworld &y dd¢ elc tov koopov
EANALOe, Tvae Tag O TLoTEDWY €lg éue €év T okotle un ueivn). The verbéanivbe is the
perfect active form of the veipyouxr showing that the coming if the light into the world
has lasting significance. Interestingly we onceimdad aive clause this time with the
subjunctiveueivn. The negative particlen precedingueivy could possibly indicate duration
(BAGD:517) in which case the meaning could be thatbeliever will notontinueto remain
in the darkness. This is most likely the intentadun as the verlpeivy by its very meaning
connotes the idea of continuation. This notion ohtmuation is also reinforced by the

present (continuous) participtestebwv. Those who continue to believe in Jesus will not

29°The syntax of the subjunctive is outlined in BDF3§§-383.
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continue to remain in the darkness. Bultmann (1®44). notes that this verse is ‘a variation
on the theme of 8.12; thee ... un pelvn again reminds us that the world without the
revelation is darkness, and that to reject thelatiom is to persist in sin’. It must be pointed
out that revelation is indeed a key aspect in therth Gospel. It is not only linked to the
concept of faith but also determines the meaninfaiti. This is the last time the tergibg
appears in the Fourth Gospel but its countekpartic. appears once more —in Jn 20:1 where
it appears only to be banished forevéfj 6¢ pia tov ocopfatwry Mepie 1 Maydainvn
€pyetal Tpwi okoTlag €Tl olomg €ig TO Wumuelor kol PAémeL TOv AlBov mMpuévov €k Tod
uvnuetov. This believing disciple will not continue to reiman darkness for this darkness and

all that it symbolizes gradually disappear in tieeses which follow.

2.2.3 motebw with the word dpyn

The first term in the Prologue contains the wigrgh. This word is repeated in the second
verse of the Prologue and occurs in six other intsta in the Gospel of John —in 2:11, 6:64,
8:25,44, 15:27 and 16:4. Its usage in Jn 2Td{nv émoinoeyr dpyny tév onpelwy 6 Inoodg
v Kave thg Dedtdeieg kel épavépwoer thy 80y odtod, kol émlotevoav €ic adtov ol
wobnral adtod) has intertextual significance as it occurs togethith the wordroinoer™®
indicating that the creation theme continues in $igns of Jesus. This verse marks the
beginning of those signs. Intratextual applicatibnking this verse with the Prologue occur
through the use o8dtav and émtotevoav. The stage has been set for those wanting ‘to
experience a change in nature’(BAGD:159) and ‘eiritp a new condition’ (:159) as has
been indicated by the use of the cognate of thedworopwt in the central aspect of the
Prologue (Jn 1:12).

In Jn 6:64 the wordpyn occurs together withiotedw (GAL elolv €& Ludv Tiveg ol o
motebovow. HdeL yap €€ apxfic 6 Inoodg tiveg elolv ol un miotebovieg kol Tig €0ty O
mopadwowy adtov). Jesus knew (indicated by the pluperfg®t) from the beginning who
would not believe (indicated by the plurabtetovtec) and who would betray (indicated by
the singularmopaduowr) him. Notwithstanding Brown’s (1966:297) indicatiadhat the

beginningin Jn 6:64 does not refer to the pre-existencerredl to in Jn 1:1, there is a strong

#%This word occurs several times in Genesis 1 — 2 laexbmes a main thread holding the creation texts
together.
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de factointratextual link with the Prologue in this versé,; the words in bold print. This will
undoubtedly mean something to the attentive remdeeeven if only to stop and ponder the

reference and to consider its significance thusaatig for a greater interaction with the text.

2.2.4 motedw with the word ywdokw

Bultmann (1964:689-719) discusses the werdiokw and describes iinter alia as
‘intelligent comprehension’ (:689). It connotes tome to know, to experience, to perceive’
(:689). It also means ‘obedient acknowledgmenthefwill of God’ (:706). In the Gospel of
John ywdokw ‘denotes emphatically the relationship to God atod Jesus’ (:711).
Furthermore Bultmann (1968b:227) notes that ‘theneo difference betweenoteierr and
YLWokeLy'.

In the Gospel of John we first come across the wordokw in verse 10 of the Prologue
where it occurs as an aorist indicative third persimgular verbéyvw) describing the action
of the world. Here the negative attitude of the lkas indicated. Bultmann (1971:54) notes
that this marks the ‘first antithetical descriptiointhe fate of revelation’. The stage is thus set
for the hostile reception thatidyoc will receive (e.g. Jn 3:11,22; 5:16,18; 7:20; 92629).
The fact that world ‘did not “know” the Revealer5b) indicates a failure ‘to believe in Jesus
as the Revealer’ (:55).

In In 4:53 §yvw olv 0 matnp Ot [Ev] ékelvn TR Wpe v f elmer adte 0 'Inoode 0 uldg
oov (f), kal émiotevoev adTOg kKol M oikie adtod 0An) both words flotedw andywwokw)
occur together. Bultmann (:209) points out thatehétiotevoer clearly means more than
simply that “he became a Christian”; it represehts step which leads from the preliminary
stage of faith (v. 50) to faith prop&F. Both words occur again in Jn 6:69 when Peter
declares: Kol Mueic memioTedkapey Kol €yvwkapey 6tL ob €l 0 dylog Tod Beod’. Both terms
are in the perfect tense showing the lasting quafitthe knowing and the believing. Brown
(1966:298) indicates that ‘[tlhe two verbs are waity synonymoug®®. In Jn 10:38 both
words are again found in the same versed¢ ToLd, kdv €uol un motelnte, Tolg épyoLg
motebete, vo YwdTe kol ywwoknte OtL év &uol O Tathp kayw év t¢ matpl). In this verse

and in v 37motedw occurs with the dative form éfw. For Schnackenburg (1980:312) this

29Bultmann (1971:208) had already indicated théttcvoer in Jn 4:50 does not indicate ‘faith in its full seh
as the fullness is only reached in v 53. The irtdhcain v 50 is that he ‘believes without seein§:@B)’ (:208).
29%rown (1966:298) also indicates that while Jessisé4id tdknowGod, he is never said to believe in him'.
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use of themotedw ‘with the dative does not connote belief directediards his person’ —
rather it indicates the placing of trust. Facedhwvatbdurate unbelief’ (:313), Jesus appeals for
recognition of the Father in his works.

Knowing also brings eternal life as in Jn 17@1f & ¢otw 7N aldviog (om Tva
YWWOKWOLY o€ TOV Uovov aAnduvdv Beov kal Ov améoteldag ‘Inoodr Xpiotév). In point
2.2.1 above it was noted that to believe mean®¢eive eternal life. Brown’s (1966:298)
observation that to know and to believe are synagns applicable here as well. Bultmann
(1971:495) indicates that knowing means acknowlagighcknowledging God, and Christ as
the one sent by him, brings eternal life. Jn 18 €& pruate @ €wkag por dédwke adTolg,
kel adtol €Aafor kol €yvwony &Andd¢ OtL mapk cod EERABov, kol émiotevoav OTL OV ue
améoteldag) also shows a coincidence of knowing and believilmg this regard Brown
(1966a:744) once again points out thaétedw and ywwokw are interchangeable in the
Gospel of John.

With knowledge being such a key concept in the @bspJohn it might be useful at this
point to examine attitudes to knowledge acquisitpmevalent in the Johannine context.
Munzinger (2007:102) points to three areas viz.WWdedge which is revealed, acquired
wisdom and a fusion of the two resulting in a ‘reed heart’. With respect to revealed
knowledge there was ‘the belief that all knowledgset within the boundaries of the Torah’
(:102). True i.erevealed knowledgewas seen to be a divine gift and not a product ‘of
human achievement’ (:103). Judaism of the inteateshtal period saacquired wisdomas
the responsibility of the individual. This view ehgsized choice (cf. Dt 30:15-20) and was
of practical concern. Literature of that period é@gized in practical ways the supremacy of
virtue over vice (cf. Sir 7:1-3, 29:11-13 and 4012). Real understanding according to
Munzinger (:104) ‘is given to the one who is dedbte study and is actively testing’ the
motives of people as ability to judge charactersveatraditional value of the wise’ (:104).
The renewed heart occurs when the revealed and acquired dimensiomsumited. The
consequence of this is that true knowledge can belgttained ‘when the whole disposition
of a person is changed’ (:105). Munzinger insiktg bnly God can do this (:105). Under the
power of God the person can choose good over kgl.have already mentioned the new
covenant in intertextual relationship with Jn F*#6and will refer to it again when

interpretations are offeré below. Munzinger (:105) sees this promise of Gddis being

299 cf. Point 0.3.20 in the Introductory chapter t@tBmm One above.
300 . point 4.2.2 of Section Three, Chapter fouohel
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written on peoples’ hearts as key to the innerdfiemmation and immediate knowledge of
God.

This knowledge corresponds to the truth as in Ja7lthose believing i.e. those who are
not of this world, have knowledge of the Spirittnfth who abides in themi(eic yivwokete
a0T0, OTL Top’ VWY pévelr kal év UWiv €otal). In Jn 1:14 Jesus isinpng xapLtoc kol
aindetac and in Jn 1:17 he is the one through who gracetraial are given. The point in all
this is that God is achieving his purpose throdghreality of the incarnation i.e. through the
concrete person of Jesus revealed in the encowittethe text, and that is precisely the truth

which Pilate does not recognizééyer adt® 6 IiAdtog, T oty aindein; (Jn 18:38).

2.2.5 motebw with the word oide

The word isoiée another word foto know(cf. BAGD 1979:555-557). It occurs together
with the wordmiotedw in Jn 4:42 {f) te yovaikl €ieyov OtL ODKETL 8L THY ONV AXALOY
TLOTEVOMEY, OUTOL YOP GKNKOMUeV Kol oldoper OTL 00TOC €0Tww aAnfd¢ 0 owtnp Tod
koopov). Here ‘the believer may not base his faith onahthority of others, but must himself
find the object of faith; he must perceive, throuple proclaimed word, the word of the
Revealer himself' (Bultmann 1971:201). Furthéfsi’ oltoc €otwv aAndd¢ 6 owthp Tod
koouov States what it is the believer knows’ (:200}5« in this verse indicates firsthand
knowledge of the Saviour.

Both mwotedw and oléae occur again in Jn 6:64af\” elolv & LAV Tweg ol o
motebovowy. fdeL yop €€ apyfic 6 Inoodg tivec elolv ol un miotebovteg kol tig €0ty O
Tapadwowy o«dtov). In regard toaAl’ eloly € Du@r tvec ol ol Tiotevouvoly, Bultmann
(1971:447) points out that those who thought theyenbelievers did not really apprehend. In
contrast to thigidel yop ¢ apyfic 0 'Inoodg tiveg elow ol umn motebovteg Kol TLC €0TLY O
Tapadwowy adtor shows the knowledge possessed by Jesus. He koewtfre beginning
who would not believe and who would betray. Bothown (1966:297) and Bultmann
(1971:447) indicate that the foreknowledge of Jasdiated byt apyfic is not a reference
to pre-existence but to the start of disciplesBimwn (1966:300) sees Jn 6:64 in relation to
the revelation of the Bread of Life ‘which mustleieved'.

Jn 7:27-29 shows a dense application of the widkd
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Bultmann (1971:296-298) comments on the uncertaowkedge possessed by the world in
contradistinction to the genuine knowledge posskdse Jesus. Verse 28b is a serious
indictment on the people of Jerusalem as it indiga wanting to know nothing about God
(cf. BAGD 1979:556). This is all the more seriousen one considers that Jesus announces

these word#n the Temple

2.2.6 motedw with the word épdw

The wordopaw connotes perception (Michaelis 1967:315-382) andissussed together
with other words from the semantic field of sigMichaelis (:347-350) shows a strong
correlation between faith and seeing. Referenégdto occurs for the first time in the Gospel
of John in v 18 of the Prologu®dpv ovdelc ewpaker mwmote) where it is used to indicate
that no one has seen God. In this regard BAGD (B¥79 notes that the use @few (in Jn
1:18) is to illustrate the ‘impossibility for motman’ to see God™.

Both words fiotedw andoépaw) occur together in Jn 1:5@mkpibn Inoodc kel elmev
a0t 0Tl €lmov coL OTL €ld0v o€ DMokaTw TAg Oukfig, ToTelelg pellw ToUTwY BYm).
Bultmann (1971:104-105) notes about this verselbstis’ knowledge is miraculous and that
‘faith based on miracle has only a relative valseatepping stone to true faith, which once
awakened will see “something greater” than suchaos’. The implication is clear — the
deeper the faith, the deeper (or the greatersémeéng Both words also occur in Jn 3:36 (
moTedWY €lc TOv LoV €xel (ony aldvior: 0 8 amelddr 16 vig obk dfetar (wny, &AL’ 1
opym tod Beod péver em’ wadtov). Here the believer has eternal life but the orfeo vis
disobedient (i.e. not believinf will not seeeternal life. Faith is thus seen as obedience
whereas unbelief is a ‘decision against God’s ®i@h’ (Bultmann 1971:166). Bultmann
(:166) also notes that Jn 3:36 confronts the (rezdlder with faith or unbelief and their

respective consequences.

%'The insights of Carter (1990) as discussed undietg8.1 — 3.2.2 of the next chapter are relevang h

30%Brown (1996:158) notes the ‘Latin tradition readisbelieves™ foramel0Gv but opts fordisobeysas that is
‘the more difficult reading’ (:158).
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Jn 4:48 also shows the simultaneous use@kiw andopaw (eimer odv 6 ‘Inoodc TPOC
adTOV: &av um onuele kol Tépate 1dmre, ov un motevonte). Here Jesus denounces ‘faith
which clings to miracles’ (Schnackenburg 1968:4688)¢ have already noted Bultmann’s
(1971:104-105) observation in this regard in thecpding paragraph. Schnackenburg
(1968:466) also points to Jn 2:23; 6:2, and 6:14lltstrate Jesus’ denouncement of faith
based on the external and the spectacular. Atahee gime Schnackenburg (:466) is also
aware of ‘a genuine faith on the basis of “sigrsfaith inspired by the believer's profounder
insight, cf. 2:11; 6:26; 12:37; 20:30'.

Jn 6:30 Einov odv adt@: Tl odv Tolelg ob onpelov, (va 1dwuer kol motedowpéy oot; ti
epyalmn;) is yet another example ofiotedw andopaw occurring in the same verse. According
to Bultmann (1971:227) this is an example of theldvavanting ‘to see in order to be able to
believe’. Over and against this in Jn 20:29 thoke Wwelieve without seeing are pronounced
as blessefl® In Jn 11:40 A¢yeL adth 6 Inoode odk €imdv oo tL & Totebong &m thy
d6tav tob Be0d;) believing will result in the vision of divine gip.

Jn 14:9 feyer adt® 0 'Inoodg T000UTW YpOvw Wed’ VLDV €lpL Kol 00K €YVWKAC L,
DLALTTE; O €WPOKAG EUE EWPIKEY TOV THTEPR” TRG OL A€yelg Oelfov Muly TOV Tatépw;) IS
the bold assertion by Jesus that to have seensim have seen God. The context of this

verse is important:

Jn 14:7-10
7 5 s ’ ’ \ \ ’ ’ N oy ’ 5\ e ’ > 8
el EyVWKOTE [E, Kol TOV TOTEPR MOV YVWOEGHE. Kol 6T EPTL yLvWokeTe adTOV Kol €wpakote odTOV.

’ ~ ’ ’ ~ ~ ~ ~ 9, ~ 5 ~ ’
Aéyer adtg) dLALTmog kpLe, S€l€ov MULY TOV TaTép, Kol Gpkel MUiv. ~ Aéyel adt® O 'Inoodc: toooltw
XPOVW HeD’ VUGV €lpl Kol o0k Eyvwkdg pe, DLALTTE, O €MPOKWG €UE EWPOKEV TOV TATEPX TAG O
Aéyeles Seifov fuiv tov Tatépe; ol motebelg BTl YO v TG Tatpl kol O Tathp Ev Guol EoTy; Ti
pNUaTe & Eyw A€Yw OPTY am éuavtod ol AaAd, 6 8¢ Tathp €V €uol Wévwy Tolel To épye adToD.

In v 7 Jesus sayst éyvwkaté pe, kal TOV TaTéPe MOU YVWOeoBe. Kal G &PTL YLVGWOKETE
adtov kol éwpakate «dtov. Knowledge and sight of Jesus is knowledge anbt si§ the
Father. Bultmann (1971:609-610) notes that:

all fellowship with Jesus loses its significancdesgs he is recognized as the one whose sole iotei#tito
reveal God, and not to be anything for himself; lhualso implies that the possibility of seeing Gisd

inherent in the fellowship with Jesus

30%Bultmann (1971:695f) offers a useful excursus 020129 — one which raises more questions thansivars
and the real reader is left with a certain degreram-resolution. The effect of it all is that &etend of the
Gospel the real reader is given the opportunitgrgage a little more with the text and to perhagduate
his/her own disposition with respect to God'’s ratien.
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In Jn 19:35Kul 0 €wpokag WeLapTUpMKEY, Kol GANOLYN adTod €0TLy T papTuple, Kol
ékelvog oldev OTL aAndf Aéyel, va kol Upelc miotedfolnte) the witness is from one who has
seen. He testifies and the testimony is so tharstmay believe (cf. Brown 1966a:936-937).
Brown (:937), taking the syntax into account speaia ‘continuation and deepening of faith

rather than a conversion’.

2.2.7 motedw with the word Becopot

In Jn 11:45motebw is used together withecopar. Although 6edopar can be used in
classical Greek to indicate a seeing which is possal (BAGD 1979:353), in the case of Jn
11:45 the idea is that what Jesus had done was ised¢ime literal sense (Louw-Nida
1989:24.14). This reinforces the incarnation as¢h@who encountér 16yoc can have a sense
experience of him. Not surprisingbyaopat is also used in Jn 1:14. It is this encounter with
the senses that leads to believing. God’s word besh revealed in human form and those
who are open to this revelation becordeve 6cod. To be quite explicit — the event of the

incarnation (Jn 1:14) has mage.dyoc and God visible.

2.3 The term&dtn

This is also a key term in the Prologue and wélldiscussed together with the teiofuw
in the next chapt&? when the thematic unity of the Prologue and thep@bis discussed.
The discussion has been postponed to that poiqtlibecause the strategic use of the term
fits in naturally with the thematic focus of Jesass the revealer of God and also with the
Merkabali®® notion of glory which would have been part of thehannine community’s

awareness.

304Cf. Point 3.2.2 of the next chapter.
30%This concept has been dealt with under point 2Section Two, Chapter three.
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2.4 The concephdyog

This concept and its derivatives occur 41 timeshie Gospel of John but only in the
Prologue is it personified. This concept has beealtdwith in some detail aboif&
Haenchen (1984:125), basing himself on the fa¢tihac appears only in Jn 1:1 and 14 and
never after that in the entire Gospel of Johnnutaihat the Prologue is an independent entity.
In the third part of the Prologue (Jn 1:14-18) thearnateidyog is identified asInood
Xprotod (In 1:17) and from then on it is not necessameter to him as th@dyog anymore
as this would have implied a reversal of the inatiam. In other word&dyoc applies only to
the being that has not yet become human. Strangely, Haenchen himself (:135) who

acknowledges this.

2.5 The word éokfvwoey

This word has been examined at length affBwehen the Biblical threads comprising the
Prologue were discussed. Since the concept doegppetidirectly in the rest the Gospel of
Johri®® it is not discussed here. There are of course idapbns of this term as Jesus
becomes the locus of God’s glory. The aspect afyghall be discussed in the next chapter

when the thematic unity of the Prologue with th&t i the Gospel of John is discussed.

2.6 Conclusion

It is clear that some of the more important termthe Prologue are embedded in the rest
of the Gospel of John thereby proving a relatignsifi unity between Prologue and Gospel.
Also clear is the fact the text matrix has beeraexied. The textual relationships are not only
retrospective, they are also prospective. Engagittythe body of the Gospel will also cause
the reader to conjure up terms already encountieréise Prologue. Bultmann (1971:13) is

correct — there is a relationship of reciprocitywsen the Prologue and Gospel. It is now

308Cf. Point 2.2 of Chapter two of Section Two abdWie concepovoyeviy is also examined in that context.
307Ct. Point 2.5 of Chapter two, Section Two above.

30831 7:2 does make reference to the feast of Shditgrdiere the noun oknromyla is used. The Hebrew
rendition of the verse uses the wertsbs.
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necessary to focus our attention on other aspdutshvdemonstrate how the Prologue sheds

light on the rest of the Gospel of John.
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Chapter three: Prologue and Gospel — The search fahematic unity

3.0 Introduction

Harris (1994:11) asserts that the ‘Johannine Jesgugaks and acts in a way that
necessitates throughout the divine origin whicldeglared in the prologue at the outset'.
Over and above what was said above about the tefinf a prologu¥®, she goes on to
discuss the meaning of the word tracing its origck to the § Century BCE. It means to
‘announce beforehand’ and ‘the statement annouripeddvance’ (:12). This notion
demonstrates a convincing link between the Prolagkthe rest of the Gospel of John, for
what is announced beforehand if not the Gospely3tbétawkin (1980:90) notes that the
‘author’s intentions and meaning invariably becomkearer once we discern the
organizational disposition of key thematic concerfise way the whole is organized often
indicates the purpose of a literary work’. The aifithis chapter is to highlight the thematic
links between the Prologue and the rest of the @ospJohn. Plainly stated, this chapter
highlights intertextual resonances among the Pr@pthe Gospel of John and other biblical
books. Just as Section one of this thesis focusedoting Rhetorical Analysis, this Section

focuses on doing Intertextuality.

3.1 The Prologue and Gospel: A thematic unity — thsights of Carter (1990)

The insights of Carter (1990) provide a usefuttstg point for an understanding of the
thematic unity between the Prologue and the Godyeth of the information has already
been touched on in the previous Section when thkchi threads comprising the Prologue
were considered but need to be mentioned hereegishtive a bearing on the unity between
the Prologue and the rest of the Gospel.

Basically Carter (1990) attempts to elucidateftivection of the Prologue and views it as
‘part of the Gospel's “cluster of sacred symbols/hich legitimates and interprets the
experiences and self-understanding of John’s contgiui35). Both Harris (1994:10-25)
and Carter (1990:35-37) examine earlier works shgiythe relationship between the

30%Ct.Point 1 in the Introductory chapter to this $eut
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Prologue and the Gospel and, as does this thegst the theories which view the Prologue

as an entity separated from the rest of the Gospdbhn. Carter (:37-43), in particular,

thematically examines the content of the Prologue also the content of the Gospel. His

findings can be summarized as follows:

Content of the Prologue

Content of the Gospel

1. The origin and destiny of theAdyoc:

being who always was. He jisvoyernc 6eoc 6 @v eig

TOV KOATOV TOD TATPOG.

2. Jesus’ role as revealer:

Adyoc has ‘rich associations of divine communicati
or revelation’ (:38). In vw. 5 and ® ¢a&¢'is a frequent
image of revelation’ (:38). The opening four versesl
the last verse of the Prologue connote the them
revelation.

3. Responses to Jestof which there are two — on|
negative in vv. 10b and 11b; and the other positive
wv. 12-13 and 14c

This emerges from Jn 1:1-4, 18. Jesus is the éterrzle as revealer, and of human response are iribedw

‘Clearly the three themes of Jesus’ origin and idgshis

(:41). The % twelve chapters of the Gospel reveal
conflict over theorigin andidentity of Jesus. For exampl
Nicodemus in chapter 3, and the Jews in Chaptensd6d
oAre confused about theidentity of Jesus. In 7:2%Ara

tobtov oldaper méBev éotiv: 6 8¢ ypLotdg Gtav Epymrol

oldelc ywdokel mobev éotiv — they knowwhere Jesus
- ggmes from but do notwhere the Christ comes from
There is confusion over hislentity and origin. In 7:30
e (E¢fitou oy abdtov mdoet), and 7:44 (e S¢ fibetov &

» abT@Y mdoat wvtév) this lack of understanding leads to
rejection. In 7:34-36 theylo not recognizeJesusdestiny
(Cntioeté pe kal oby ebproeté [uel, kal &mou elul éyw

Upelc ob SlvacBe EABElV. elmov oy ol ’TovdailoL mPOG

€ovtole TOD o0Tog MéAeL TopeleoBor  GtL Muelc oy

cbpnooper abtdv; pn elg Ty Swwomopiy teV ‘EAvwv

péAer TopedeoBol kol Sidaokely tovg “EAdnveg; tig éotiv

6 Abdyoc oltog OV eimev (nifoeté pe kol ovy ebprioeté

[uel, kol Omou elul éyo Upelg ob dlvacBe éABelv) and in
this lack of understanding their owndestiny is revealed
in 8:24 - elmov olv Uvulv OtL dmoBaveloBe év  Talc

auepTiolg DUOYT € yap ph motelonte OtL €ye) eiut,

amoBoveloBe év Talg dapTiong DUAY.

Regarding the responses to Jesus, for those wheptl
Jesus there is life cf. 3:15-18; 5:24; 6:35-51;261and
20:31. For those who do not there is death (3d@kness|
(3:21), and God's wrath (3:36). They are not fromd®ut
from the devil (8:44). ‘Response to Jesus createssanic
and social division (7.43; 9.16, 22; 16.2; 10.19;2
constituting the community’s identity’ (:41). Onlyrose
accepting and believing in Jesus know that he &
revealer.

[¢)

4. The relationship of theAéyog to other figures:

Two figures which stand out are those of John
Baptist and Moses. The Baptist is referred to in68
and 15. Like Jesus he dseotaiuévog mopd Beov. But
he is subordinate to Jesus. Heti®pwmnoc while Jesus
is ‘thelogosfrom the heavenly sphere’ (:40).

With respect to Moses, Jesus and Moses are medti
together in v. 17 but allusions to the Sinai theoph
(Ex 33 — 343" in vv. 14-17 ‘have brought Moses in
view’ (:40).

Just as in the Prologu¢he Baptist is presented in
tiseibordinate role in the Gospel (1:19-23, 27; 3:348is
witness to the Pharisees notes that Jesus is Hafarét.
mpdtéc pov v (1:30). John baptizes with water but Je
will baptize with the Holy Spirit (1:33). He rejas at the|
coming of Jesus (3:30) as one from heave#k —tod
ongpavod (3:27) He announces Jesus as the lamb of
(2:29, 36), the Son of God (1:34), and the Chris84).
oBefore him John must decreas&eivov del adEavely, éue
d¢ erartododar (3:30).
The relationship between Jesus afdses evident in the|
Prologue continues in the Gospel. In 1:45 and %A1
Moses witnesses to Jesus. Both Jesus and Mosesrh
common being rejected by the Jews (5:45-47; 718¢re
are also contrasts: 1:17 and 9:29 show Jesus ag

5US

50d

ave

bei

superior.

319Cf. point 2.4 of Section Two, Chapter two above.
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It is Carter's (1990:43) contention that the fahemes of the Prologue are interwoven
with ‘the central focus and claims of the gospeta@ning Jesus the revealer of God'. His
conclusion is that the Prologue ‘reflects and askkle the same socio-historical situation as
the Gospel’ (:43). Central to Carter’s thesis is thaim of the Prologue that Jesus is the
revealerpar excellencdcf. Carter 1990:38-50, especially p 42). By appgato the socio-
historical ‘context of a late first century conflibetween John’s community and the
synagogue’ (:43), Carter systematically goes almowing his point. His argument is
convincing. In demonstrating the awareness of tiyglied reader | have already shown the
relevance of Hellenistic Judaism and other Jewmigtual sources to the composition of the
Prologué*. Carter uses similar insights to establish theisbém ‘knowledge of divine
mysteries’ (:43) prevalent in the Johannine commyuriihe worldview of this community
included visions and journe¥}8. Carter makes reference to Jn 1:17 and notesisrreégard
‘traditions which reinterpret Moses’ ascent to $ia& an ascent to heaven to acquire
knowledge of divine mysteries’ (:44). He notes liert that such revelation of divine
mysteries ‘was not associated only with figuresha&f past. The gaining of such knowledge
by merkavah mysticism is well recognized’ (:44¥inst century CE Jewish circl&$. Carter
also appeals to the Qumran Communiti?ropensity to gain ‘such knowledge not only
from the interpretation of scripture but also fremsions and participation in the heavenly
world’ (:44).

3.2 Jesus as the exclusive revealer of God

What is crucial to the interpretation of the Pople is that these features comprise the
profile of the implied reader. What is also keythe interpretation is the ‘Prologue’s claim
that Jesus ighe authoritative revelation of God ... John is notteom to have Jesus as one
revealer amongst others, but presents him as tlyerevealer’ (Carter 1990:44). Jn 1:18 is
important in this regard6eov olbdelc €wpaker TOTOTE: povoyerTc Be0¢ 6 OV €lg TOV KOATOV

T0D Tatpog €kelvog €Emynowato. In the Hellenistic Judaism of the first centurig @n angelic

311Cf. Section Two, Chapter three, in particular tisedssion under point 3.2 and its subordinate Imepsdi
312The journeys of Jesus — metaphorical and othenaisedepicted in the relational diagram under ppiftof
Chapter one of Section Three above.

*3This has already been dealt with under point 32 Ghapter three of Section Two above.

31%This has been discussed under point 3.2.3 of Chttpe of Section Two above.
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figure would descend, communicate with the humguaré and possibly interpret a vision; or
the latter would ascend with the former to obtawetation and return to communicate this
knowledge to others (:44). In the Gospel of Jobm, IPrologue andorpus the pattern is

‘recast’ (:44). The following excerpt from Carte44-45) is illuminating:

the one who descends is not a lesser angelic lieings God (1.1-3; 10:30; 20:28); Jesus’ ascemioisto
gain revelation but follows (not precedes) his descand marks the completion of his revelatiol§].
6.62; 12.23). John's revealer is not a strangéheécheavenly realm, a ‘sightseer’ who glimpsesmadecrets
on a short visit, but is the one who has dweltalfeom the beginning (1.1-3; 17.4-5). Nor does slésing
descriptions of the heavenly world, an eschatabdietable, interpretations of past history, ocaunts of
fleeting or dazzling glimpses of divine hair or gants. Rather Jesus tlogosis the revelation (10.30; 14.9). In
replacing the ascent-descent pattern with a desseeint schema, the Prologue and Gospel radidaftytise
emphasis — a starting point of heaven not eadivjge not angelic or human figure, earth not heaagthe visited
sphere, a revealer who has intimately known and Geel, and in whom God is manifested. The Prolsg{ald
Gospel's) claim is that only in and through thisspa, Jesus the Christ, God is encountered. Resporikis
one is response to God, constituting one's presehfuture, dividing John's community and the "dlorl

What is more astounding is that in Jn 1:X&\ 6 A0yog odpE éyéveto kol €OKNVWOEV €V
MUY, kel €Beooapede Ty S08ar adtod, S0Ear (¢ Movoyevolg mapd Tatpog, TANPNG XOPLTOG
kel ainbelac) the human and the divine are unified. This veasseited in its entirety as it
contains elements of OT revelations vaknvwoer and §6tav dealt with earlier in this
thesi§™. When read together witlhowoyevod; these elements produce a rich tapestry and the
text becomes like the master in Mt 13:52 who bribgstod 6noavpod «dtod keive kol
merate. Something oldégknrwoer andéotar) and something newidroyevoic) — interpreting
prior revelation and taking it forward with the ot that Jesus is now the locus of that
revelation. Carter’s insight is very appealing iede

Reverting once again to his research (Carter #8)0ve note a ‘claim to unique and
exclusive revelation in Jesus, that no one has Geeh Jn 1:16 relativizes all other claims to
divine revelation. There is an intertextual conieethere with Ex 33:20m oxn x5 o
weny nivh 5o N> mwt). This connection is no mere spoon feeding ofrimfation to the real
reader — it will actually force him/her to make @nclusion regarding the divine origin and
identity of Jesus. Carter (:45) states the posawifollows: ‘The effect of the Prologue’s shift
of emphasis to the revealer’s heavenly origin,vstatus, pre-existence, and intimacy with
God, is to deny any validity to other claims ofetation in early Judaism’. This might sound
supersessionist and up to this point | would hax@ded such a position — but the text of Jn
1:18, read in conjunction with its intertextual oterpart in Ex 33:20, leaves no room for

political correctness. The real reader is forcedni@ke a choice. It is only then that the

31%Cf. Chapter two, Section Two above.
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accumulated grad® of Jn 1:16 can become operative. In other worissistthe condition for
the text to ‘exercise its effect’ (Iser 1978:34@rRaps it will be good to examine the verse in
its entirety:6tL ék tod TANPWHETOG cDTOD MUELG TAVTEG EARPOMEV KoL YUPLY GVTL YEPLTOG.
The wordminpduetog indicates fullness — in other words there is ndé lagt a completeness.
The lack in Ex 33:20 is the lack of the vision obds The use of the woréapfoper is
strategic. The root is used in the Prologue to indicate the humatudtito the.éyoc in Jn
1:11-12, 16. Those who have accepté&dov) the 1oyoc have receivedéfafouev) this
accumulation of grace. What is more is that th& #cthe beatific vision in Ex 33:20 is now
removed as the revealer introduced by the Prolaga&es the vision of God possible.
Consider the following verseéyeL. a0t® 6 'Inoodc' t000UTE YPOVR Ked’ LUAV €luL Kol 00K
€yvwkac pe, OIALTTE; O €WPOKWG EUE EDpoKey TOV TUTEPR: TAOG 0L A€yelc: Selfov Muiv TOV

motépe; (In 14:9). In 12:44-45 carries the same notion:

e ’ E 3 \ B Q H 3 \ 5 \ B hY [3 7’

0 TLOTELWV €LG EUE OV TLOTEVEL €L EUE AAL €LC TOV TEUYPOVTO WUE,
‘Inoolg 8¢ Expaev kol elmev:
Kol 0 Bewp@dy éje fewpel TOV TéuavTd pe

The most obvious aspect of this structure is thallgh between seeing and believing. Lee
(2010:117) notes that:

to see Jesus in this Gospel is to see God, sighéai the Johannine Father is through, and oniyuijh, the
palpable presence of the Son (12:45; 14:7-9; 17D invisible God is thus made visible in the alatine
Jesus (1:18; 5:37; 6:46), making possiblevis® Dei

Whereas Lee (:117) sees this reality mainly in wthéd thesis calls the third part of the
passage of the Prologue (in other words Jn 1:14H&ner’s (1973:75-87) syntactical study
of ‘Anarthrous Predicate Nouns’ concludes that ‘ingos has the nature dheos from Jn
1:1 — or literallyfrom the beginning

Going back to the denial of ‘validity to other cta of revelation in early Judaism’ (Carter
1990:45) based on the Prologue’s declaration afslas the ‘only revealer of God’ (:45),
Carter presents the case of ‘three other figures whre believed to have been granted
visions of God, the divine world and purposes’ J:45hese three figures are Abraham, Isaiah
and Moses. While Carter’s research will serve asstarting point, the various claims will be

tested against the more recognized commentariesti@dried and tested grammatical

%19t is important to note thajraceis not a quantitative reality that one can accuateulike points in a sporting
match. It is rather a qualitative reality that ca@ accumulated in the sense that it can be deepamed
interiorized.
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apparatus and lexica. It would appear that Car{@®90) insights have received no attention
in terms of peer review criticism. In the circunrstas insights from other scholars will be

used as and when these become relevant i.e. whgratliress the same thematic concerns.

3.2.1 Abraham

Responding to the Jewish claims of Abraham as tlairer 6 matp HuOY "APpody
¢otw) in Jn 8:39 and to the question of the statusesfidvis-a-visthe Patriarch in Jn 8:53
(UM oL pellwv €l tod matpog MUV APpaay), Jesus claims in Jn 8:56%Bpady 0 Tathp
DLV Ayodiiconto Tve 1on Ty muépav v éuny, kol eldev kal éxapn. Carter (1990:45)
notes that this ‘allies Abraham with Jesus agaitie Jews’, as well as subordinating
Abraham to Jesus by making Jesus the object ofisiens and emphasizing Jesus’ superior
position’. Carter (:45-46) goes on to elucidate whas thesis has already called the
awareness of the implied reader. Consider the Viitig statement about the superiority of

Jesus over Abraham:

But the context and content of the claim gain intgeorr explication from several late first-centurxtse
where Abraham is said to have been given a rewvelati the ‘end of times'4 Ezra3.14) and of paradise (
Bar. 4.4). Jesus’ comment shares this apocalypticeaoHatological context, but recasts the traditmthat
Jesus, not God, is the object of Abraham’s visidnis change does not deny Abraham a heavenly vision
but it emphasizes Jesus’ exalted and exclusive iroleelation to that vision as the only revelation
manifestation of God. Any claims concerning Abrahasna revealer of God are thus relativized as John
makes Abraham a witness to Jesus, the word beclesie Further, the synagogue leadership (‘the Jews’
suggests that the synagogue was well disposedctotsaditions and claims about Abraham, and thay th
were a point of contention between John’s commuaityg the synagogue. If this is so, then 8.56 giges
John’s reinterpretation of that tradition consistenth his own Christological affirmations, in resgse to
synagogue claims.

3.2.2 Isaiah

Carter (:46) appeals to Sir 48:222%80 demonstrate that Isaiah experienced a vision:

#For Hezekiah did what is pleasing to the Lord, wa steadfast in the ways of David his father, iagjb on
him by the prophet Isaiah, a great man trustwoirtHyis vision?® In his days the sun moved back; he prolonged
the life of the king* In the power of the spirit he saw the last thirtgs.comforted the mourners of Zidi he
revealed the future to the end of time, and hidtérgs long before they happened.

SlCarter (:46) incorrectly appeals to Sir 48:24-2Be Eorrect quote is from Sir. 48:22-25.
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Direct reference to glory referred to in a visisrattested to in Is 6:1-3

YIn the year of King Uzziah's death | saw the Loedted on a high and lofty throne; his train fillg
sanctuary. Above him stood seraphs, each one with six wihge:to cover its face, two to cover its feet and
two for flying:® and they were shouting these words to each othaly, holy, holy is Yahweh Sabaoth. Hijs
glory fills the whole earth.

The above translation is from the N3B The wordtrain in v 1 is translated from the Hebrew
word 5% which means the skirt of a robe (cf. BibleWorks B)e LXX rendition of the text

of Is 6:1-3 is as follows:

b kaléyéveto tod éviavtod ob dmébaver OClac 6 Proideds elbov TV kipLov kabfuevor ém Bpdvov LYmAoD Kol
emppévou kel mAfpne O olkog thc 86ENG alTod 2kal Repadiy elothkeloar kikiw adtod & TTépuyec TG €Vl
Kal €€ TTéPLYEG TG €Vl Kol TEIC UEV SUOLY KOTEKOALTTOV TO TPOOWTOV Kol Talg SLOLY KATEKAALTTOV TOUG
Tédac kel Talc Suoly émétavto Skl ékékpayov étepoc mpdc TOv érepov kol Edeyov Hyloc Eyloc dyLog klpLog
oofawd TANpNG maow T YA ThHe 86Eng adTod

Here the ternddénc is used fobw. In fact the phrasesinpne 0 oikog thic 86Eng adtov inv 1

and mAnpng maoa T YR thc 86&ng «dtod in v 3 stand in parallel fashion and insist on the
plenitude of the glory. Kanagaraj (1998:165-178%cdsses the elements of Merkavah
mysticism in Is 6 and sees Jn 12:41-42 as a referenthis (:165). In John 12:37-43 we read

of Isaiah’s vision of glory:

36 - R . - -
WeTO GAG Exete, moTEVeTE €ic TO PAG, Tve viol pwTogyévnade. tadta EdaAnocer Inoolg, kol dmeAbv ékplifn

) 5> _~. 37 - \ 5 - -~ ’ ” 5 A 5 > 1 H > _r. 38 < ’
6™ adtdv.”Tooadta 8¢ adtod onueia memolnkdtog éumpooder adtdr ok émiotevor el adtov,™lva 6 Adyog
"Hootov oD mpodntov TANpwAR Ov elmer: klple, Ti¢ éMLoTevoer TH dkof) MUAV; kal 6 Ppoyiwy kuplov Tivi
s Jin39e v o , o 7 o , - 1 a A0 A \
omekoAUON; oL ToDTo oLk NOLVVTO TLOTEVELY, OTL ALY elmev 'Hoolag ™ teTiPAwKeY aTOVY TOLG 0hOrALOVS
Kl €Tpwoer adt@y v kapdiay, lva un 1dwoly tolg 6pBaAuolc kal vonowoly Tf kepdly kal otpadpdoLy,
N oy 5 r 41~ £ “ o £ Y 7 ) a \ 2 \ o~ 42 ’
kel Leoopat adtolc.” tadte elmev 'Hoalag OtL eldev thy 60Eav adtod, kel éAdAnoer mepl adtod. Ouwe pévtol
Kal €K TOV apxOvtwv ToAlol émiotevoor eic altov, GAAL Ouk tolg Papioaiovg oly WWoAdyovy Tve um
43 - - , Ao o 44 -
GTOCLVAYWYOL YEVOVTEL  Myammooy yip THY 80Eav tdv Grfpwmwy uailov fitep v 86Eav tod Beod.” Incoidg
> 45 ~
o¢ ékpofev kol elmer: O MoTEDWY €lc éue 00 TLOTEVEL €lg éue QAL €lg TOV TéRPavrta pe, Kol 6 Bewpdy €ue
Bewpel tov méulartd pe*%yod ¢dc el tov kdopov EAFALB, (ve Tac 6 MoTelwy elc &k év TR okotle pA
,
petvn.

It is clear from the context that the pronaunod in v. 41 refers to Jesus. Also interesting in
these verses is the concentration of keywords whale been referred to in the preceding
chapter of this Section. These words have beereshadhe table above.

Using the same logic that he used in demonstratiag Abraham saw Jesus’ day, Carter
(1990:46) claims that the vision of God’s glorylin6:3 is in fact a vision of Jesus’ glory. He

refers to Jn 12:41 in intratextual relationshiphadh 1:14 to back up this claim. The effect of

318Thanks to BibleWorks 6.
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this is that the glory of God is in fact the glafyJesus. The wordbéw in its various forms
appears 19 times in Gospel of John. Closely reltateatis word is the wor@ota(w meaning
inter alia, to praisehonor, glorify, andmagnify(BAGD 1979:204). Nielsen (2010:346) notes
that the Hebrew worda> forms the background ‘for the concept of glory’ apebvides
interesting details on how the ‘semantic value4¢Bof the term evolved (:345:34%
Wisely he notes that ‘it is one thing to reconstrtlte semantic potential of the term
doka/dotalewv but quite another to define their meaning in accete context’ (:347).

‘The nounddte occurs 19 times in the Gospel’ (Nielsen 2010:38%)nsidering botlaotx
andéotaw we have a combined list of Jn 1:14 (*2); Jn 2.11;5:41; Jn 5:44 (*2); Jn 7:18
(*2); In 7:39; Jn 8:50; Jn 8:54; Jn 9:24; Jn 11r11:40; Jn 12:16; Jn 12:23; Jn 12:28; Jn
12:41; Jn 12:43 (*2); In 13:31; Jn 13:32; Jn 14X8;15:8; Jn 16:14; Jn 17:1; Jn 17:4; Jn
17:5;Jn 17:10; In 17:22; In 17:24; and Jn 21:bik gffers us an opportunity to examine the
use of these important terms in the Gospel of JGinhese various instances, | wish to draw

attention to the following verses:

e Jn 1:14—-Kal 6 Adyoc 00pE €yéveto kol €OKNVWoey &V MULY, kol €Oeooouebo Thy
86y adtod, 80kmy w¢ povoyevodg mapk TaTPOg, TANENG X&PLTOC Kol dAndelec. Here
the glory is qualified as the glory gévoyevodc mapa matpdc. This glory is seen by a
physical operation of the eyes but in such a whgt'ta supernatural impression is
gained’ (BAGD 1979:353). This meaning is appliededily to Jn 1:14 by BAGD
(:353). This glory is seen by believers — by thad® becomeékva 6ecov (IJn 1:12).
Schnackenburg (1968:270) sees the descriptiaidéaf in this verse as the first hand
witness of the evangelist as a believer. In thisseehe likens this verse to 1 Jn 1:1-3.
He also describe&do not so much as the ‘propreity of all heavenly being270)
which it often is, but a&otav w¢ povoyevoig mape Tatpds wherewe ‘defines the glory
precisely and indicates its exact nature’. In he&satiption ofd6éx in this verse
Bultmann (1971:63) detects a ‘paradox which rumeugh the whole gospel: tfeétn

is not to be seealongsidetheaodpt, northroughtheoapé as through a window; it is to
be seen in thexpé and nowhere else’. This is the beauty of the irmi@on. Those who

have not fully accepted the consequences of therniation will fail to see this beauty.

#%ielsen (2010:348-364) examines the concept ofyghwithin the narrative scheme of the Gospel by
appealing to Classical Greek notions of narrative jplot, and shows that ‘on the basis of this riesesstructure

it is possible to detect how John incorporatesraditional meaning o¥6ta/oZalerv into his narrative, thereby
constructing a specific Johannine understandirtgeterms’ (:354).
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Over and against the non-acceptance of the indam&chnackenburg (1968:336)
notes that ‘John takes the Incarnation so seriotly the veil of thesapt is never

removed’.

e In Jn 2:11, we note that Jesus revealed his glory and thaptiés believed in him
(Tadtny €moinoev apyny tov onuelwv 6 ‘Inoodg év Koave thc Fodtdalog kol
¢bavépwoer Ty 86Eav altod, kol émiotevoav i adTtov ol pedntal «dtod). The
intertextual connections with the Prologue are entdhrough the words in bold print.
Also noteworthy here is that the glory referredigoJesus’ own glorytfy 86tav
avtov). Schnackenburg (1968:336) explains the factdabtat ‘is manifested in different
ways in Christ's pre-existence, in his incarnatéord in his glorification’. It is in this
context that he makes the statement about theuseegs with which John takes the

incarnation referred to in the preceding paragraph.

e InJn 11:4the glory of God will be manifest and throughhétglory of the Son will
be showndkoloac 6¢ 6 ‘Inoodg elmev: adtn N aobéveln odk €0ty MPOS Bovatov GAA’
umep Thg 60ENc Tod Beod, Tva d0Exadf) 6 LLog ToD Beod 61 wdThc). In IJn 11:40 the glory
of God is again referred taéfer «dtfy 6 'Inoodc: olk elméy coi OTL édv mioTelong
oym T 86kav tod Beod;). Reading these verses in context one becomes dhatr the
glory of God is at the same time the glory of Jesugact in this instance the glory of
God is made manifest so that the glory of Jesukidmeiseen. This much is clear from
thetve clause in Jn 11:4. The reciprocal nature of thatimnship between Jesus and
the Father now becomes evident. As noted undet Bd2nabove, to see Jesus is to see
God. Now the glory of God is revealed so that tleeygof Jesus may also be seen. In
Jn 11:46ovatov is contrasted witheiic 60&mg tod 6eod through the use of the
contrasting conjunctioaiie. The glory of God is therefore equated with liB¥own
(1966:431) notes that the miracle of raising Lagdrom the dead ‘wilglorify Jesus,
not so much in the sense that people will admiemd praise him, but in the sense that
it will lead to his death, which is a stage in gisrification’. Interestingly the key term
mLotevone occurs in the context of the teddExr in Jn 11:40. This key term has been
discussed in the previous chapter of this Sectlearly the necessity of faith is
indicated and the ubiquitous implied reader witlak the central term of the Prologue

and also the very reason for the writing of the fi&bf John recorded in Jn 20:31
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(todter ¢ yeypamtar Tve mioted[olnte OtL Incolg €oTLv O xpLOTOC O ULLOC TOD Beod,

kol Tvee motebovtec{wny éxmre €v 16 OvopatL adTod).

e Jn 13:31-32can be illustrated as follows:

—— 7 e~ o 7
vV €dofaobn 0 ulog tod arbpwmov
\ e 1 3 ’ 3 2 -~
3 - Kol 0 Beog €50Eaabn ISV O
27, 0 Sra ’ > = ¢
Ote ovv €EfABer, Aeyel Inooic
2 e 1 3 ’ 3 2 -~
32[EL 0 Be0g €dofaabn eV aT®,]
\ e 1 ’ 3 \ 3 3 ~
kol 0 Beog dofaoel wLTOV &V aUTQ,
Kol €0OUC doEmoeL oLTOV.

An interesting feature of the table is that all therbs are forms ofofa(w. The
insistence on glorification is intense. The us¢hefpronouns could create confusion to
those notau fait with Greek syntax. In the table above the shadedisveefer to the
Son while the words in bold print refer to the FathNVhereas in Jn 11:4, God'’s glory
was so that Jesus’ glory could be made manifesg the Son is glorified and in him
the Father is also glorified. Caird (1968-9:265)s0of Jn 13:31 that

much has been written on the glory and the glaifan of Christ in the Fourth Gospel, but
grammars, dictionaries, commentaries and monograghstrangely inadequate, or even silent, on
the kindred theme of the glory of God'.

Caird (:268) also notes thatalw appears twice in the passive form in the verse and
makes the common sense observation that we ofgamdective verbs as action done
by the subject and passive verbs as action dort@etcsubject. This for him ‘is a
grotesque over-simplification’ (:268). Among thenge of possibilities he notes
‘permissive or causive passives, in which the actdone to the subject by another
agent, but permitted or caused by the subject’9).2@/ith this in mind he reads the
verse as ‘[nJow the Son of Man has been endowed glitry, and God has revealed his
glory in him’ (:271). This for him ‘allows the prepition ¢v its natural local sense’
(:271). This syntactical approach sounds good herietis another possibility. Over and
above Caird’s assertion there is a possibilitiofhaving a causal significance (cf.
BDF 8219) indicating that God is glorifiegtirough Jesus. This is the reading of the
verse given by BAGD (1979:204). To quote directiyne whole life of Jesus is
depicted as a glorifying of the Son by the Fatle3:54; 12:28; 13:31; 17:1, 4 ... and, at
the same time, of the Father by the Son: 13:31ft3;417:1’. But it is not necessary to
make too fine a distinction in this regard — swdfit to note that ‘the glory of Jesus is

the glory of God himself. Where Jesus is actived @oalso at work, and where Jesus
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manifests his glory the glory of God is also se@aird 1968-9:272). In v. 32b God
will glorify Jesus in God's self. In other wordsthdhe Father and the Son are agents
of divine glory. The grammatical apparatus showhimgt which leads one to disagree
with Caird. BAGD (1979:204) merely offers anotharspibility of reading the verse.
Attentiveness to these kinds of nuances certaifftyds a richer engagement with the
text. While not necessarily disambiguatiffgthe issue, it promotes response from the

reader and this is what engagement with the teadt ebout.

e Jn 14:13-kal 6 TL Qv altionte €V T¢) OVOpaTl WLovu ToDTO ToLNow, (o SoEmabf) O
Toathp €v T vig. According to BAGD (1979:204) the reference ighe glorifying ‘of
the Father by the Son’. This is through what the &oes. Here the subjunctite& oo

is employed. Théve clause shows purpose (:377) — in this case theoperpf the
work Jesus will dotouiow). Vanni (2002:127-138) provides a useful synthesithe
importance of the works of Jesus in implementirg whll of God. In Jn 17:4 it is by
the work that Jesus has done that the Fatheriigigth This is made explicit in Jn 17:4
— &YW oe €d0fuon €mL TRAC YAC TO €pyor Tedelwong O SEdwKag WoL v TOLHow.
Interestingly, the Son glorifies the Father by therk given him by the Father. The
termive mowow indicates that the purpose of the giving of thekitto the Son was that
the Father should be glorifie@cieiwong in IJn 17:4 is an aorist active participle of the
verb teleldw meaning to complete an activity, complete, bring to an efidish,
accomplish This is the meaning BAGD (1979:809) assignshe word as used in Jn
17:4. By attaining the goal of the work given him the Father, the Son glorifies the
Father. This calls to mind the declaration madddsus on the cross cf. Jn 19:34e
olv érafer 10 0fog [0] Inoolc elmer: Tetédeotal, Kal KALVaG THY KepaAy Tapedwkey

10 mrebue. Tetédeotar is the perfect passive ofiéw. What Brown (1966:431) noted
above about the coincidence of death and glorificafcf. the discussion of Jn 11:4

above) is relevant here.

e Jn 15:8—¢v toltw €60Enabn O TatNp WO, v kapmOv TOALY dépnte Kol yévnode
épol pabntei. This verse offers an astounding insight and suppitré claim made

abové?! that the Prologue has amthropologicalrather than aheo-logicalcentre. In

320 Thjs is a term used by Phillips (2006:22). It vii#t used again in this chapter under Point 3.3selo
321 Cf. Point 4.1 of Chapter four of Section One above
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Jn 15:8 theev has causal significance. It is ‘because of (Zekw001 §119; cf.

Zerwick 1996:332) the fruit borne by the discipteat the Father is glorified. Whilst
the real reader may be surprised by this astoundiaign, the implied reader will
remember the centre of the Prologue that those vatieve will become children of
God. This reader will not be surprised that theseo 6cod (Jn 1:12) will be able to
imitate the Son. Of this verse Bultmann (1971:588jes that Jesus’ glorification
‘which seems to separate him from his own, in fagtes him with them; for through
their faith he is glorified'.

e Jn 17:1 also shows the reciprocal glorifying of the Fatlaerd the SonTubta
eranoer ‘Inoodc kol €mopeg Toug 0pOmAuolLE adTod €ig TOV 0DpavOv €lmer: matep,
EANALBer 1) ddpar 80EwodV cov TOV LoV, v O viog dofxoy o). Here thélva clause
with the subjunctivesoteon indicates that the glorifying of the Father by tBen is
dependent on the Father’s glorifying the Son. leotwords in this verse the action of
glorifying is totally dependent on the Father. Bwdinn (1971:491) states the position as
follows: ‘The final aim is the Father&¢tx, which that of the Son has to serve; but

similarly the Father'sota can only be realized when the Son recebéés’.

e Jn 17:5harks back to the beginningkest viv 86Eacov pe ob, Tatep, Tapd CEXUTE

TH 60&n 1 elxov mpo tob TOV Koopov elval Tapk oot. Jesus prays that he be glorified
with the glory he had in the presence of the Fattefore the world existed. The
imperative §6txoov indicates the urgent longing of the Son for thison with the
Father. This urgency is emphasized by the use eftemporal particletv. Reading
this with Jn 17:1 it becomes clear that the glsrinked to the hour. Significant here is
that the hour has come and as indicated by theegéiuder, this is valid for all
time. The hour is the hour of the glory of the Sdhe very same temporal indication
(eEAMAveer M oSpe) occurs in both Jn 17:1 and 12:23. In Jn 7:30&A0 it is clear that
the hour indicates the passion of Jesus. Therawarerous other instances where this
is indicated e.g. Jn 12:27; 13:1; 16:4; 16:32 and..1Brown (1966a:754) sees in this
petition for glory a link with Pr 8:23 where Wisdosgxisted before the earth was
created.

222



Jn 17:20-26

00 mepltoltwr 8 €PWTA WOVOV, GAAX kol Tepl TAV TLoTevdvtwy S 10D Adyou altdr elg €U,
2y mdvtec Qv Gow, kaboe o0, ThTep, v ol kdy® ¢v ool, Tva kel adtol év v dowv, Tve 6
kOopog TLoTeln OTL 00 pe GTEoTELANG. 22 Kayw Tty 86k Mv 8édwkdc pol Sédwka alTolg, ver KoLy
 kaboe fueic & 22 &yd & abtoic kal ob &v Guol, Tva Gow teteretwpévol el v, Tva ywdoky 6
kbopoc dtL o0 pe dméoteldac kol Rydmmone adtobe kaBoe dut Aydmmooc. 2% Tldtep, d 6édwkde pot,
BéAw Tva Gmou elul éyw kdkelvol oy pet’ éuod, tva Bewpdoly v 86kmy thy éuiy, Hv 6é6wkdg oL
8L Aydmmodc pe mpd ketePorfic kéopov. 2 mhtep Sikate, kol O KOOpOC O€ 00K Eyvw, Eyd 8¢ oc
Lyvav, kol obtol dyvwony dti ol pe dméotethac 2® kol éyvdiplon abtolc tO Svoud cou kol yrwplow,
N N

v 1) dyem N fyammodg pe év adtolc 1) kdyw é&v adtolg.

These verses make it clear that those believirthe Son have also been given the

same glory that the Son has received from the Faihe the purpose of this glory is
that these believers may be oneiyw ty 86Ear v dédwkag poL dédwke adTolg, tva

dow v kabwg Mueig év (Jn 17:22). The use of the perfect terigéufcac andsedwko)

shows the lasting quality of this glory. This glasythe means by which believers can
share in eternity. In v 24 it is clear that to biéghwlesus is to see the glory. Interestingly
the word translatethey may seandicates more than a mere physical act of sedihg.

wordfewpéw indicatesnter alia ‘the spiritual perception of the one sent by Gatich

is poss. gic) only to the believer’ (BAGD 1979:360). This isetimeaning specifically

assigned by BAGD to Jn 17:24. The perception of $loa is also possible for the

believer. This is one of the benefits of betégya 6cod (In 1:12).

on the

On
experience on Mt. Sinai is ‘brought into view in14:18 by linguistic and thematic
similarities to Exodus 33-34’. Based on insightsRilgaard (1999), Hanson (1977), Evans
(1993), Beasley-Murray (1987), Hooker (1975), Brof#866), and Boismard (1957) | have

This then will be what the implied reader will umskand on reading Jn 1:14. Its
intratextual counterparts will be borne in mind wa#l its intertextual counterparts both
thematic and linguistic. The more the real readalodues with the implied reader, the more

fruitful

will be his/her engagement with the Praleg This will consequently shed more light
rest of Gospel of John for her/him.

Moses

the relationship between Jesus and Moses, rCd®90:46) observes that Moses’
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made the same observation ab%eCarter (:46) points to the explicit referenceMoses in
Jn 1:17 and, reading it in the context of Jn 118 ho one except Jesus has ever seen God,
concludes that these verses ‘seem to indicate Joteyative response to the traditions and
claims that Moses had ascended into heaven on &insee God'. He concludes with a
contention that Moses had a ‘a brief glimpse noGofl, but of the heavenlpgoswho has
become flesh in Jesus the Christ, in a more permaaad widely accessible revelation of
God’ (:46).

In his treatment of Jesus and Moses as ‘[a]gefrtseoLord’ Evans (1993:135-145) offers
useful comparative insights giving a possible ‘pégen for the evangelist's Christology’
(:135). Furthermore according to Evans (:135-136):

Moses tradition, particularly that concerned wlik signs and wilderness wanderings, has been gt
use throughout the Fourth Gospel. In the final fiegses of the Prologue (1.14-18) comparison isemad
between Jesus and the revered Lawgiver. Wheredsathethe Sinai Covenant, was given to Israel tgrou
Moses, grace and truth (probably meant to recall'ghace and truth’ of which God spoke when he @dss
before Moses in Exod. 34.6; cf. Jn 1.18) have beade available to all through Jesus Christ (cfl.1i6-
17). The Prologue’s allusions to Moses, in effeegome introductory to the many other comparisoas/d
elsewhere.

At this point it will be useful to examine sometbhé references to Moses in the Gospel of
John so that the tone set by the Prologue coutddme clear. References occur in Jn 1:17; Jn
1:45; Jn 3:14; In 5:45; In 5:46; IJn 6:32; In 7A09:22; In 7:23; In 8:5; Jn 9:28 and Jn 9:29.

e Jn1:17
0TL 0 VOO SLoe Mwioéwc £600,
M XopLG kol M GAnOeLa du 'Inood Xprotod &yéveto.

The Hebrew translatidf? of this verse reads as follows:

ANEY MURT U Pnn ARRY oM W MM TIRT D

Of interest here is the Hebrew term representingipic kel 1 aAnfeire. This term
only serve to deepen our understanding of what ithelied reader would have
understood by it. The stringy 7on occurs in the following texts: Gn 24:49; Gn 47:29;
Ex 34:6; Jos 2:14; 2 Sam 2:6; 2 Sam 15:20; Ps 2P4®1:8 (Ps 60:8 in the LXX); Ps

322 Cf. Point 2.4.2 of Section Two, Chapter two above.
323 BibleWorks 6 provides the Hebrew version of the. NT
324 Cf. Point 2.4.2 of Section Two, Chapter two above.
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85:11; Ps 86:15; Ps 89:15; Pr 3:3; and Pr 20:28120ing these verses with the LXX
one notes a few variations in the translationshéspect tony, with the exception of
Gn 24:49 wheréwkarootvny is used and Pr 3:3 wherdotelc is used, in all other
cases the word is translated dnoewe. With respect taor three exceptions need to be
noted. These are Gn 47:29, Pr 3:3, and Pr 20:28exhenuocivn is used. All other
cases make use of the wdrdoc. Both words however express the similar notion of
justice, mercy and trust, mercy and kindness tondexlyand most commonly asercy
and truth The qualities associated by the term are integesiAccording to BDB

.....

needy and miserable), mercy, and lovely appeardhakso denotes lovingkindness:
a. in redemption from enemies and troublegen should trust in it; rejoice in it; hope inbt in
preservation of life from deatls. in quickening of spiritual lifed. in redemption from sinein
keeping the covenant8339).
Used of God, the word denotdsvingkindnessn condescending to the needs of his
creatures. He iswon their goodnessfavour (:339). When=on is grouped with the
attribute my the following significance is connote#indness(lovingkindnesp and

fidelity. The

Kindnessof God isa. abundant b. great in extentit is kept for thousands, ... it is great as the
heavens; the earth is full of it. everlasting d. good 4. pl. mercies deeds of kindnesghe historic
displays of loving kindness to Israel: shewn toobacbut mostly late; promised in the Davidic
covenant’ (:339).

This then is ‘covenant language’ (Meynet 2009:26%) demonstrates God’s undying
steadfast love and fidelity. Meynet (:195) notee tlifficulties associated with the
translation ofmaxy <or and cites a variety of different renditions. Heoafpeaks of
‘using different noun pairs within the same tratistaaccording to the context’ (:195).
Prévost (1997:42) notes that the fundamental meamh son ‘is loyalty and
faithfulness to a covenant’. Among other meaninggppsed by Prévost (:42) are love,

grace, goodness and loving kindness. Whereas wWasks connote an

emotional aspect ... we must not lose sight of thecoete meaning of the term as the act of
faithfulness to a covenant that derives from aasitun of solidarity between the one who is faithful
and the recipient of the faithfulness (:42).

The termmy =on thus becomes a relational concept defining thedbora covenant

relationship. More to the point is that this is witecame through Jesus Christ (Jn

32°Another useful source of information on these teistBCH (1996:277-281).
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1:17). His characteristics in the rest of the Gosple John demonstrate the full
significance of this ‘covenant language’ (Meyne02269).

Jn 1:17 is interesting in that it marks thetfasd only mention ofincot¢ Xpuotog
in the passage under study. As Schnackenburg @®&Bwould have it, Jesus Christ is
mentioned ‘without previous introduction’. Harri$994:89) refers to ‘a new figure,
Jesus Christ, who represents the historical ideofithe Logos-Son of the prologue’.
The text flows as if the implied reader would natlyr identify 6 Adyoc, t0 dd¢, and
wovoyevng Beoc with Jesus Christ. While the wokbiotoc appears several times in the
Gospel (inJn 1:17, 1:20, 1:25, 1:41, 3:28, 4:28947:26, 7:27, 7:31, 7:41, 7:42, 9:22,
10:24, 11:27, 12:34, 17:3, and 20:31), apart franil:l7, the stringinoodc Xpiotog
appears only in Jn 17:3uttn &€ €otwv M alwviog (omf v YLwOOKwoLY o€ TOV WOvov
GANBWOY Beov kol ov améotelrag Inoodv Xpiotév. There is clearly an intertextual
connection between the Prologue and Jn 17:3 asaitedi by the words in bold print.
Although not used as a string, certain key word3nr20:31 also show resonance with
Jn 1:17 Coadta 6¢ yéypantal, v motevonte 0tL ‘Incodg éotiv 6 xpLotdg 6 viog Tod
BecoD, kol Tva motelovteg (omy émre év T Ovopatt adtod). These words are

indicated in bold print in the quotation abd¥e

e Jn 1:45 -ebploker @irmmog tov NebBavand kol Aéyer adty, “Ov éypajer Mwiofig

&v 1@ vopw kol ol mpodfitar evpnkaper, Inoodv viov tod Twond Tov 4md Nalapért.
Brown (1966:86) proposes that this ‘is probablyemeyal statement that Jesus is the
fulfillment of the whole OT’ and makes an interteat allusion with Lk 24:27 ki
apfapevoc amo0 Mwloéwe kol GO TAVTwYy TOV TPodNTdY Slepunvevcer altolg év
Tooole talg ypadalc t& mepl €xvtod) to back his claim. Brown (:86) gives intertextual
evidence linking Jesus to “one described in thesdo Law™ with Dt 18:15-18 but
notes the difficulty in identifying the “one dedoed by the prophets™. He appeals to
references to the Son of Man in Dn 7:13 and ElifaMal 3:23. Let us examine these

verses referred to by Brown (:86):

326 The significance of the twofold use of the termreiw ought not to be lost.
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; 15 = = . -
Dt 18:15-18 ™ mpodpntny &k TOV GSeAPOV 00V WG €uE GVaoTHoEL ool kUpLog 6 Bedc oov ahTod
1 ’ ’ ~ ~ - ’ ~

GKoloeoBe ~ kate TavTe G0 HTNOW Tapk Kupiou ToD Beod cov év XwpmP TH MU€py TG €KkAnolog
Aéyovteg o0 mpooBnoouer dkodowl TV dwriy kuplou tod Beod MUOY kol TO mOp 1O Péya TodTo OVK
. y o aev vy, 17 . , . sy ., 18 ,
OYopebo €TL OUGE PN amoOdVWUEY ~ Kl €LTEV KUPLOG TPOG He OpBQG TavTe 000 €AdANCay — TpodnTny
Graotow adTolg €k TAV GSeAPAV adTdr (domep ot kol dWow TO PAKE KoL €V T} oTouaTL ahToD Kol
AaAnoel adtolc kaBdtL dv évtellwpot adTe

Apart from the reference to Moses in Lk 24:27 ititertextuality is not direct. It is
nonetheless very present and it testifies to tfereaces to Jesus in the OT. The raising
of a prophet from among the Israelites resonatéls thie Prologue’s assertion that he
came into his own (Jn 1:11). The giving of the gipeby God (the Hebrew uses the
term =27 nnp) is consistent with Jesus’ claim in Jn 7:d@kpifn olv adtolg [0]
‘Inoodg kal elmev, H un Sudoyn o0k €0TLY &un aAid oD TEUParTtoc ue.

Combining the texts from Deuteronomy and Malaghl (1600 €yw amootéldlw LUy

327 \ve have

HAwav tov OeoBltny mply €Oy Muépar KupLou ThY HeYoAny Kol €miduri)
the appealing proposition of ‘Jesus as the ProliketMoses and Elijah — the two great
representatives of the Law and the prophets’ (Bro¥®66:86). Schnackenburg
(1968:315) also considetev éypafer Mwiofig év t¢) vouw kol ol mpodftal to be ‘a

formula which embraces the whole scripture of th€.O'here is an interesting

intertextual resonance here with AA 3:22-26. The: g as follows:

22 o v - o o A o o o iaam A
Mowiofic pev eimer ot Ilpodntny LMLV avaoTtnoeL KUPLOG O O€0C LUAV €k TV deADDY VUGV WG

qués adrod droloeoBe katd Tdvte Soo By AuAfion Tpdc buec. > Eotal 8¢ maow Yyl Atic éw i
drobon Tod TpodhTov ékelvou EEoredpevBricetar ék ToD Awod. 2t kol mhvtec 8¢ ol mpodfitar &md
Yoo kol TRV kabeEfic BooL EdaAnoav kel kathyyelAay Thc Muépag taldtoc. UUelg €ote ol uiol
TV TPodNTAV kel Thg SLednkng g SLéBeto 6 Bedg mPoOg Tolg TaTépag LUAY Aéywy mpog "APpadu, Kal
& 1¢ oméppatl cov [évlevdoyndrioovtal TaooL ol TeTpLal TAG YAC. Luly mp@dtov dvaothong 6 Bedg
Tov Tldo adTod améoTeLAer alTOV €DAOYODVTH VUAS €V TG) GTOOTPEPELY €KaOTOV &TO TGOV TovmpLdv
VUGV,

This is Peter’s testimony about Jesus. It is regeng that the phraseiov tod
Twond is used as a description of Jesus in Jn 1:45. ifh&dso the case in Jn 6:42
where the phraséncoic 6 viog Twong is used. Schnackenburg (:315) passes this off as
not having any special significance but the degignaiov tod Twond as indicated in
1:45 could have a special significance. Where#&s48, the designation is a response to
Jesus’ claim of heavenly origin, in 1:45 there esamtithetical intention and no hint of
opposition. Is there a reason then for the uséisfterm? Seeing that this has to do

with a comparison with Moses, is there perhapsrtextual link withyevopevor vmo

327 The LXX lists this verse as Mal 3:22. The Hebrexttists it as 3:23.
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vopov in Gal 4:4? Considering the context of this vevee Gal 4:4-7, | would not

discount it;

e \ 3 \ / ~ ’ 3 ’ € \ \ 35 B ~ 3 3
0te 06 NABev t0 TANPWUK TOD Ypovou, eEumeCTELAEY O BeOC TOV ULOV abTOD, YEVOUEVOVEK
yuvaikée, yevduevovdmd véuov, ° fve tode MO véuovéEayopdon, tve Thy vioBesiov
) ’ 6 e, J) ¢ ) ’ ¢ \ \ ~ ~ ¢~ 5 ~ ) \
A TOAXPWUEY. OtL &€ €ote viol, efomeotelAery o Beog t0 mredpe tod vloD ovTOD €lg TOC

’ €A ~ ¢ , 7 o 5> ) ~ 3 \ (W3 ) \ (W \
kopolog MUAOY Kpalov: affo 0 motnp. © Wote oLkeTL €l dodAoc adio vLOg €l &€ vLOG, Kol
kAnpovopog i Beod.

Whereas the highlighted words show linguistic itgetual connections with the
Prologue, the words in bold print connote thea of tékva 6eod (IJn 1:123% This is
God’'s own initiative — cf.dux Oeov in Gal 4:7 andoi olk € alpatwy ovde €k
BeAnuatog oopkog 008E €k BeAnuatoc ardpoc &AL’ é Beod €yevvn@noay in Jn 1:13.
Also interesting is the appearance of the faptin Gal 4:5%°. Those who did receive

Ad0yoc are likened to those receiving adoption — they brex@kve 6eov.

e Jn 5:45-47
“OM1 okelte OTL &y® KaTNyopnHow LGV TPOG TOV TaTépe
€0t O KoTNYopGY LPGV Muwiofig, elc Ov uelg NATikarte.
46 2 A s , P 3 , Ny g
el yop ématedere Mwioel, emotedete dv ol
Tepl yip éuod exkelvog éypafev.
Tei b Tol¢ &kelvov ypappaoLy o) TLoTeleTE,
TG T0l¢ éuolc PriwaoLy moreloere;

Whereas the mention of Moses is made only inr48w46, the pronourkelvouv
sustains the reference to him in v 47. Schnackenifi®80:128-129) also treats Jn
5:45-47 as a single unit. In the text box abover#ferences to Moses are in red print
and different forms of the key termotedw occur in black, bold print. Another
intertextual connection with the Prologue is themtepoc tov matépe in v 45. The
intertextual connection with the Prologue is thusorsy. Verse 46 — the central
bimember segment of the piece is the key to thitug unit. It comprises a chiastic
construction (a/b/b'/a’):

3287 non literal type of intertextuality has been dissed under point 1.2 of Section Two, Chapter toeea
329 Cf. point 3.1.1 under Section Three, Chapter tivove where the prominence of this root in the Ryois
discussed.
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a el yop émotetete Mwioel,
b émotelete Qv &uol

b’ Tepl yop éuod

a’ ékelvog Eypoev.

This is an utterance of Jesus and the proclamatiabout him as indicated by cognates
of the first person personal pronoéys in b and b’. Of this verse Schnackenburg
(:129) notes: ‘Moses witnesses to Jesus throughwhigngs; in them he wrote of
Jesus’. The implication is quite clear — if they mmt believe Jesus, it is an indication
that they do not believe Moses. This is a serimgictment. Schnackenburg (:129)
notes further that the ‘juxtaposition of the “wnigis” of Moses and the “words” of Jesus
strengthens the testimony: what is written, beirgd, is easier to comprehend than the
spoken word’ — and what is written is written abdasus. Verse 47 is quite telling:

d¢ TOlg €KELVOL YPOUUKOLY 00 TLOTEVETE, TKOC TOLC EUOLE PNUOOLY  TLOTEVOETE.
Curiously Schnackenburg (:129) links Jn 5:45-4hwit 1:17 and Jn 1:45 which have
been dealt with above. The link is precisely in thet that ‘Moses is a witness for
Jesus’ (1968:277). In his comment on these veB®syn (1966:229) notes that these
words ‘attack “the Jews” on their most sensitivenpoThey justify their refusal to
believe in Jesus in the name of their loyalty toskl (ix 29), and yet Moses will

condemn them for their refusal to believe’.

e Jn 7:15-24

15 ¢0obpagor odv ol TovdaloL Aéyovtec: @G 0DTOC YPAULOTE OLSEV WY pepobnkde; = dmekpldn oby
5 ~ 1 5 ~ \ ) IR \ 5 P ) \ ~ ’ ’ 175/ ’ \
oUTolc [0] Inoolc kol €lmer: 1 €ur SLdwyT OUK €0TLY €un aAid ToD MERPoVTOC He* ~ €ov TLC BEAn TO
Béanuo adTod ToLEly, yvwoetal Tepl ThC SLdaxfic moTepor €k Tod Beod €Ty 1) éyw & éuautod
~ 18¢ 3 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
AeA®. °6 b’ Exvtod AaAdv thy 86fav T Ldlav (ntelr 6 8¢ (MTdv Tty 86fav Tod Téuartog adTov
= 3 ;o v ’ 5 5 A 5 5 19 o P ’ LI \ 7 . \
outog aAndng €otiy Kol adikio €v abT® ovk €otwy. — O0 Mwiofig dedwker ULPIVv TOV Vvopov; Kol
~ ~ ~ ~ 20 ’ ’
o0delg € U@V moLel tov vopov. Tl pe (nrelte amoktelval; “ Gmekpldn 6 OyAog SaLudviov €xelg Tig
~ ~ 21 ’ 5 ~ > ~ \ ’
oe (ntel &moktetlval;  amekpin Inoodg kol elmer avtolc: €v €pyov émoinow kol Tovteg Baupalete.
22 \ ~ o o ’ ¢~ \ ’, 5 o 5 ~ o 2 ) \ > s ~
6w todto Mwiofig 6edwker LWLV TNV Tepltouny- ovy OtL €k ToD Mwioewg €oTtly oAl €k TV
’ 23 ’
Totépwy- kol €V oafPatw TepLTéLveTe dvbpwmor. ““el TepLtouny AapPaver drvfpwmoc év coPfaty Tra
\ Sy ) PR P ” P s P24 ,
un AvBf 0 vopoc Mwio€ewg, €uoL yoAdte OTL OAoV avBpwmov UYL €moinon €v ooffutw; ~ un Kplvete
ket BYLy, GAAL THY Sikalow kplowv kplvete.

Schnackenburg (1980:129-135) treats these varsesdiately after his comments

on Jn 5:45-47 and supplies literary reasons for titaasposition (;130-13%.

#30%This transposition will be discussed under poigtef.the General Conclusion of this thesis whistocation
theoriesare discussed.
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Irrespective of the validity of these literary cte there is a thematic unity between Jn
7:15-24 and Jn 5:45-47 and for that reason theltebeian intratextual resonance with
which the implied reader will bau fait The expressiopn pepadnkwe does not mean
that Jesus could not read or write but rather tleatvas not ‘learned in the Scriptures’
(Schnackenburg 1980:132) in the same way that¢hibes were.

The polemic about the Law of Moses, circumcisama the Sabbath is concentrated
in vv 19-24. The construction of vw 19c¢-20b highlig the accusation that Jesus is

demon possessed. This is a concentric construativa’:

a Tl pe {nrelte dmokTelval;
b dmekpidn 6 dxAog: Sopdviov Exerg:
a’' tic oe (nrel gmokTelval;

Framing this central accusation (b) are referencdke killing of Jesus (a, and a’).
Interestingly both these outer members (a, andage) posed as interrogations. The
polemic is very intense indeed and will take thelied reader's mind to what is to
come in Jn 8:48-52 and 10:20 (cf. Schnackenburd):193) where Jesus is again
accused of having a demon. There is clearly inttatd connectivity among these
verses. With respect to the Prologue, the versestritted in the text box above will
undoubtedly cause the implied reader to hear echbaspiece analyzed under point
1.1.3 of Section one, Chapter one above, i.e. I10cil1 which is another concentric

construction:

a kol 6 kéopog adTOV odk €yvw.
b elcta o NABev,
a’ kal ol 8oL adtov ob Tapérafov.

In this case the coming @& Adyoc into the world is framed by negativity. The
positive attitude of dloyog is contrasted by the negative attitude$ ofoopoc andot
18LoL.

Like Schnackenburg, Bultmann (1971:273-278) alangposes Jn 7:15-24 and deals
with it immediately after he deals with Jn 5:45-Ffe reason for this is that he sees the
argument in 7:15-24 ‘as a consequence of 5.45-277). Wherea$ Oyioc accuses
Jesus of being demon possessed, he accuses theatatihg the Mosaic law. In his

assessment of these verses Bultmann (:278) skegmsition clearly:
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It must mean that the Jews break the Mosaic l@&wabse, even though they act in compliance with
the law of circumcision, they fail to ask what Meseeal intention was. Thus the very people who
believe that they have security in the law, are enadiare of their insecurity. And since in their

deluded security they make the wrong decision, Mdszomes their accuser.

o Jn 9:28-29%%ql érodépnoar adtdv kol eimovs ob pabnthc €l ékelvov, fuelc d¢
100 Mwioéwe eoper padnral->%ueic oldaper 6t Mwioel Aerdinker 6 Bebe, todtov 8¢
00K OLdaper TOBev €otiv.

The context of these two verses is the secondglial between the Pharisees and the
blind man in Jn 9:24-34 (Stibbe 1993:105). Bultm&h®71:335-337) also delimits the
text in the same way. Verse 24 starts off withrtiten being called and v 34 shows him
being dismissed. The delimitation appears to beectrlt is a unit which describes the
opposition between the Jews and the disciples siisléf. Schnackenburg 1980:250-
252).

24 N v > > ~ ~ ~
Eduvnoav obv tov &vfpwmov ék deutépou 0¢ MY TUPAOC kel elmay adte), Adg 60fav 1)) Begy:
~ @ 25 2 ~ 3
Nuelg oldaper 6tL obtog O AVOPWTOS GUOPTWALG €0TLY. “aTekpldn odv ékelvog, Bl apaptwldg
) 5 % IS E o \ Ny ’ 26 » N 5 _ A ) ’ ’ . -~
€0TLY OUK oldu €V oldo OTL TUPAOC WV apTL PAETw. “elmov ovv avT®, TL €moinocev ooi; TAC
s 2T, , . ¢y .
nroL&ev oov tolg 0pOaApols; “'amekplln avtoic, Elmov vulv nén kol olk Mkoloote' TL TOALY
’ ) , \ e ~ ’ > ~ \ ’ 28 > ’ LY \ 5
Belete aKOVELY; U Kol LHeLg Bedete aqvToD pabntol yevéobul; = eloLdopnoay avtov Kal elmov,
\ \ 5 ’ 3 ~ \ ~ “ ! 3 \ 7. 29¢ ~ o 1% o~
XU podnTne el exeivou, muelg 66 tod Mwioewe eoper pobntal: “muetc oldoper 0Tl Mwioel
. . , - N , , s 30, , <y NN
AedaAnker O Beog, TodTOv &€ oLk OLSoUer TOBev €otiv. ~oamekplOn O avbpwmog kol €elmey
avtotg, Ev tolty yap 10 Baevpaotov €otiy, OtL UWelc obk oldate moBev €otiv, kal HroLEév
o , 31y I N S S P A
poL ToUg 0dBaALOUC. ~TOldaery OTL AUUPTWADY O BeOC OUK aKOVEL, AL’ €dV TLC BeooePnc 1) Kol
\ ’ 5 ~ ~ , ; ’ 32 ~ PN 5 > , %3 3 ’ ) )
10 BeAnpa avtod ToLf) TOUTOL aKkoVeL. ~ék ToD aldvog ovk MkoLoOT OTL MYeWEeEy TLg 0pOaALoLg
- , 33 s - - , 34 ,
TupAoD yeyevvmuévou: el un v obtog mapa Beod, olk NOGUVaTo ToLEly 00déV. ~amekplOnooy
kol elmov adt®, Ev quapticic ob éyervndng 8log kal ob Suddokelg Muag; kol EEéBaiov adtOV
y
€Ew.

From Nm 12:2 and 8 the Pharisees would know @ad had given authority to
Moses (cf. Bultmann 1971:336). But they have nopad Jesus having received such
authority. Surely here the implied reader wouldatethe text of Jn 1:18 and also the
allusions toocodie in the Prologue. The intimacy between God and Jeglisbe
conjured up by the implied reader and also in tivedrof the attentive real reader of the
text. Is this the rhetorical purpose of the advgrand polemic in the text of the Gospel
of John? In this regard the negative receptionivedebyo Adyoc will be recalled (Jn
1:10-11).

Of Jn 9:28-29 Schnackenburg (1980:251) notesttimtevangelist wants to bring
back the idea of discipleship (cf. 8:31), to exptheehostility of the Pharisees to Jesus’
disciples (cf. 4:1)’. To call the former blind mandisciple ‘is for them blame and
shame (cf. 19:38)’ (:251). The Pharisees of coarsedisciples of Moses, cf. Jn 9:28.
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There is a polemic here between the disciples ddédand those of Jesus as shown by
the adversative particlé in 9:28 (cf. Zerwick:2001:8467) &.ordopnoar adtov kol
elmov, XU padntng €l ékelvov, fuelg 66 100 Mwioéwg éopev padntal. Schnackenburg
(:251) speaks of ‘a clear reference to the oppmsibetween Jews and Christians in the
evangelist’s period'.

Harris (1994.77-87) argues that references teddan Jn 1:17 and in chapters 3, 5
and 6 are ‘odd and awkward’ and ‘could be removétthomt obvious loss’. Such a
removal will be drastic as it will disturb what Das (1996:43) calls ‘the inherited
furniture of John’s mind’. We will revert to Hartisendency to obviate ambiguity
when the person of John (the Baptist) is examfited

Reverting to the comparisons between Jesus argedddevans (1993:136) cites
numerous examples in the Gospel of John showingsJes be the one sent by the
Father (cf. 3:17, 34; 5:36,38; 6:29, 57; 7:29; 8&36; 11:42; 17:3, 8, 18, 21, 23, 25).
This is ‘the language of agency’ (:137). Evans g)lidtroduces the Hebrew equivalent
noy and deduces that God’s agentisi which he transliterates ahaliach (:137).
Jesus is thus seen as Gostsliach Evans (:137-141) then presents six charactesistic
of the shaliach These are presented in the table below. The dwkimn illustrates
these characteristics, the second column showapplkcations of the characteristics to
Moses and the third column shows the applicatiangesus. This table is a mere
summary. The descriptions of the similarities givan Evans (:137-141) are more

extensive.

331Cf. Point 3.3 below.
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Characteristics Moses(from the NRS versiol Jesus(from the NRS versiol

The representative of God who speaks thEx 7:2 - You shall speak all that [IJn 12:24 - for | have not spoken on my
message of God (:137-138). command you own, but the Father who sent me has
himself given me a commandment abgut
what to say and what to speak.

One who demonstrates a knowledge of thBt 18:18-19 —*®| will raise up for them & Jn 5:43 -** | have come in my Father}s
message and speaks it in the name of Gguophet like you from among their ownname, and you do not accept me; if another
(:138-139) people; | will put my words in the mouth comes in his own name, you will accept
of the prophet, who shall speak to thenhim.
everything that | command.’® Anyone
who does not heed the words that the
prophet shall speak in my name, | mysglf
will hold accountable.

One who summarizes the sendep'®t 11:13 - If you will only heed his every Jn 13:34 - | give you a new commandment,
message, ‘instructions or commandmerjt£ommandment that | am commanding ypuahat you love one another. Just as | have
(:139) today-- loving the LORD your God, andloved you, you also should love one
serving him with all your heart and with gll another.
your soul--

One in such close relationship with theEx 16:8 - Your complaining is not againstJn 10:30 — ‘The Father and | are one’
sender such that the one who is sent ‘can s but against the LORD."
identified with the sender’ (:139).

One who gives signs confirming his/hkrEx 4:30-31 ** Aaron spoke all the words Jn 2:11 - Jesus did this, the first of His
authenticity as the one sent by God (:140) that the LORD had spoken to Moses, gndigns, in Cana of Galilee, and revealed his
performed the signs in the sight of theglory; and his disciples believed in him.
people. ** The people believed; and when
they heard that the LORD had given heed
to the Israelites and that he had seen their
misery, they bowed down and worshiped.

One who puts up with opposition ‘evgnEx 15:24 - And the people complaingdin 6:41 - Then the Jews began to complain
rebellion” on account of the messageagainst Moses, saying, "What shall weabout him because he said, "I am the bread
(:140). drink?" that came down from heaven."

Evans’ (:145) conclusion of the Jesus-Moses coispais as follows:

The comparison between Jesus and Moses in theffieal/erses of the Prologue adumbrates a
complex Moses/Sinai tradition that is developeatighout the Fourth Gospel. Although the text is
never explicitly cited, Jesus is probably to beemstbod as the promised ‘Prophet like Moses’ (cf.
Deut. 18.15-19). Although like Moses in many waysa—giver of water, bread, and a new
commandment — Jesus is superior to Moses. He &isuprobably because it is through him that the
logosspeaks and acts. Like Moses, Jesus is present@odis ‘agent’, ashaliachwho speaks and
acts with God'’s authority. But unlike Moses, Je®ughe shaliach par excellencen whom God's
Word, Torah, Wisdom and Glory have taken up resideand are revealed.

What has been argued by Evans (:135-145) are tivaspalready made in Section two
above. The first is that the Prologue and inded@roNT texts are made up of Biblical
threads (cf. Section two, Chapter two above) amdsicond is that intertextuality in its
various forms (cf. Section two, Chapter three abpoabounds in the Jesus-Moses
comparison. A recent work by Keener (2009:21-45@nexes the missiological
implications of the Gospel of John and in particul@akes a Jesus-Moses comparison
(:24-26). Like Evans (1993:136f) Keener (2009:2Boaobserves that the ‘motif of
agency, or beingentis frequent in John’s Gospel’ and that ‘what was g¢lorious even

for Moses to see’ (:26) was made known in Jesus.
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3.3 The Person of John (the Baptist): The insightsf Elizabeth Harris (1994).

Thus far we have acknowledged two personages amattiin the Prologue viz. Moses
and Jesus, and have also looked at Abraham. Thiseawill be incomplete without any
reference to John (the Baptist).

Harris (:26-62) examines the issue of ‘John arsdwitness’. Herationale for doing this
is simply to enquire into the purpose for which @da introduced (:26). She goes through a
whole range of scholarly opinion from Hooker’s atithat the Prologue’s references to John
are mere ‘turning points’ (:27) in other more sabsial aspects viz. v 1-5 and 9-13,
working backwards and forwards including works Hdyomas Aquinas and John Calvin, to
the Church Fathers like John Chrysostom, Origen @fement of Alexandria so as to
substantiate her claim that John’s witness extémas Jn 1:15 and continues in 1:19ff (:59).
In other words for Harris (:59), Jn 1:15-18 condé@t John’s witness. The following quote

containsn nuceher thesis (:59) on John (the Baptist):

It has been argued above that the withess of Jotihei prologue extends throughout 1.15-18, andithat
consists of three statements each containing éiy®sind a negative (or a negative and a positiviat is,
1.15 with 1.16, 1.17a with 1.17b and 1.18a witt8b.1lt has also been argued that these featuréshof's
witness in the prologue reappear in the openingisecof the Gospel to which the prologue is a pgak,
and are to some extent determinative of the nagafihus, the negative statement concerning thasstd
John vis-a-vis Jesus in 1.15 prepares for 1.18281 and 33a in John's first historical testimomile
3.27-30, in his second, works out more fully thgnfficance of these negative statements for John's
commission and of his followers, now the one to mhee has pointed and directed all people has become
the central figure of the narrative. 1.16, the posistatement over against the negative of 1.3Brés that
human beings have already experienced the fullole® pleromain the abundance of heavenly givings of
grace. This fullness of grace recurs in John'g firstorical testimony in terms of the functionstioé one to
whom he witnesses as taking away the sin of thédw(@r29), and in his second in the testimony afude
himself to what he has heard and seen with theeFathheaven (3.31-32), and in his making available
eternal life (3.36).

What is required now is a test of Harris’ hypothehat Jn 1:16-18 constitutes John’s (i.e.
the Baptist's) witness. The text of Jn 1:15-1899a@lows:

15 ’ ~ - ’ 2 2 B ’
Twaving paptupel mepl adTod kol kékpayey A€ywy: oDTog MY OV €Lmov: O OTLOW WOU €pXOUeVOg
’ -~ I 16 A -~ ~
EumpooBér pov yéyover, 8Tl TPATAC Wou MY. T OTL ék TOD TANPWUTog ahTod MUElg TavTeg EAdPopeV
\ ’ 3 \ ’ 17 o 1 ’ \ w I ¢ ’ Nt s oy ~
KoL XOpLY GVTL XOPLTOG OTL O Vopog Ol Mwioewg €606m, m yapic kol 1 aindete die 'Inocod
~ 18 ’ a
XpLotod €yéveto. ~ Oedv 00dELG €WPaKEY TWTOTE: UOVOYEVTG Bedg O WV €lg TOV KOATOV T0D TaTPOg
éxelvog EEnynoato.

There appears to be absolutely nothing in thettegtiggest that Harris is wrong. Jn 1:16-
18 could very well be the witness of John. Whilss idebatable whether the verses (with the
exception of 18a) designated by Harris (:59) tméegative are indeed negative, it is not easy

to dismiss her contention that vv 16-18 constitbhtewitness of John. Certainly the syntax of
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ot (Zerwick 2001:8416-8422; BDF:8456) in vw 16 and bffers no discernable
contradiction to Harris’ submission. In fact Harfi994:35-36) argues for the readingof

in v 16 and 17 asot. recitative, continuing the speech of the one wttersi v. 15'. Her
reasoning however is more to accommodate someuliféis of choice betweeti andor.

at the start of v 17 (:36). Apparently these ‘amdilgr difficulties would be removed if the
statements in v.16 and v. 17 were regarded as rbgd#ohn, and as introduced By
recitative’ (:36). Among those cited by Harris (:32) who hold the view that the Baptist
uttered vv 15-18 are Origen, Thomas Aquinas andi&alhe third homily of Augustine of
Hippo (1848:32-47) on the Gospel of John treatd:1’%-18 as a single unit but does not
specifically assign vv 16-18 to be the witnesshef Baptist. Chrysostom does say of v 16 that
‘these are words of the Evangelic text’ (:37) th&ttstatement does not necessarily mean that
the witness is not that of the Baptist.

Schnackenburg (1968:275) notes of Jn 1:16 thabnfchry to the opinion of many
Fathersthis verse is not part of the Baptist's war¢sy italics). No reason is given. All we
are left with is the authority of Schnackenburg #rid is not sufficient to answer the position
of Harris (1994:59) Rationaleis however provided by Church Father John Chrysost

(1957:131) — in his homily number XIV on the Gosptlohn:

... John has said: ‘Of His fullness we have alereed’ and so linked his testimony with that of Baptist.
For, ‘of His fullness we have all received’ is atstnent made, not by the Forerunner, but by theijfés.

Curiously, Harris herself (1994:32) acknowledgeat tih ‘has been almost the universal
view of commentators’ since Chrysostom that vv 86db not constitute the witness of John
the Baptist. | also subscribe to the view that 8v1B are not the words of the Baptist — the
reasoning of John Chrysostom and the weight ofiopias acknowledged by Harris (:32) is
quite convincing. It would also appear that thera flaw in Harris’ reasoning. She assigns vv
16-18 to John as a way of obviating grammaticdliadities (:36). This is not the best
strategy when dealing with texts as attempts tardtﬂguaté32 can in fact cause the real
reader to deviate from the world created by the. t€ke interaction with the text will be
affected and will be unilateral simply because tkal reader manipulates the text and
meaning will be artificially constructed by the kemader’s inability to accommodate
ambiguity.

$32This term is found in Phillips (2006:22ff) who usthe term to denote the resolution of ambiguityt Being
aware of the need to go ‘beyond simple linearit22], he also notes that ambiguity ‘encourages gemgant
rather than clarity. Since the reader does noy fuliderstand the text and experiences instead awgapme
sense of ambiguity, the role of the reader is Itdrfisuch gaps with projections, which the teseif corrects
and controls as more information is revealed’ (:2&jnbiguity, in short, ‘is a lack of understandirigat
encourages a reader to engage with a text’ (:25).
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Now that this has been addressed, we can movattantion to examining the references
to John (the Baptist) in the Prologue and in tis¢ o the Gospel of John.

3.3.1 Sentfrom God (Jn 1:6)

Eyéveto &vbpwtog, ameotainévog mapk Beod, dvope adte) Twavvne (Jn 1:6). From the
grammatical analysis dealt with earlier in thissis&® we know that the action of sending
John was initiated by God. John was ‘not, likeudesent out fr.§ic) the very presence of
God, but one whose coming was brought about by @AGD 1979:106).

Phillips (2006:175) notes that the ‘Jewish Scrigsudo provide a conceptual framework’
to this verse. In the Gospel of John there is t® giiven to John as is done in the Synoptics
(cf. Mt 3:1, 11:11, 11:12, 14:2, 16:14, 17:13; MK 16:14, 6:24, 8:28; Lk 7:20, 7:33, 9:19).
He is merelya man named John sent by Gadhis for Phillips (:175) ‘means that, at least in
Biblical terms, he is a prophet. The work of Eva(i993:135-145) has already been
discussed abo¥¥. What is interesting about those observationsés gossibility that the
roles of Moses and of John coincide. Phillips (2Q@6) in his comments on Evans’ findings
points out that the ‘reference to John as the seat” by God could be an allusion to John as
a Mosaic figure, certainly to one within the traalit of biblical prophets’. Referring to John,
Jesus saysiada L €nAbate Loely; TpodnTny; val A€yw VULV, Kol TEpLOoOTEPOV TPOGMTOL
(Mt 11:9). This in the Gospel of Matthew is thvitness of Jesus about JoHEven with this
apparent reversal of roles about who does the Bsing, one cannot help thinking that
Phillips (:176) takes the status of John too faemhe proposes that the presentation of John
as a Mosaic figure could actually confer ‘a Mesgiastatus — the one who is anointed to
bring the Good News’ on John. Notwithstanding tleed to engage with the text, and to
embrace ambiguity as a means to do preciselytt@ateal reader also needs to guard against
creating ambiguity as that could be just as maaipué as the attempts to disambiguate. The
Prologue is clear on the role of Jobik Av éxeivog 0 ddg, dAL’ Tva waptupnon mepl tod
dwtog (In 1:8). Whatever his motivation in creating aguity, Phillips (:176) does redeem
his position when he describes the difference énréfationship between John and Jesus:

The difference is in the divine relationship withyoc and with John. Whereas the L08%5swas described
as being in relationship with God and being idaitio God, John is described as a man sent by/@Goch

333 Cf. Point 0.4.2 of the Introductory chapter to 88t One above.
334Cf. Point 3.2.3 (of this chapter) above.
3331t is difficult to understand Phillips’ alternatseiof Greek script and transliteration.
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It is true that God is directly involved in his nstry, but still John is described, quite expligitas human
and as being sent from God. He is not equal withl &ad so not equal with théyog — 6ed¢ — wr — dpig
matrix. John and Jesus, as those who have red@d$eel before are well aware, are both sent on&odf
However, they are not to be equated in terms aflogy — the Logos ispoc tov 6eov while John istepi
Beod.

3.3.2 Came a man (Jn 1:6) — in order to bear witrss

Jn 1:6 fits into a context of Jn 1:6-8. From ounalgsis in Section one the pattern is as

follows:

6, ’ 2 T , \ - ’
Eyeveto avbpwmog, v poptupnon  Tepl Tod pwtog,

dmeotoduévog Tapd Beod tve mavreg moTelowoy 6u° adtod.
’ -~ 8 2 ~ ~

bvopa adte Iwdvimg: oVK v €KELvosTd PAC,

&AL tve paptopnon Tepl tod dwtde.

Verse 6 is an introduction to the work of witnegsimbout the light. That work is of
primary importance. What has been observed abeusyhtax of vv 7-8 under point 1.1.2 in

Chapter one, Section one above is important arepsated here for easy reference:

A grammatical feature of this piece is the overwthiah use of the subjunctive in verse Tim(uaptoprion),
verse 7c{e mavteg motebowowy), and in verse 8 paptupron). These are the only subjunctives in the
Prologue of John, and beiiigx clauses, indicate purpose.

The focus then is not on John but on his work agt@ess. In keeping with what has already
been described as the central term of the Profdgudohn’s witness about the light is
explicitly so that all mayelievethrough him. Of this term Bultmann (1971:51) peimiut
that this is the first mention of it in the Gospeld that it is the ‘appropriate answer to the
John or to the light, Haenchen (1984:116) has ff@udlity in assigning the pronoun to John.
Schnackenburg (1968:252) is of the same mind: ‘6tilgh” John, the witness, faith is only
aroused and helped, a faith which in the contextinscted to the “light”. With the heavy
emphasis on the work of John i.e. to witness, kehaw difficulty in reading the verse a#l
may believe through Johnin other wordshrough his witness all may believEhe question

is more aboutvho or what John witnesses to. This is left to the creativergies of the (real)

reader.

336 Cf. 4.1 of Section One, Chapter four above.
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About Jn 1:8, Phillips (2006:178) points out thalhis verse does not clarify the
characterization of John at all. Instead, it acteeinforce both the identification between the
Logos and Light and also the difference betweem dotd the Logos’. John recedes into the
‘shadows’ (:178). Commenting further on the composal strategy of the text Phillips

toinv7c:

Indeed, no one else may be identified witht — not even one sent by God, not even one so iedohith
the work of witnessing to that light. Not even owbose purpose is that all might believe through his
actions. The point, for once is made manifestlarcle

Moreover this resolves the confusion for the eiguered reader about the apparent importance of. John
He is not the light, even though it appeared tleatvs. The reader has been taught yet anothenlesgn
ride the ambiguity, to roll with the punches. le #and the text will disambiguate the issues thatises.

Phillips (:179) states that ‘the role of the readeto be compliant, to sit at the feet of the
author and learn, to allow the author himself tsofee what the reader cannot understand’.
The impression created here is that Phillips iseetipg a rather limited participation by the
real reader in the act of reading and one may agki
* What about engagement with the text?
* What about the processing of information alreadypaned through the reading
process?
* Will the text ‘disambiguate the issues’ (Phillips 2006:179), vatl the reading
process do that?

What is useful in Phillip’s contribution is his timn that ‘[a] Sequential Readirig’ will
create an air of expectancy in the real readershi®y come ‘to know more and more about
the true identity ofoyoc and its role as the light. They now know that Jahnot the light
and may expect more information to come about véladly is the light’ (:179).

Reference to John occurs for the second timedriPtiologue in Jn 1:15.

Twavvne PepTupel mepl adtod ‘0 0Tlow pHov €pyOpevog
Kol kékpayey Aéywv, &umpoaBéy pov yéyovev,
Obtoc 1v ov elmov, oTL TPATOC POV Av.

The description of the piece is under point 3.1.3ection one, Chapter three above. The
immediate context is the part Jn 1:14-18. Sufficiennote here that v 15 a, b, and c are
imbued with words from the semantic field of speechll in bold. The role of John is

indicated by the wordaptupet in v 15a and is consistent with the semantic fafldpeech.

33TThis is the subtitle of his work.
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This action of John is described using the contisyaresent tense. The unit comprising v 15
d, e, and f which is the actual witness of Johmshgradation fronafter to beforeto first. At
first glance this would appear to be a gradatiorteirms of time but in reality what is
highlighted is the gradation in terms of rank. Tisisn terms of a pattern evident through a
careful verbal construction. The actual comparaéi@ment resides in the genitive form of
the first person pronourov. In all three casesov constitutes a genitive of comparison (cf.
BDF 8185). In order to see clearly what John’s @etion means his testimony needs to be
teased out. Whereas in the casémbw pov the indication is ‘of time’ (BAGD 1979:575),
with respect t&umpoosbér pouv the indication is of rank (:257). BAGD (:725) egemitpdtoc

uwou to before man the sense of being earlier. This indicates Jlodin is the constant and that
Jesus is the variable firstigoming later John, secondlganked prior to John, and thirdly
being ahead of (i.e. before) John with respectinw.t Therefore, rather than weaken the
superiority of Jesus over John through a lack ofsdg, the text actually enhances it through
a careful rhetorical construction as the statenwntank is framed and highlighted by
statements of temporal indications thereby drawdttgntion to it. The relevant terms are
indicated in blue in the table above, with theimibortant phrase indicating rank indicated in
bold script. Schnackenburg (1968:274) sums up #wis}John comparison as follows:
‘Jesus, though coming later, ranks higher than @impoosbér pov) because in reality he

existed before himmp&tog pov)'.

3.3.3 John’s witness to the Jews (Jn 1:19-42)

Whereas Harris (1994:53-57) restricts the witres3ohn to Jn 1:19-34, Stibbe (1993:31-
38) considers the witness in Jn 1:19-42. In terinwlmat the implied reader already knows
from the information in the Prologue, | am morelimed to adopt the position of Stibbe. In
Jn 1:6-8, we are informed that John is not thet lmh that he came to witness about the light
and that through this witness all might believébl&t (:31) considers this a subtle preparation
for Jn 1:19-42 in that:

e InJn 1:19-28 we are told that John is not the €hnior Elijah, nor the Prophet.

* InJn 1:29-34 he bears witness to the light 6 auvoc tod 6eod), and

¢ InJn 1:35-42 people come to faith as a resulbbhd testimony.
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It will be interesting to test out Stibbe’s notiamth Rhetorical Analysis. It is not
necessary to analyse this passage with respecsio bnits such armsand membersas
what we are interested in here is to examine h@\Pitologue prepares the implied reader to
read the rest of the Gospel of John. Our analydlistiverefore be mainly at the levels of
piece, part and passage.

The units referred to by Stibbe together congtitupassage comprising three parts.

e The first part. Jn 1:19-28 — the voice in the wildeness

9, « o 7 < 7 7
Kol abtn éotiv 7 poptupie tod Twdvvov,
Ote gméoterdaw [Tpog adtov] ol TovdaioL & ‘Tepoooriuwy
lepelc kol Aevitog {va éputhowoLy adtév:
\ , > 20 v ¢ , \ 5 5 ’
oU TLG €L; P‘((XL( (OMO’A.OYT]OGK I’<O£L‘ OU’K T]F’)V;T]OPCTO, ,
Kol WpoAdynoev OtL &y odk €ipl O xpLoToC.
7 3 . N 7 . B 7 5 T 7
sl s ., TL olv; oL 'HALog €l kol A€yeL” oUk elpl.
Kol Npwtnoey autov: 6 mpodrTng €l ov; kol dmekpifn: od.
22 3 5 A ’ > ¢ s ~
elmoy obv alt®: tic €i; (v @TOKPLOLY SGuey
Tol¢ MéPPooLY UG Tl Aéyeig Tepl oeavtod;
— —— ——
eyw ¢wvn Bodrtog €V T1) epNuw*
B2 eVBlvate v 680V Kkuplov,
kebwg elmev "Hootog 6 mpoditng.
Kol dmeotaipévol Ao ék TV Daploaiwy.
Bral Apdtnoay adtov kol elmow adtg:

€l ob olk €l 0 xpLoTOG
Tl obv Bantifelg o0de "HAloc
008¢ 0 TpodNTNG;

% gmexpion witoic &y Pamtiw év BoatL wéooc DUAY €otnKev
; - 27
0 ’Twavvne Aéywvy: | Ov Upelc odk oldote, 0 0Tlow HoL EpYOuEVOE,
ob olk elpl [Ey®] &Eroc Tva Aow adtod tov pdvta tod Lmodfuatog.

28_ - R
todtoe év Bnbavig éyéveto mépov tod “Topdavov,
6mov v 6 Twovvng Bartilwy.

The rhetorical pattern shows an abundance of wirais the semantic field of speech
thereby highlighting the act of witnessing. Theswdg occur in bold print in the illustration
above. This is what John is all about. The piedt®s@ and below the central piece contain
negative statements about John's ideftityThese are shown in purple print. The implied

reader will have been prepared for thia negativawitness by v 8 of the Prologuedg v

$3%Brodie (1993:149) has a linear view of the text aads John's response in two phases — a negatige [ftv
19-21) and a positive (vv 22-23) phase. He failsee the pattern of the negatives in vv 19-21 an@5¢27
framing the central piece with the positive statetme v 23 (not v 22-23 as asserted by him as e@stitutes
an interrogation by the Jews). My Rhetorical An@yshows the pattern quite clearly.
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ékelvog 10 ¢dg, &AL’ Tva paptupnion mepl tod dwtdc). The positive affirmation about who
John is occurs in the central piece. This is irrietxtual relationship with Is 40:3dvm
Bodvtog €v TR €pMuw €TolnonTte THY 000V Kuplou €0Belog molelte T Tpifoug ToD Beod
nuaov). References to being sent occur three timesdre#tireme pieces (vv 19, 22, and 24).
These are illustrated in blue in the analysis ab#¥iehree instances refer to those who have
come to interrogate John. Here the implied readikrecognize that whereas John has been
sent by God (Jn 1:6), these interrogators have beehby the Pharisees (Jn 1:24).

Stibbe (1993:32) sees connections between Joho®lavdenial that he is the Christ in
vv 20-21 and Peter’s two usesadk eipt in Jn 18:15-27. He makes a comparison between
the Baptist's faithful withess and the ‘inadequdt82) responses of Peter. With respect to Jn
1:19-28, the summary of the part could be illustlaas follows (cf. Stibbe 1993:31):

P Kal abtn &otiv f poptopie 100 Twdvvov, 8te dméotetdav [mpdc

Testimony: | am not the Christ | adtov] ot Tovdaiol € ‘Tepocodlpwy Lepelc kal Aevitac tve EpwTHOWaLY

abtér ob tic €; Pkal Opordynoer kel odk fpvioato, kol GpoAdynoer

btL &yod ok elpl 6 xpLotdc.

Questior: Who are you, Elijal | ? kel Apdtnoar atév: tl odv; ob 'HAlag €l kol Aéyer odk eipl. &
or the Prophet? mpodtne €l ob; kel dmexpiBn ob. 2% elmaw odv bt tic €l; Tva

GmOKpLOLY SUEY TOlg TEUPaOLY MUAG TL A€YeLg Tepl oeautod;

Is 40:3: The voice in the desert | 2 & &yd ¢l Podutoc &v TH épfuy: edBlvate THy 680y Kuplov,

kabwe elmev Hoalag 0 mpodrTng.

Questior: Why baptize if you ** Kal dreotoarpévor foav ék tédv Paproaiov. 2> kel fpdtnoar adtov
are not the Christ, nof kol eimav adt@: ti odv Pamtifeig €l ob ok el 6 yxprotdg odse 'HAlog
Elijah nor the Prophet? 00d¢ 0 mpodriTng;

% Gmekplon adtolc 6 Twdvyne Aéywv: &yw Banti(o &v Usati: péoog

Testimony: the one who comesiuay ¢otnker dv buelc otk otdate, 2’6 dmiow pov &pyduevoc, ob ok
after me elpl [éyo] &oc Tva Alow aldtod Tov Lpdvte Tod Umodhuatoc. 28 tadra

&v Brnfavig éyéveto mépar tod Topdavou, dmou Av 0 Twdvvng Bamrtiwy.
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* The second part. Jn 1:29-34 — The one on whom ti$pirit remains

297q enadplov PAémeL tOV Inoodv épyOuevov mpog altor Kol Aéyel:
16e 6 duvog Tod Beod 0 alpwv TV auaptior tod KOOUOUL.

30 & _7_ > > 7 o7

0UTOG €OTLY OTLOW MOU epyetal
= e -~ ’ 3
Umep ol éyw elmov: OTL TPWTOG Hov M.
drnp B¢ EumpocBér pou yéyovev,

kdyod odk fideLy abtév, &AL Tro dpovepwd T¢ Topani
5L Todto NABoV EYw &v VoatL Bamtilwy.

0TL TeBéopot TO Tredpo Kkatefoivoy

Kal éuaptripnoev Todvmge Aéywy | WG TEPLOTEPAY €& 0Lpavov
KoL EUELVEV €T aOTOV.

33
K&y odk fidelv abtov, QAL O Téulig pe
Bamtilewv &v VdatL éelvéde pou elmer
I W < = =
€d’ ov av 1ong 0 Tvedpo kotofoivov

kal pévov ém’ adtov,
obtéc Eotwy O Bamti{wy & mrelpaty dylo.

34 5 e \ ’ e e ] € (3N ~ ~
KOYW EWPOKE Kol WLELEpTUPTKA 0TL 0UTOG €0TLY O LLOG TOD Beob.

This part comprises three pieces and is imbued watabulary from the semantic field of
speech thereby once again highlighting John’s fanocbf witnessing. The second segment
(i.e. v 30) of the first piece has intratextualereihce to, and recalls Jn 1:15. The implied
reader will now be introduced to the work whichukewill do viz. the taking away the sin of
the world. With respect to the work of Jesus, thplied reader will undoubtedly recall what
has been noted under 3.2.2 above — how the walksafs brings glory to the Father, and that
where Jesus is at work, the Father is also at waekwill also recall what has been said in
the Prologue about Aéyoc and about the world — that the world became théugoyog and
that same world did not accept him (Jn 1:10-11)wvNwe will take away the sin of the same
world. Also prominent in the part are words frone tlemantic field of sight’. These are
highlighted in yellow in the table above. The erieepieces of the part contain titlésaivoc
t0D Beod in v 29 andd viog tod Beou in v 34) given to Jesus. Strategically thesedidppear
in the first and last segments of the part. THe ditiuvoc tob 6eod™* will recall the Passover
lamb in Ex 12:21 and the lamb likened to the suifgservant in Is 53:7 (cf. Stibbe 1993:35).
Strangely, Stibbe (:35) does not refer to othegrietual relationships in this regard. Brodie

339 The use obedopet in the perfect tense should not be overlooked éncémtral aspect of this part.

340Miles (1992:132) notes that the lamb became a VjgJful stimulus to the religious imagination first
Ancient Israel and later of Early Christianity’. Hetes further that John’s calling Jeshs Lamb of GodJn
1:29) is a deliberate attempt to link ‘the Pasdtahb and the Lamb like Suffering Servant’ (:133pF motifs
which ‘were originally separate’ (:133). Miles’ (32:132-134) excursus drambis most informative. Other
authors offering useful information on this topie & anni (2001:165-192), and Aune (1997:367-374).
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(1993:152) merely makes passing reference to RE¥, :7:14; | Cor 5:7 and 1 Pt 1:18-19.
This is an important title and its intertextualeences need to be explored.

There are numerous references to lamb in the @Tirathe NT. This calls to mind the
paschal rit& in Ex 12:46 and Num 9:12. In these verses we ti@tethe bones of the lamb
are to be intact. In both cases forms of the werbpipw are used. This verb also occurs in
Jn 19:36 when Jesus died on the cross and thesdidding him to be already dead, pierced
his side instead of breaking his legs (Jn 19:31-BRigre are thus definite intertextual links
with the death of Jesus and the sacrifice of treclpa lamb. Interestingly this evidence of
Jesus’ legs not being broken is givérn' kel Oueig motedfonte’ (In 19:35). The real reader
is thus challenged to believe. Of Jn 19:36 Bultmét®i/1:677) notes that ‘God’s plan of
salvation is fulfilled in this event, that the cified Jesus is the bringer of salvation’.

In Gn 22:7-8 Abraham is prepared to sacrifice dua Isaac. The young Isaac asks his
father where the lamb was (Gn 22:7). They had iteeaind the wood but there was no lamb
for the sacrifice. In the next verse Abraham answteat God will provide the lamb (Gn
22:8). In Gn 22:13-14 we read that God had providdtere is thematic intertextuality in
evidence here. Key to this is the indication in Zzh6 that Isaac carried the wood for the
sacrifice up the mountaidi@er ¢ APpaog TaEVAx THG OAOKXPTWOEWS Kal €médnker Iocok
@ uviy). Surely the implied reader will, upon hearing Wshdeclaration in Jn 1:298 o
aproc Tod Beod), remember the question of Isaac and the answ&biatham. Is it too much a
stretch of the imagination to suggest that God drase again provided? When the lamb
pointed out by John also carries the wood for theriice —koal Paotawy €xvt® tov
otavpoy EERABer elg Tov Aeyouevov Kpaviov Tomov, 0 Aéyetar ‘EPpaioti [odyobo (JIn
19:17), God will definitely have provided by takiagvay the sin of the world. Jn 1:36 is a

repetition of Jn 1:29 and the reference is onceénagiaectly applied to Jestf€. There are

31Under point 3.2.2 of chapter three of Section Twfo § 148 above) mention was made to the firstfatir
nightsin which sacred history was ‘summed up’ (McNamB®&8:116). All four nights are celebrated in the
Passover night (:116). In this regard Le Déaut 8)98ffers useful insights. As mentioned in poin2.3. of
chapter three of Section Two above, the first night that of creation. The second recalled the @m®rof
posterity made to Abraham and his willingness wifiae Isaac, the third made reference to theistapf the
first born of Egypt, and the fourth was connectethe coming of the Messiah. In his discussionlafteconde
nuit’, Le Déaut (1963:132-212) illustrates the impoace of the Targumic readings of the Passovealrfior
Christian theology: ‘L'importance du sacrifice diec dans la literature juive ancienne et son inggifion
profondément religieuse invitent & poser le probtis rapports avec la théologie chrétienne de teeRgtion’
(:132). After going through Targumic and extra-Targc sources, Le Déaut (:202) concludes that ‘N&.
présentant Jésus comme la veritalgmeau pascalimmolé a I'heure ou, dans le Temple, on prépdest
agneaux pour la féte'.

%42Bultmann (1971:95) notes that the definite fornd @fuvdc tod 6eov (Which occurs only in Jn 1:29 and 36 in
the entire NT) indicates that the utterance refera ‘particular figure, whom the Evangelist assane be
known to his readers’.
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numerous other references to lamb in the Pentatandhin the Prophets and most of these
references are to do with sacrificial offerings.

In the NT, Mk 14:12 locates the last supper at tihee when the Passover lamb was
sacrificed. The reference to lamb in AA 8:32 offars interesting intertextual insight. The
portion of Scripture the eunuch was reading wheitigP$tarted instructing him was Is 53.7 —
the suffering servant being likened to a lamb wée slaughtered. The eunuch asks about it
and we are told in AA 8:35 thatolfag ¢ 6 ®iALTTOC TO 0TOWe ®0TOD Kol GPEAUEVOC GO
e ypadfic Tadtng ednyyeiloato adt® tov ‘Incodv. They see some water and the eunuch
asks to be, and is, baptized (AA 8:36-38). In AB2B38 we see references to lamb, baptism
and to Jesus coinciding. There is thus a definiieriextual connection with Jn 1:29-34. 1 Pt
1:18-19 notes that:

18 ¢idbtec dtL 00 PBupTolc, dpyuplew A xpuoiw, EAuTpwOnTe &k The potalac DUGY dvaoTpodfic

Tetpomopeddtov 0 dAAk Tl alpatt ¢ duvod dudpov kel domilov XpLotod;

Christ is the spotlessy{wpov kot aormiiov) lamb whose blood has ransomed us. The
condition for the sin offering in Lev 9:3 is thdtet lamb is without blemish. There are 28
references to lamb in the book of Revelations (Ré¥, 12f; 6:1, 16; 7:9f, 14, 17; 8:1; 12:11;
13:11; 14:1, 4, 10; 15:3; 17:14; 19:7, 9; 21:9, 22f; 22:1, 3). The lamb is depicted as one
with authority e.g. in Rev 6:1. In Rev 21:23 thentais the light, lighting up the citkdi 7
TOALG 00 Ypelav €xel Tod MALou obde thic oeAnvng v dalvwory abtf, N yap 86Ex tod Beod
epdtioer adtY, kol 0 AUxvog abthic T0 apviov). Interestingly here the wordgory andGod,
and words from the semantic field light viz. shine, lamp, sun and moon coincide making
this verse rich in intertextual possibilities withe Prologue. Needless to mention the
reference to the lamb which will be the light oé ttity will recall John’s witness about Jesus
in Jn 1:29. The final reference to lamb in Rev 28h8ws the lamb occupying the throne of
God and receiving worship. This calls to mind theone andglory elements of Merkabah
spirituality referred to in the previous sectiontbfs workl*®. The intertextual matrix thus
constructed will keep the reader keenly engageh thi text.

The use okayw ovk Héew adtov in v 31 and its striking repetition in v 33 wilbhescape
the attention of the implied reader. In v 31 Jobntmues with the contrasting conjunction
aire and then indicates that the reason he came bapiidth water is thab royoc may be

made manifest to Israel. Once again attentionasvdraway from the person of John to his

34%Cf. Point 3.2.5 of Section Two, Chapter three above
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work of witnessing. The use efyon odk fdewr adtov in v 33 is followed by what John was
told by the one who sent him. The implied readelt wmmediately remember that this
sending was initiated by God (cf. 3.3.1 above)ottmer words the implied reader will realize
that the statement about the Spirit descendingesasland remaining with him is in fact
God's announcemetif. Ev $6atL in v 31 stands in opposition to mvetpett &yiw in v 33.
Whereas John baptizes with water, the one comitey &im will baptize with the Holy
Spirit. The superior rank of Jesus is once agairiaeced.

The central piece comprises the direct witnessobhJdndicating that he saw the Spirit
descend upon Jesus and remain with him. This peatlg corresponds ttve paptuprion

mepl tod dpwtdg in v 8 of the Prologue.

e The third part. Jn 1:35-42 —mod pévelg;

Bre T 7 7 T 7 ) = = Y
T emovpLov maAly elotnkel o Twovvng Kol €k TOV pedntdv avtod dvo
36 v ’ ~ 5 ~ ~ ’ s [ \ ~ ~
koL epPArefac 1@ ‘Inood mepimotodvTL Aeyel: L6e 0 apvoc tod Beod.

3ol fikovoar ol &lo padnTel abtod Axdodrtog
Kol fKoAovBnoav ¢ ‘Inood.
38 stpadelc 8¢ O Tnoode kol Becodpevog adtolg doiovBodvtag
Myer adTolg Tl (nreite;
ol 8¢ elmaw adtg: pappi,
o . , , T
0 A€yetal peBepunvevdpevor dLdaoKaAe, oD [eVeLE;
39)éveL adroic €pyeobe kal BeaBe.
Ao olv kol eldav mod pével
kel mop’ adTQ éuelvar Ty fuépay ékelvmy: ope fY WG ekt
401y, "Avdpéag 0 adeApoc Lipwvog Ilétpou €lc & TV dlo
OV dkovoavtwy Topd Twarvov kol dkolovBnodvtwy adtd:

41 « 1 ® ~ A T M 7

€uplokeL oUTOC TPWTOV €upnkapery tov Meooiaw,

TOV G8eAdov Tov 1oLov Eipwve 0 €Ly )

Kol AéyeL adt” pebepunvevopevoy XpLoToG.
2 yoyer abtov mpde Tov Incodv. ov €l EL!.L(OV 0 viog Twavvov,
EuBAéliog adt® 6 'Incodc elmer ov kAnfnon Kndac,

0 epunvevetat Iletpoc.

This part contains references to seeing — Wifiiéyac featuring in the first and last
segments. Brown (1966:74) observes that this vwedicates to ‘look with penetration and

insight’. In v 36 it is used of John who fixes Igiaze (:74) on Jesus and in the last verse of

344C1. the characteristics of the one sent as setvbien the text of Jn 9:28-29 is discussed underf#Somt
3.2.3 of this chapter.
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the part it refers to Jesus’ gaze on Simon. Batwh (:74) and Bultmann (1971:99-100) do
not accord any special significancedtacauevoc (cf. BAGD 1979:353),0yecbe (:221), and
etdav (:221) in vv38-39 other than seeing with the eyBAGD (1979:221; 353) is in
agreement with this. Another feature of the parhis occurrence of cognates of the word
uedntng, and its correlative words:pp. andsiéaokare (for in order to have a disciple there
must be a teacher). Also associated with this vesedthe cognates of the waidoiovbéw
which occur in each piece of the part. All thesedgooccur in bold print in the illustration
above. The preponderance of these words will rentived implied reader ofve mavteg
reference in the Prologue as here the discipleserfrom being with John to following Jesus.
There is a movement fromupe Twavvou in v 40 tompog tov ‘Incodv in v 42. The central
piece features the first utterance of Jesus ifGibgpel of John and the central segment of that
piece features the key question about discipleshighe Gospel. This question will
undoubtedly remind the implied reader of Jn 17Rdwp, 0 dédwkac poi, B€Aw Tve &mov
€l €Y KakelvoL oy pet’ €uod, (v Bewp@doly Ty 80kay TNy Euny, MY S€6WKAC MoL OTL
fyammoag pe Tpo kataPorfic koopov) where Jesus expresses the desire for his disciple
remain with him. The cognates pfvw occur three times in the central piece and the firs
following of Jesus in the Gospel of John also oséarthis central piece. Brodie (1993:161),
in his assessment of Jn 1:35-39, notes that destijp ‘is an attentive journey which
culminates in abiding with God’. This is undoubtedl part about those believing in Jesus
through the witness of John. This in fact is whiztnlavas sent tva mavtec motebowoly 81’

o 0TOD.

The synopsis of the passage occurs on the ne>e34ﬂag'he extreme parts show
correspondence in that the first part features tstappeople who interrogate and the third
part features faithful persons who follow. Where@ashe first part John is not the Christ, in
the third part the Christ is identified. In thesfipart there is the wrong identification (Elijah
or the Prophet) and in the last part the namesmbis and Andrew are established as is the
new name Jesus gives to Simon. The central piecgriges the testimony of John about
Jesus. Here we see the titlemmb of GodandSon of Godand the wordaptismused. The
central piece of this central part (in other wattals central aspect of the entire passage) is the
testimony of John about the Spirit descending upog remaining with, Jesus. Up to this

point John did not know who Jesus was. It is God védveals Jesus. This then is the witness

343 order to keep the pattern together, a rathetlsized font had to be used.
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of John of whom the Prologue say$roc fA8ev eic paptuploav v paptuprion mepl Tod
dwtdg, v mavteg motebowoLy 6U” adtod. o0k MY ékelvog O GAG, aAL Tva paptupnion mepl
t0d ¢wtog (Jn 1:7-8). It is after hearing John’s witness thatdisciples follow Jesus.

From the Rhetorical Analysis it would appear tthagt inclination to adopt the position of
Stibbe (1993:31-38) over and above that of Halr@94:53-57) was the correct one.
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3.3.4 The last witness of John in Jn 3:27-30

Whereas Harris (1994:57f) contends that the fimithess of the Baptist in the Gospel of
John occurs in Jn 3:22-36, Brown (1996:151-156) Buitimann (1971:167-175) consider the
unit to go from v 22 to v 30. My own inclinationtis extend the unit from Jn 3:22 — 4:3. The
rationale for this is that 3:22 indicates Jesus’ entry intldlela and 4:3 shows his departure
from there. The fact that Jn 3:31-36 includes alaion from Jesus does not in any way
contradict this delimitation as it indicates fiystvhat was said about John in the Prologue
viz. that he witnesses about the light, and segoihdidicates the origin of Jesus about which
the Prologue left the implied reader in no doubstds Bultmann (1971:170-172) sees Jn
3:22-26 as an introduction to the witness of Jofh &n 3:27-30 the actual witness, Jn 3:31-
36 can be considered to be a verification or a samrabout what John has witnessed and Jn
4:1-3 could form the conclusion. The descriptionlddherefore be as follows:

e Jn 3:22-26 Introduction

« Jn 3:27-30 Witness of John

e Jn 3:31-36 Verification of John’s witness

e Jn4:1-3 Conclusion

Brown (1966:164-165) refers to Jn 4:1-3 as a ttemmsl passage and Bultmann
(1971:175) sees it as ‘the editor’s introductioHarris (1994:58) treats Jn 3:31-36 as the
Baptist's ‘concluding address’ and Brodie (19930a@tes that because of the difference in
tone the speaker could be either ‘Jesus or thegeliati. Brown (1966:159-160) notes the
problems regarding the speaker of Jn 3:31-36 atdssthat the discourse ‘resembles closely
the style of speech attributed to Jesus in the &odfe goes on to describe the parallels with
Jesus’ discourse with Nicodemus earlier in the taf@n 3:1f). Schnackenburg (1968:381-
392) also highlights the different positions regagdthe speaker of Jn 3:31-36 and leans
more toward the inclination that Jesus is the speakating that ‘[tlhe true revealer from
heaven draws on direct knowledge and experien883}: My own inclination is to consider
Jesus to be the speaker of Jn 3:31-36. The masomedar this is that the references to seeing
and hearing in Jn 3:32dfpaker kol fxovoer) which he ‘gained with the Father and from the
Father’ (:383) also occur elsewhere in the Gospelabin cf. 1:18, 6:46, 8:26 and 15:15
(:383). There is thus strong intratextual evidefureattributing the declaration in Jn 3:31-36

to Jesus. Whatever the case, the delimitation neete explored in a separate study. For
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now, the mandate is to concentrate on the actuakss of John which | consider to be Jn

3:27-30 and to see how the Prologue has prepageiditiied reader for this.

John 3:27-30%" Gmekpion Twdvwne kel eimer: ob dbvatal &vBpwtoc Awufdvely obde &v & uh 1
R - - 28 o - - .
dedopévov adt® ék Tod ovpavod. < aldtol Lpelc pou peptupelte OTL elmov [Oti] oDk eipl éyw 6
’ ; 5 ’ ’ ) ) ’ 29 ¢ » \ , ’ 3 ’ 3 \
XpLoTog, AL’ OTL TECTUAUEVOC ELUL ELTPOCBEY €keLVOL. 70 €xwV TNHY vOUdNY vupdlog €otiv: o O€
dirog 10D vupdlov 6 €otnkwe kol akobwy adTod Yapd xelpel Sue thy dwrhy tod vupdlov. abtn
N ’ 30 ~ ~ ’ ~
obV M Xap& T €un TEmANpwTaL. ~ ékelvov b€l adidvely, éue 8¢ Elattododul.

Regarding this last witness of John, Stibbe (1993describes ‘echo effects’ and notes
‘analepses’ with Jn 1:19-34. He even notes somies limith Jn 2:1-11 (:60). While all this
seems to be viable, Stibbe strangely omits echdeshe® Prologue. The intratextual
associations are quite clear and are discussée ifotegoing.

The use of the infinitiveaupavery in Jn 3:27 will remind the implied reader of whaish
been said about the robdp in preceding chapt&’. The phraséx tod odpavou in Jn 3:27
calls to mind the divine origin of Adyoc in Jn 1:1. The declaratiarik eipl éyw 6 XpLotog
in Jn 3:28a harks back to Jn 1:8 that John washeolight but that he was to witness about
the light. Jn 3:28b recalls what was said in Jb Efhiout John having come before Jesus. The
references tqupa yoiper andn xepd in v 29 will call to mind Jn 1:14Kul 0 Adyog oapé
EYEVETO Kol €OKNYwoey €v Muly, kol €Becoouedo thr 80fav adtod, 80faV ¢ Hovoyevoig
Tapd Tatpds, TAYPNG xapLtog kel aAndelag) and Jn 1:16-176€L éx Tod mAnpWuetog ahTod
MUELG TavTeg EAdPoper Kol XAPLY Grtl YopLtog: 0TL 0 VOpog S Mwioéwg €800m, 1 xapLe
kel M aAndere S Tnood Xpuotod €yéveto) through the rhetorical feature of paronomasia. It
will also not escape the implied reader that theaie mAdpnc in Jn 1:14 and the noun
mAnpuwpetoc in Jn 1:16 occur together with cognates of the wg@gdc just asmemApwret
occurs with the worgepa in Jn 3:29. Stibbe (1993:60) sees John’s declaratigoy in 3:29
as a ‘proleptic echo’ of the joy referred to by ukes$n Jn 15:11 and 16:24. Of Jn 3:29,
Bultmann (1971:173) notes ‘the subordinate butmsserole of the Baptist’ — subordinate
because the central stage belongs to the bridegraodn essential because in Oriental
weddings the friend of the bridegroom had an ingartrole to play both before and also
after the wedding ‘wooing the bride, arranging fibast, etc.’ (:173). John is the friend of the
bridegroom ¢iioc tod vuudiouv) — this is where Stibbe’'s (1993:60) observatiorfs o
intratextual links with Jn 2:1-11 are relevant. ltkes wooed the disciples and now he has joy
of an intense form as indicated by the teopa yeiper. Zerwick (1996:294) prefers the term
‘overjoyed’. Harris (1994:57) notes that the pagatil the bridegroom’s friend creates

346Cf. Point 2.1.1 in Chapter three, Section Two above
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a picture of one whose proper subordination hagip@snd joyful results, in that in pursuit of hiffice of
standing in readiness for service to the bridegrdmum chiefly listening to the bridegroom, hearhig voice
and what it says, John completes his commissiorsaad in advance its fruits.

The very succinct utterancéeivov &€t adfavewy, éue &€ €iattodober in Jn 3:30
reinforces what has been stated about the ranlotof Vis-a-vis Jesus under 3.3.2 above.
Bultmann’s (1971:174) comment on this verse is ttet old epoch of the world has run its
course, the eschatological age is beginning’. Heclkemles poetically with: ‘the old star is
sinking; the new star rises’ (:175). All this isviiely ordained as indicated by the ‘divine
imperative’ (Brown 1966:153; cf. Bultmann 1971:152) in Jn 3:30.

And thus John disappears totally from the GosmajestHis work of withessing has been
accomplished and the text immediately turns tovelegion from Jesus (Jn 3:31-36). Thus the
Prologue which portrays John as a witness operfomughe implied reader a link with the

actual witness of John in the Gospel and prepaeessiader for that witness.

3.4 Towards a conclusion of the Prologue-Gospel e¢lonship

This Section started off by examining the naturprologues in general and by looking at
Jn 1:1-18 in particular. Over and against those wtigort a disunity between Gospel and
Prologue this study has established that thera imtainsic unity between the two and that
this unity exists on the levels of structure, vadaby and embedded thematic concerns. In
particular the placing of the termotedovow has been pointed out as having strategic
importance for both Prologue and Gospel. This tham been investigated and its complex
use with other key terms in the Gospel of John dlas been examined. The search for
thematic unity between the Prologue and Gospelr@dfi the opportunity to examine the
references to key biblical figures (such as Abrahltoses, Isaiah and John the Baptist) in
the Gospel of John. The findings yielded a richetdry of intertextual connections both
rerospectively and prospectively. From all this wee now in a position to offer an

interpretation of Jn 1:1-18. This is what the nehdpter is all about.
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Chapter Four: Conclusion — Towards an interpretatian of Jn 1:1-18*’

4.0 Introduction

This interpretation has been building up sinceitttieoductory Chapter to Section one of
this thesis when grammatical and textual issues veeldressed and choices made. More
insights were gleaned when the compositional featof the text were considered. Our grasp
of the meanings of the text gained in momenturhasstudy revealed aspects of the profile
of the implied reader of the Prologue. Structuradlyclimax was reached in Chapter one of
Section three when it was revealed how the stractdrthe Prologue synergized with the
structure of the Gospel as a whole and in a cesritse opened up the Gospel to reveal its
thematic concerns. However well intentioned, thesee piecemeal interpretations. What is
needed here is a synthesis of these piecemealngffeso as give an overall picture of my
view of the Prologue.

Following my Rhetorical Analysis of the passagueiill offer an interpretation of each of
the three parts. As noted in Chapter four of Sactioe above the pattern of the passage
follows a concentric construction A/B/A’. In keepginvith the sequence followed by Meynet
(1989, 2010), his description of Semitic logic (¢feynet 1998:175), and bearing in mind the
importance of the central unit as indicated by @ask (2009:1-10), | will first discuss the
extreme parts and then deal with the central jdue. interpretation in this chapter is by and
large the fruit of my own intertextual/intratextuagagement with the Prologue woven with
what has been gleaned from the profile of the iatplieader developed during this study.
This then is the task of this chapter — to higtlitfie main threads of interpretation so as to

arrive at a more holistic reading of the Prologue.

347 phillips (2006:143-220) offers a verse by vergerretation of the Prologue. This work is recomdeghfor
those readers wanting such a linear type of exfilama
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4.1 The first part: the pre-incarnate word (A)

+  YEv dpyfi v 6 Abyoc, kel 6 Adyoc v mpde Tov Bedv,
= kol 6edc v 6 Adyoc.
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+ "oltog HA0ev el paptuplov

[ ” o , o
Eyéveto avBpwmog, s ve pepruprion mepl Tod dpwtde,
dmeotoAuévog mopk Beod, ={ve Tdvreg MoTebowaLy 1’ altod.

+ AL Tve paptupnon mepl tod Pwtde.

+ %“Hv 1d ¢p&d¢ T dAndvdv,
- 0 ¢wrtifer mavta dvbpwov,
- &pyduevov eig OV KOOPOV.
v 16 kéopw Ay,
kol 6 kdopog 8L° adtod éyéveto
> kol 0 kdopog  abTOV Ok €yvw.
- Meic i 181 AABev,
> kol ol oo abtov ob mapéraBov.

This part was divided into three sub-parts. Thecdptions of these sub-parts were given
when the actual Rhetorical Analysis was done. Hs& here is to give a brief summary of
those descriptions and to bring in some of the mmights which have been gleaned from

Sections two and three of this work.

4.1.1  The first sub-part: Jn 1:1-5 (a). Creative.dyog

+

LBy dpy@y v 6 Abyoc, kol 6 Abyoc Ay mpdg tOv Bebv,
= kol 6edc v 0 Adyoc.

%obtoc fiv &v dpyf mpoc Tov Beby.

Smdvta 8 adrod &yéveto,

kel xwpig adtod Eyéveto odde &v & yéyovey

v at¢ (o T, kol f Cwh v 1O GaC
= 1OV whpdTwy

+ kol TO $d¢ v TR okotle dalver, kal f okotie adtd 00 KaTélofev.

+

+

The first segment shows the close relationship abyoc with God and the wordpyf
takes the real reader to the beginning — before timgan (cf. Gn 1:1). The last segment
identifies life and light witho Aéyoc and indicates that this light cannot be overcome b
darkness. The reference to light and darkness i-Swvill undoubtedly remind the implied

reader of the creation texts as will the refereiaag (wn in v 4. Ino Adyoc was life and this
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life was the light of humanity. We see already his tfirst piece of the entire Gospel the
introduction of the themes of light, life, and humitg. Regarding the identification éf Adyocg
with 0 ¢&¢ in vv 4-5, the implied reader will be attentivette intratextuality with Jn 8:12
and 9:5, as well as the compl&intratextual applications among Jn 1:4-5, 9, 1@ &2:36.

The central aspect of this sub-part is an affiromathat everything which became, became
througho Adyoc. O Adyog is thus the agent of creation. The implied readémete here the
correlation withcodtioe in the Wisdom traditio 2 with respect to v 1b, there is an
astonishing claim of the oneness between Godoahdlyoc. This would appear to plade
Adyoc on a higher plane thamdie but Scott (1992:97-98) has argued convincingly thest
is not the case. Verse 1 of the Prologue will caheemplied reader to consider

» the qualities Philo ascribed toioyoc — especially its all pervasive influence on the

universe (cf. 3.2.1 of Section two, Chapter thieeva) and

* The Memraof the Targumim(cf. the numerous studies listed under 3.2.2 «fiGe

two, Chapter three above).

All things considered it would appear that oftat OT and Jewish cultural indications in
the opening piece of the Prologue, the Wisdom tiadhas exerted the greatest influence on
its composition. Evans (1993:83-85) has demonstrateundeniable link between Sir 24 and
the Prologue. A comparative table has been presem@er point 2.3 of Section two, Chapter
two above. Noteworthy in the table are the sixnafees to this first piece of the Prologue.
The link with the Wisdom tradition is thus strong.

This sub-part alerts the reader to the closenetsggeno Adyoc and the Father on the one
hand and between Aéyoc and world on the oth&F, in preparation for a reading of the rest
of the Gospel of John (cf. 2.2.1 of Chapter on8eaxtion three).

348 use the word complex to denote that there isentioain just one link with respect to the versegatdd.

34° This aspect has been dealt with at length undet @ of Section Two, Chapter two above.

350 The relationship between the Father anisyoc is perfect while the relationship betweenéyoc and the
world is problematic.
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4.1.2  The third sub-part: Jn 1:9-11 (a’). Ot 16io0L?

9, =
Hv 10 ¢&¢ 10 GAndLvoY,
0 pwtLleL TVt avdpwmov,
épyOpevor eic OV KOopov.
10, ~ 7
& ¢ kbopy v,
kel 6 kdopog 8L° adtod €yéveto
Kl 0 KOOMOG oITOV OUK €yvw.
11,y N
€lg T 1oL MABev,
Kol ol LdLoL aUTOV oU mopeAafov.

The focal point of this sub-part is the announcetn® the presence in the world of
A0yog, now identified aso dod¢. We are also informed by v 10b that the world beea
through him thus reinforcing the creative attribaté Adyoc (identified above in Jn 1:3) and
his close link witho kéopuoc andmavta avbpwnor as these are identified as his own. In the
central aspects of both the extreme sub-parts, rwandormed of the creative and saving
dimensions ob Aoyoc. Above the central aspect is a description oflitife which shines on
all coming into the world.

The real reader will already have encountereddéetification ofo Adyoc with to dd¢ in
vv 4-5 of the first sub-part, and if attentive anibrmed enough will be aware of at least
some of the intratextual applications with whicle implied reader will bau fait The last
segment, i.e. v 10c-11, indicates the negativieud# of the world to the presence of the
light. The world did not know him and his own didtimeceive him. The implied reader will
see this as a preparation for the many intra/exéual applications indicated under point
2.2.2 of Section three, Chapter two above whermuamreferences ta ¢o¢ are discussed.
With respect to the identity of those who did neteive the light Crosby (2004:xxi-xxiii)
dismisses the notion thai i6wo. refers to an ethnic group calldéws Instead he refers to
ideological stances and the ‘cosmic struggle thatlicited by the presence of Jesus in the
world of any era’ (:xxiii). Schneider (1969:348)tds clearly that ‘[u]ltimately the group
stands for the forces opposed to Jesus, whichhartotces of darkness. It is obvious that we
are not dealing with an ethnic group, but with andatic theological symbol’ and that ‘[w]e
would miss the full significance of this symbolvie considered the Jew in John only as a
historical figure. “The Jews” are an ever-preseatity and threat to any worship of God in
spirit and in truth’ (:351).
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4.1.3 The central sub-part: Jn 1:6-8 (b). The meage rather than the messenger

[ ” " , v ,
Eyéveto avbpwrog, T o peptupnon mepl tod dpwtdc,

; Miévog Tapd Beod = % ; { > aOtod
dmeato. G Tap , = {va mavteg motedowoly S1° adtod.

+ &AL Tva paptupnion Tepl T0D GWTOG.

This sub-part introduces John the Baptist as sameent by God. John has been sent in
order to witness about the light so that all mayneao faith through him. The concentric
construction of vv 7-8 highlights this aspect. Téus-part is the centre of the part Jn 1:1-11.
It shows faith to be the purpose of John’s comintp ithe world and of his work of
witnessing. The implied reader and to some extemtéal reader who becomes inforiied
will:

» Know that this sendingapa 6eod is intended to convey the sense that John’s coming
was brought about by God and that he was not semnt the ‘very presence of God’
(BAGD 1979:106) like Jesus was.

* Be aware of the prophetic nature of this sendihg3(8.1 of the preceding chapter).

* Be aware that believing in v 7c is none other thalreving in Christ (Barth 1993:93).

» Be aware of a further reference to John in v 1%hef Prologue and to subsequent
references in Jn 1:19-42 and 3:27-30 (cf. 3.3.13-33n the preceding chapter).

* Be aware that the reason for sending of Johiby God is highlighted more than the
person of Johrhimself. In this regard the implied reader willom that in John’s
witness to the Jews in Jn 1:19-42 there are thigeechable parts which highlight
John’s role:

o The first part — Jn 1:19-28
= John, in intertextual relationship with Is 483 indicates that he is
merely a voice crying out in the wilderness (Jn 3):2hereby
highlighting his function. This is the central pgecf the part.
= The piece above (Jn 1:19-22) and the piece belowl(d4-28) the

central piece contaivia negativadescriptions of John.

%1 cf. Chapter four of Section Two above where regaimdel was constructed.
%21t must be noted here that the intertextualitgdsnplex as it also associates John with Isaiah dtbthe
same mission of preparing the way.
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0 The second part —Jn 1:29-34
= This is the central part in the passage and canthmactual witness of
John. The analysis of the p&ftmakes it abundantly clear that the
focus is on Jesus on whom the Spirit descends.
0 The third part — Jn 1:35-42
= Whereas in the first part John is not the Christhie third part Christ
is identified. This has a strong resonance witli:&1 In keeping with
John’s role to witness about the light this parhadodes with the

disciples movingrepd Twavvov in v 40 tompog tov Inoodv in v 42.

* Be aware that John’s last testimony in the Goggelfi(Jn 3:27-30) echoes the fact
that he is not the Christ (Jn 3:28) and concludigls the statement that Christ must
increase and that John must decrease (Jn 3:30).h#lang being disclosed, John

departs from the scefté

4.2 The third part: the incarnate word (A")

Kol & 2yoc obpE Eyéveto

Kol €OKNVWOoeV €V Mulv,

kol €Beaoouedo thy S6Eav altoDd,
80Eay ¢ povoyevodg mapd TaTPOC,
TANPNG XAPLTOG Kol &AnOelog.

15, I
Twavyng peptupel Tepl adtod

Kol kékpayey Aéywv,

OOltog v Ov elmov,

‘0 émiow pou épyopevoc
€UTPOCOEY o YEYOVED,
0TL TP@TOC pov Tv.

16¢, ) ~ ’ 5 ~ ¢~ ’ 3a t \ ’ P ’
0TL €k T0D TANPWHNTOG aUTOD  TUELG TVTeG EANPOHEY KoL XOPLY QVTL XEPLTOG
17y < \ <y, 7 - o sy
0tL 0 vopoc St Mwioewg €500, N yopic kal 1 ainBera dia 'Incod Xpiotod €eyeveto.
18
BedV 008€LC EWpaKey TWTOTE
povoyevic Bedg O Ov elg tov kOATOV Tod TTpdg  €kelvog énynocto.

This part consists of three pieces i.e. vv 14at8 16-18. The rhetorical features of the

part have been discussed abiBvas were the OT referené&sused in the part.

353 Cf. Point 3.3.3 of the preceding chapter.

%4 This aspect has been dealt with under 3.3.4 optaeeding chapter.
355 Cf. Points 3.1 — 3.2 of Section One, Chapter thatssve.

356 Cf. Points 2.2 — 2.5 of Section Two, Chapter tloe.
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4.2.1  The first piece Jn 1:14 (a). Seen and heaatd touched — God’s\dyog in

human terms

The intertextual matriX’ and the cultural asped8 of this verse have been amply dealt
with above. What needs to be done at this state peint out some of the consequences of
the incarnation. Westermann (1998:5) noted thatais the creative, pre-existentyog that
took human form in Jesus. In other words it becgossible for other human beings to
experience hinvia the senses, prior to any faith experience of Aihis brings into play the
intertextual link with 1 Jn 1:1-4 where a senseegignce witho Aoyog is described (cf.
Coloe 1997:46). This sense experience becomes thelamation of the Johannine
community. It appears that what is emphasized tsetle visibility of6 Adyoc. This might
have been the emphasis of the Johannine commiButyengaging with the text today can
such an explanation be adequate? The plain fabatslesus fully embraced the limitations,
ambiguities and tilted structures of human socjetyWestermann 1998:5) and it is precisely
in their being in that condition that other humaginigs experience Jesus. In this regard
Brueggemann (1999:Ff speaks of the ‘restless, unsettleable relationiththe irreducible

core of what it means to be human'.

4.2.2 The third piece Jn 1:16-18 (a’). The days have o

Jesus is identified a@berevealer even surpassing Moses. Covenant reaiteegdispensed
through him. The issue of the new covenant withciédl for interiority and a deeper
awareness of God have been pointed out above whepopwy avti yapitoc in v 16 was
discussetf’. The new covenant text in Jer 31:31-34 starts withtemporal indicatiomsz
om mn (Look the days are comipgThe implied reader will know that this temporal
indication occurs four times in the context of tiewv covenant (Jer 30 — 33) and that each
time it heralds the promise of a new blessing stlfirof liberation and land restoration in Jer
30:3, secondly of progeny in Jer 31:27, thirdlyaohew covenant in Jer 31:31 and lastly of
happiness in Jer 33:14. The implied reader wilb &sow that thenew covenant is exactly

357 Cf. Points 2.2 — 2.5 of Section Two, Chapter tloe.

358 Cf. Chapter three, Section Two above.

%9 Brueggemann (1999) offers nine essays which emdgtiand realistically (if not daringly) describbet
human condition not only in its frailty and neediagbut also in its potential.

380 Cf. Point 0.4.4 in the introductory Chapter to tBetOne above.
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like the old:ap% “o-rmr mm ovFoxb oab nmm (Then | will be their God and they will be my
people). The implied reader will also know that wisanew about the new covenant is the
way in which it will be dispensed enabling intimasyth God. The implied reader and the
real reader who becomes informed will know fromhanatic intertextuality that with the
incarnation ofo Adyoc the days referred to in Jer 31:31 have indeed cd@boel is doing
something new with respect to the blessings thet l@en promised. Whereas in the Jewish
context the Torah was the epitome of revealed kadgé (cf. Munzinger 2007:102-103), Jn
1:18 presents Jesus as the only genuine revealdreofFather. This makes possible the
interior disposition toward believing. Grace andthr with all the covenantal benefits

associated with this term have been dispensedghrdesus (Jn 1:17).

4.2.3 The second (i.e. the central) piece Jn 1:1B). An enigma!

Just as the introduction of John forms the cemtsplect of the first part, here the witness
of John forms the central aspect of the last pEnts witness is echoed is Jn 1:30 in the
central part of John’s witness to the Jews whersais:oltog oty Omep o éyw elmov,
‘Omlow pov épyetal Gump O¢ éUTpooBév pou yéyover, 0TL TPATOC wouv fv. But where did
John sayOTmlow pov épyetal avnp 0¢ €UmpooBév pou yéyover, 0Tl TP@OTOC pou Mv? Apart
from Jn 1:30 this announcement occurs only in ttidogue. If it is true that the Prologue is
unknown to the characters in the Gospel story (Meyo1993:24), then the real reader will
have to ponder this point for a while. The verbov in Jn 1:30 is in the aorist form, not in the
imperfect so as to indicate that John made the wroement repeatedly. How does the
implied reader understand this? It would appeartti@real reader will have to contend with
ambiguity here. Bultmann (1971) and SchnackenbL®$§) are silent on the issue. Brown
(1966:56) acknowledges that apart from the Prolaiplen has not made the announcement
elsewhere in the Gospel but does not offers anytisol One has to contend with non

resolution on this point — at least for the timéenge
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4.3 The central part: the consequences of the inaaation (B). God fulfils the promise
made to Abraham

12 ’ ~
booL &e EdaPov albtdv, Edwker adtolg Efovolov

’ ~ ’
tekvo. Beod yeveohul,

tol¢ morevovoLy €lg 10 dvoun avTol,

13
Ol 00Kk €€ aipdTwy o08E €k BeANUITOC OupKOG 008E €k BeANUOTOC GYSPOg

) ~ 2 ’
oAl ek Beod eyevvmOnoav.

The rhetorical features of this part comprisingjragle piece have been exposed earlier in
this thesi®®’. The most important point to bear in mind herehis strategic placing of the
termmiotebovowy in v 12¢. The implied reader and the real reade bhecomes informed will
remember that the central aspect of the first par the fact that John was séni mavteg
motebowowy 8 «dtod. Coming to faith is the ultimate aim of the GospélJohn. As
indicated abov&? this believing is the way to eternal life. The iioations and consequences
of this belief have also been amply discudSkdt is sufficient here merely to recall the last
verse of the Gospel prior to the Epilogue viz. 0r82 —tadte 6¢ yéypamtal ve moted[olnte
otL 'Inoodg éotww 6 xprotdg O vidg Tod Beod, kal Tva motedovteg Jwhy émre év 1Q
dvdpat adtod. The implied reader will detect the intratextuakliwith Jn 1:34. When John
gives his testimony to the Jews in Jn 1:19-42hendll important central part i.e. Jn 1:29-34,
he refers to Jesus with the title found in Jn 20:34& vioc tod 6eod (Jn 1:34). Other
intratextual links known to the implied reader ame 1:49, 11:4 and 11:27. Carrying the
words 66tx and 6ofalw, Jn 11:27 has a more complex intratextual assoniahereby
allowing for a richer engagement with the text. Mobe overlooked is the intratextual link
between Jn 1:12 and 20:31 through the watdsei[onte, motetovteg, and év ¢ ovopwtL
o0ToD.

The extreme segments 12ab and 13ab offer intteikpbssibilities with Jn 3:3-7 when
Nicodemus is confronted with the need to be boramfabove i.e. of Godivvnoq dvwber
in v 3 andsel tuac yervndival dvwder in v 7 where the wordei implies a necessity).
There are also interesting intertextual possib#itivith Rm 8:15d0 yap €iofete mreduw

dovelag maALY el poPov GAAL éAaBete mvedua vioBeotug év @ kpalouev, ApBa 6 mathp). It

%1 cf. Points 2.1 — 2.3 of Section One, Chapter thova.

32 Cf. Heading 2.2.1 of Section Three, Chapter twavab

363 Cf. 2.0 — 2.2.3 of Section Three, Chapter two &ov

34 ouw-Nida (1989:71.34) notes thiat implies ‘that which must necessarily take place’.
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is onlytékva. 6eod (In 1:12b)- thosetk Beod eéyevvmbnoar (Jn 1:13b) who can call Gope

6 matip. As indicated in the preceding chapterékve 8eod in v 12b is also in intertextual
relationship with Gal 4:7. Interestingly the rod&p occurs twice in Rm 8:15. The
significance of this root for the Prologue has beétussed under point 3.1.1 of Section
Three, Chapter two above. Those who did recéiveyoc are likened to those receiving
adoptiori®® — they becometiva 6eov.

The wordsolk €€ aipatwy o0d¢ €k BeANUaTOC OupKOg 00OE €k BeANUNTOC AVvdpOC GAL €k
Beod eyevvmonoav in v 13ab will remind the implied reader of Sar&gbekah, and Rachel
(i.e. the first three mothers of the Israelite ma}ihaving been barren, and of Leah, the fourth
having become barren (Gn 18:11-12, 25:21, 29:319)30t was only through God’s
intervention that the promise made to Abraham wiédléd in them (Gn 21:2, 25:21, 30:6,
10-13) and they bore children. Just as initially #arth was barren and void (Gn $¢2jhe
first mothers of Israel were barren. But this i$ aoly how the OT starts — it is also how the
NT starts. At the start of the Gospel of Luke (LI&-25) Elizabeth was barren and God’s
intervention ensured that the promise made to AdrafGn 13:16, 15:5) was also fulfilled in
her as the promise made to the Patriarch cannobliterated. The function of the son born
to Elizabeth viz. John the Baptist, was to intragltm the world another son referred to in the
Prologue agiovoyevnc 6coc 6 ov ei¢ tov koAmor tod matpoc (Jn 1:18). We have already
considered John’s witness about him under poinB38the preceding chapter. Now in the
central aspect of the Prologue i.e. Jn 1:12-13 meet@d that those who acceptiéyoc and
believe in his name have the authofifyto becometékva 6eov. The promise made to
Abraham continues and through it, God’'s blessingtinoes (Gn 18:18). This is the
consequence of the incarnation. This is the purpmiséhe sending of John the Baptist
(Jn 1:6-7) and this is the reason for the Gospdbbh having been written (Jn 20:31).

365 Cf. Point 3.2.3 of chapter three of this Section.

356 The word for adoptionu{odesiac) in Rm 8:15 implies that the adopted have therights of the legal heir
(Barclay 1975:105-107).

%7 The termwa; smn in Gn 1:2 indicates formlessness and emptines8ilsleWorks 6).

388 Bultmann (1971:57) explains thibusley in Jn 1:12 refers to ‘right’ or ‘authority’ and no power as in
Gnosticism.
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GENERAL CONCLUSION

0. Introductory comments

This work has been complex but for the sake dfitgldas been designed in Sections. It
therefore makes sense to approach this Generall@imt along the lines of that schema.
The relevant headings are listed below. The waakiesti off with a General Introduction in
which therationale for the research was indicated as were the appesaand theoretical
assumptions to be employed. Special reference wadeno Rhetorical Analysis as that

aspect of Biblical exegesis is not encounteredreguently.

1. From Section One: Rhetorical Analysis

While this work was in progress two important wekn Rhetorical Analysis have been
published by Meynet (2009; 2010a). These works wilidoubtedly make the art of
Rhetorical Analysis more of a feature on the laa@sc of Biblical exegesis. Another
important development is the establishment of ®B@ith its many publications notably in
StRh.With the output and international conferences ayedrby the society in English among
other modern western languages there is every megasoelieve that the state of the research
will be taken further.

My admiration for the insights and work of Rolakiéynet notwithstanding, | have, from
time to time, differed from his work (Meynet 1989#4510; 2010:1-28) e.g. in the
grammatical analysis, in the third part i.e. J/4118 where he brings in the unit of sub-part
and | do not, and also in the actual analysis ofesof the textual units. But the tree is judged
by the fruit it bears (cf. Mat 12:33; Sir 27:6) atiee fruit of my analysis is represented in
Chapter four of Section one and the diagram ilaisig the pattern of the Prologue is
included on the next page for easy reference. Mycsaire is a balanced one, shows
symmetry, and the central anthropological and gmtagical preoccupations of the Prologue

are represented. The central term as discussechapt& four of Section one is clearly

%9 |nformation on this Society which studies Biblicand Semitic Rhetoric is available on:
http://www.retoricabiblicaesemitica.org/Chi_siamn.rgml
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evident. This is important when showing the shapthe text as Semitic logic considers the
centre to be the key point (Meynet 1998:175; cfis@crzuk 2009:1-10).

The pattern of the passage Jn 1:1-18

1 ’ A 3 ¢ , e ’ Iy \ \ ,
Ev apyQ) v 0 A0yog, Kol 0 A0yog v mpog Tov Beov,
kel Bedg My O Adyoc.
2 = N ~ 3 a
o0tog MV &v Gpyf Tpog tov Bedy. “mavte 8L altod &yévero,
kol ywplg adtod éyéveto a
obde v 0 yéyovev
4 . 4 N
v a0t Conmny, kel 1 (wn MY 10 ARG TV avbpwTwy:
5 - - , , , ,
kol 0 ¢Adg év Th okotie daivel, kol T okotie awdTO 00 KaTéAoPev.

6, 0 . = ,
Eyévero dvbpwro, lve pepTupnon  mepL tod ¢wr,oc,6 ) b /A

dmeotaévoc Tapd Beod, , v mhvrec motebowoLy 81’ adtod

dvope adt® Iwavvng: OUK TV €KELVOC TO P,

&AL Tve peptuprion Tepl tod pwtdc.

9, - , ,
"Hy 10 ¢idg t0 aAnduvdy, O dwrtiler Tavia &rbpwmov,
€PXOpEVOV cic Tov kdopov. €V TQ kdouy v,

e ’ P a 3.2 C
Kal O KOGWOG 6L’ avtod €YEVETO
e I3 5 A\ ) 11 , Ny 2
KoL O KOOMOG 0LUTOV OUK €YVW. elc Too 1oL MABew,
kel ol T8LoL adtov ol mapéraBov. j
%001 8¢ Erapov altév, Edwker abtoic EEovolay Tékva Beod yevéabuat,
~ 4 b \ b4 b ~
TOLC TLOTELOLALY €LC TO OVOUK (LLTOV, B
13 o 5 5 (2 IS ’ \ IS , 5 \ 7 d
OL OUK € OLPATWY OLOE €K BEAMUOTOC O0PKOG OLOE €K BEATULOTOC AVEPOC
GAL ék Beod EyevmBnoav.
14K v 7 \ P \
ol 0 A0Yog oapg €YEVETO
oy s . . N s s . - )
KoL €OKMVWOeY €V Nuly, kol €Beqoopebo tny 60far ovtod, d0fay w¢  povoyevodg C
Tapd Tatpdg, TANPNG XAPLTOG Kel dAndelog.
15, ’ - \ 5 ~ ¢ > 1 3 ,
Twovvng poptupel mepl avtod 0 OmLow poL EPXOHEVOQ
» , ;
Kol Kékpayey Aéywv, €umpoodev JoL YEYOVEV, b A;
= oy \ 3 HS A 2
Oltoc v Ov elmov, otTL TPWTOG pou M. >
16 - - =
6TL ék ToD TANPWUATOG AdTOD TUELG TOVTEG EaBoper
\ ’ 3 \ ’ 174 ¢ ’ \ o 2 PR 1
KoL XOPLY QVTL YOPLTOG: ~ OTL 0 Vopog oo Mwboewg €500, a
f x&pLc kol f eAnfere S Tnood Xpuotod &yévero.
18
Oedv o0delg Edpakey TWTOTE® povoyevig Bedg
0 v elg TOv kKOATOV 10D TOrtpOG  ékelvog €Emynourto. j
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2. From Section Two: The Retrospective Reading of thBrologue

Section two described some of the theoreticalymessitions relevant to this work, raised
a few questions relating to the epistemologicahpses underlying these presuppositions,
and finally tried to understand the profile of ithglied reader with respect to what we today
call the OT, and also the Jewish cultural miliewrder to make sense of the Prologue. The
construction of the implied reader of the Prologtas done in a fair amount of detail taking
into account themes, personages and grammaticahcaesawith the phenomenon of
Intertextuality playing a major role in this exesei The worldview of the implied reader of
the Prologue was seen to be influenced by Jewislstiomm in its varied forms,
Apocalypticism, strains of Gnosticism, Wisdom ttautis and the social context of first
century CE Christianity including the struggle beém the new disciples of Jesus and the
synagogue establishment. This construction of thelied reader has been an advance on
previous constructions of the implied reader offberth Gospél®. The true complex nature
of the reading process became evident as work oleeel and the Section concluded by
proposing a reading model which takes into accdbat dynamic nature of the reading
process. That aspect will be rounded off undertpéibelow when concluding remarks are
presented.

3. From Section Three: The Prospective Reading of therologue

Essentially this third Section investigated howe tArologue related to the rest of the
Gospel of John. If the first Section of the worledshe approach of Rhetorical Analysis, this
third Section employed largely the approach of ristduality. The investigation looked at
structure, themes and key terms. The strategicingaof the central term was also
considered. The research of Stibbe (1993) provetietanost helpful in setting out the
groundwork for the Section. The work of Staley (@p8nd my own Rhetorical Analysis of
the passage have been instrumental in examiningethdonship between the Prologue and
the rest of the Fourth Gospel on the level of $tme& An investigation of the key terms in the
Prologue and the use of these terms in the resteofsospel helped to establish the strong

intratextual links between Prologue and Gospel. fhirel chapter of the Section established

370 Cf. Culpepper (1983:205-227), Tolmie (1998:57-26)d Kieffer (1999:47-65) for constructions of the
implied reader of the Gospel of John.
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the thematic unity between the Prologue and thé aokshe Gospel of John. A definite
relationship between Prologue and Gospel has bmerdfon all levels investigated thereby
showing the Prologue to be what the Introductomptér to Section three has postulated viz.
a route map to guide the real reader through tee abthe Gospel. Hawkin’s (1980:93)
contention that the ‘Prologue functions as a heen@oal key’' for the remainder of the

Gospel is correct.

4. Concluding Remarks

Therelevant question at this timegsio vadi®

4.1 Quo Vadis? A first response

An initial response to the work done thus fartascontinue with the reading of the
Prologue and to repeatedly engage afresh with éx¢ tn this regard Meynet (2010:1-28)
has shown the lead hvisiting his analysis of the Prologue done twenty two yesys
(Meynet 1989:481-510). Such an effort will alwayin new insights and the intertextual
possibilities will be expanded as more engagemeitts texts take place. In addition the
dynamic nature of the reading process will undadigtenake each reading different as the

real reader is never the same from one readingpsetssthe next.

4.2 Quo Vadis? A second response

A second response tig do a Rhetorical Analysis of the entire Gospelatin.Apart from
the understanding of the text that such a masdfoet evill bring, it will certainly assist with
the delimitations of the various textual units. Nw@ving had reliable information in this
regard was problematic when attempting to seegxample, how the Prologue shed light on
the last witness of John (Jn 3:27-%38) Meynet (1998:171) notes that each ‘pericope

possesses its own organisation, independently fhentexts it resembles in content’. While it

871 Cf. The discussion under point 3.3.4 in Chaptezetof Section three above.
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is possible to discern patterns and compositioeaiures in smaller textual units sometimes
even through cursory inspection, the real pictury becomes clear when texts are examined
in context and at a superior level such as pasgsge, sub-sequence, sequence and book.
Meynet (1998:170) makes this quite clear. Tat@onale here flows out of two analogies. The
first is that no amount of study of the oxygen atomits own will reveal that with two
hydrogen atoms one will end up with a water moleciihe second analogy is that without
one and three, the number two becomes meanindgi®isstorical Analysis of the entire
Gospel with the resulting delimitations of textualits such as passages and parts will also
help to address the various displacement thefiesldinter alia by Bultmann (1971:203-
278; 285-387) and Schnackenburg (1980:90-171).ulitrbe stated that Rhetorical Analysis
does not mistrust the text and will see no neettanspose textual units as done e.g. by
Bultmann (1971:268-278) with respect to Jn 7:15f24ting it as he does immediately after
his commentary on Jn 5:41-47. The pointtafst in the texthas been dealt with in the
discussion on Textual Criticism abG{& Morris (1995:46-49) provides a useful synthesis o
what he calls ‘Dislocations’. Using logic that isiigg appealing he states his position
succinctly (:48):

One cannot help thinking that sufficient attentisrnot being given to the author’s intention. Wetab
readily assume that he must have had somewhatathe sanons of consistency as we have. But if he was
not interested in producing the kind of consistetiat we take for granted, he may well have hafiifit
standards as to what part of his writing shouldbfelwhat other part. In other words, it is alwaysitbr to

try to make sense of the manuscript as it starafs tih try our hands at varying the order.

My effort to discern the inner logic of ‘the mawtipt as it stands’ (:48) with respect to the

placement of Jn 7:15-24 can be illustrated asvidlo

>>

5:41-47

Reference to Mose:

+

+

6:1-21
6:22-26
6:27-40
6:41-7:1

Jewish feast with miracles

Looking for Jesus
Bread of Life Discourse
Antagonism toward Jesus

>>

7:2-14
7:15-24

Jewish feast and confusion about Jesu
References to Moses

Jn 7:15-24 is the lower end of a unit spanning 5:471:24. This unit is constructed in a
chiastic fashion to highlight the Bread of Life aisirse in Jn 6:27-40. It must be

372 Barrett (1958:18-21) discusses these theoriedisinsix groups of the most prominent displacemémtthe
Gospel of John. Barrett (:20) opposes these theori¢ing that ‘[n]either displacement theories remaction
theories are needed to explain the present stateajospel, in which certain roughnesses undotptechain,
together with an undoubted impression of a vigorongy of theme’. Lightfoot (1969:7-11) is of thame
mind.

873 Cf. point 3.1.2.3 of the General Introduction histwork.
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acknowledged that this schema is tentative andneild to be tested once a full analysis of
the entire Gospel has been worked out. This exersimerely to illustrate the point made by
Morris (1995:46-49) about dislocations and alsodheervation of Haenchen (1984:51) that
the ‘time of theories of displacement is gone’bBé (1993:76-96) proposes an altogether
different schema which is highly complex with itstarweaving of themes, plots, and

narrative echo effects (:80).

4.3 Quo Vadis? A third response

A third response iso attempt the design of a theoretical frameworkt thmbraces the
interactionismcalled for in Section two of this thesis. Once agtiis demands a massive
effort but it is necessary if we are to avoid thigafls of describing nonlinear realities (such
as the composition of Biblical texts) using lingaradigms. As shown in the epistemological
problems raised in the introductory Chapter to iBactwo above, such an effort is
indispensable if one is to detect the true intévaal character of the reading process. | have
made a start by proposing an interactional mod&hapter one of Section Two above and
have also proposed a model ranging from generalere@eal reader) to the reader who
becomes informed (also real reader) to implied eeaud Chapter four of that Section but the
theoretical framework will have to be properly désed and refinetd”. It is a work | look
forward to with eager anticipation. In any everg thiagram in the concluding chapter (i.e.
Chapter four) of Section two still needs to be ctatgul to cater for insights gleaned from
Section three above. A more representative profilthe implied reader of the Prologue can

be illustrated as follows:

374 | have pointed out in Section Two that the intémac between the real reader and the implied reiler
characterized by two separate horizons (cf. Gada®eb:273f) and that the dialogue between the ggalts in
something new coming into existence. It has beent@d out in the Section that whilst identificatiaith the
implied reader is possible this is not always thsecas the real reader might develop a point difitéy,
recognize differences in cultural perspectivesaglise on certain aspects, or come to more nuancetwi@
complete understanding. Real readers have vadtgrefit backgrounds and ideological stances. Thmiant
point in all this is that reading is dialogical mature as the real reader engages or negotiatbsheitimplied
reader who is the constructed other representiegetkt.
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Johannine key terms, e.g.

mLoTedd  $pGg

Structure of the
Gospel of John

Plot of the Gospel
of John

Themes of the
Gospel of John

This diagram illustrates the various relationalsgbilities provided by the reading
process. The broken lines have already been descabov&™. This diagram represents
more of the complexity characteristic of the imglieeader of the Prologue as it brings in
insights on how the Prologue relates to the regshefGospel of John from Section three
above cf. the yellow components.

* The first point to note is that in order not tottdm up the diagram some aspects e.g.
the openness to faith so that the text could ‘agerits effect’ (Iser 1978:34) have had
to be left out.

e It is important to note that all the arrows areitgictional. This shows the active
exchange of information across system boundaries.

375 Cf. Chapter one, Section two above.
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« The openness to other real readers of t€kis shown by the blue arrows at the
border of the large circle. As a real reader, lehdeen guided by what other real
readers of the text have contributed either throwgitten work or through other
means of communication thereby enriching my coesiba of the implied reader.
These blue arrows also show the possibilities fammunity reading as discussed
earlier in this thesfé’.

* Interaction between components is shown by bladkditional arrows e.g. the arrow
linking theMoses traditiorand thehemes of the Gospel of John

* Interactions among interactions are shown by theegoarrows.

» Interactions among components and interactions gnotimer interactions are shown
by green arrows.

* The red arrows represent interactions among inierecwith other interactions and
interactions among components. This is becomingrpssively more complicated
and calls for some clarification. If interactionmm@ng other interactions (i.e. the
golden arrows) are represented by the number 1ltlmdnteractions among the
components (i.e. the black arrows) are represebjethe number 2, then the red

arrows would represent the interactions among 12and

The possibilities for interaction are enormous dndore possibilities are to be shown the
diagram will not be readable. The diagram above aldequately shows one of the basic
assumptions of General Systems Th&8tyiz. that the whole is always greater than the sum
of its component parts (cf. Capra 1982:267). Symsh8y this is represented by the
mathematical statemerLSystem >XSystemParts. This is true because of the effethef
interactions. These interactions also produce ahangthe real reader. This change is
essential for stability. The opposite of this iagstancy. Watzlawiclet al (1974:1) express
this in the idiomthe more something changes the more it remainsate’®.

Reading a text is truly an ‘act of creativity’ (vailborget al 1989:7). | trust that some of

that creativity has been represented in this wtking its execution | experienced firsthand

376 A recent work (De Wit & West 2009) shows an actared enlightening exchange between African real
readers of Biblical texts and their European coyrates in which each group of real readers is @edc This
compilation is based on a symposium and adequetglsesses what these blue arrows are all about.

377 Cf. Point 1.3 of Chapter one, Section two above.

378 As indicated in the Introductory Chapter of Secttwo in which a new epistemology is called for,n@al
Systems Theory is a key component foetatheory) of any epistemology which considers intBoeism.
Footnote 127 above is relevant in this regard.

37° The actual quote from Watzlawiak al (1974:1) reads as followsplus ¢a change, plus c'est la meme
chosé
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some of the phenomena described with respect taldReResponse Criticism and also
Intertextuality. It is impossible to read a textarvacuum and in an unaffected and stagnant
way. It is sincerely hoped that this work will pide a new, fruitful, and exciting way of

engaging with Jn 1:1-18.
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Appendix | — Glossary of rhetorical ternts.

1. Inferior levels: these are not autonomous and are formed of wue,ar three units

of the preceding level.

1.1 Term this is a minimal unit and corresponds to a legem

1.2 Member this refers to ayntagmor a group of terms linked through close syntactic
relationship.

1.3 Segmentthis is formed by one, two, or three members. hmber segments
correspond to monostychs, bimember segments tgcsiand trimember segments
to tristychs.

1.4 Piece this counts one, two, or three segments.

1.5 Part: this refers to one, two, or three pieces.

2. Superior levels these are autonomous and consist of one or deweita of the
preceding level.

2.1 Passagethis consists of one or of several parts andesponds tericope

2.2 Sequencehis consists of one or more passages.

2.3 Sectionthis refers to one or more sequences.

2.4 Book this refers to one or more sections.

NB Sub-part, sub-sequence and sub-section are intearpechits (Meynet 1998:246-247).

3. Terms designating rhetorical functions

a. Initial terms these are identical or similar terms which mdmd beginning of
symmetrical textual units. These correspond to ahaphoraof classical
rhetoric.

b. Final terms these are similar to the above but mark the efdse units. The
corresponding classical termapiphora

c. Extreme termsthe reference here is to identical or similamgmwhich mark
the extremities of a unit. The correspondence théanclusion of traditional
exegesis.

d. Median termsthis refers to identical or similar terms whiclamk the end of
one unit and the beginning of another which is swtmiwal to it. This is the
hook wordor staple wordof traditional exegesis.

e. Central terms identical or similar terms which mark the centreafstwo
symmetrical textual units.

f. Abbreviationor economy a phenomenon in which a linguistic element of a
unit is not repeated in a symmetrical unit.

g. Paronomasiaa phonic relationship between two terms whichehdifferent
meanings.

380 Adapted from Meynet (1998:372-376) who providesoenprehensive glossary. The terminology described
here are mainly references to terms which appedhi;mwork. Meynet devotes an entire chapter tall f
description of the figures of composition (:199-R0Bhis is done in fine detail and by his own adsits the
description becomes ‘increasingly complex’ (:19@pncise descriptions of the terminology of Rhetaric
Analysis are also included in Meynet (2009:21- 231 @a:29-31).
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1 Cor
1 Kgs
1Pt
1Tm
2 Cor
2 Sam

AB
ABD
ABR
ABRL
AcC.
AJPS
AQ

BAGD

BDB

BDF

BS

ca
CBQ
Cf./cf.
CivCatt
Col
DCH

Dn
DNTB

DSB
Dt

ed
EDNT

e.g.
Eph

Ex
ExpTim
Ezek
f/ff

Gal

Appendix Il - List of signs and abbreviations

The first letter to the Corinthians

The first book of Kings

The first letter of Peter

The first letter to Timothy

The second letter to the Corinthians

The second book of Samuel
Acts of the Apostles

Anchor Bible

Anchor Bible Dictionary

Australian Biblical Review

The Anchor Bible Reference Library

Acts of the Apostles (Ac. is used in sonietations)

Asian Journal of Pentecostal Studies

Academic Questions (Published online by 18per Science and Business
Media). The website details appears undetreleic resources above cf.
Rothman, D J 2008.

Arndt, W F. & Gingrich F W 197% Greek-English Lexicon of the New
Testament and Other Early Christian Liter&uChicago: The University
of Chicago Press.

Brown, F, Driver, S R, & Briggs, C A 195A.Hebrew and English Lexicon
of the Old Testamer®xford: Clarendon Press.

Blass, F. & Debrunner, A. (1968.Greek Grammar of the New Testament
and other Early Christian Literatur@ranslated by Funk, R W.)

Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
Bibliotheca Sacra
circa

Catholic Biblical Quarterly

confer
La Civilta Cattolica

(the letter to the) Colossians

Clines, D J A (ed) 199&he Dictionary of Classical Hebrewol 3).
Sheffield: Sheffield University Press.

(The book of the Prophet) Daniel

Evans, C A & Porter, S E (ed) 20@ictionary of New Testament
BackgroundDowners Grove: InterVarsity Press.

The Daily Study Bible (Revised Edition)

(the book of) Deuteronomy

editor/s

Balz, H & Schneider, G 199Bxegetical Dictionary of the New Testament
(Three volumes)Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing
Company.
exempli gratia

the letter to Ephesians

(the book of) Exodus

Expository Times

(the book of the Prophet) Ezekiel
and following

The letter to the Galatians
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Gn
GNT
Heb
HTR
i.e.
IJST
Is
JBL
Jdg
Jer
JETS
Jn
Jn.

Jos

JSNT
JSNT.SS
JSOT
JSOT.SS
Lev
Liddell-Scott

Lk
LTP
Louw-Nida

LXX
Mal
Mk
Mt
NAZ?
NEB
Neh
NFT
NICNT
NJB
no.
NRS
NRT
NT
NTS
oT
OTE
p/pp
PBC
Phil
PJT
Pr
Ps

(the book of) Genesis

Greek New Testament (Nestle Aland 2dition)

(the book of) Hebrews

Harvard Theological Review
id est

International Journal of Systematic Thgglo

(the book of the Prophet) Isaiah

Journal of Biblical Literature

(the book of) Judges

(the book of the Prophet) Jeremiah

Journal of the Evangelical Theologicali&gc

(the Gospel of) John
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Appendix Il

Bailey’s (1996:24) analysis of Phil 2:5-11.

Have this mind in you, which is in Christ Jesus,

Who being in the form of God ORIGINAL STATUS
Did not consider it worth plundering EQUAL WITH GOD
To be equal with God

But he emptied himself A SERVANT TO OTHERS
Taking the form of a slave
And in the likeness of men he became

And being found in human form as man HUMILIATION —
He humbled himself becoming obedient unto death DEATH
Even death upon a cross

Therefore God has highly exalted him HIGHLY EXALTED
And gave to him the name
Above every name

That at the name of Jesus OTHERS BOW TO HIM
Every knee should bend
In heaven, on earth and under the earth

And every tongue should acknowledge FINAL STATUS
That Jesus Christ is Lord AS LORD
To the glory of God the Father

My analysis of Phil 2:5-11: Note the slight butrgigcant difference with the reading of
therefore

Have this mind in you, which is in Christ Jesus,

Who being in the form of God ORIGINAL STATUS
Did not consider it worth plundering EQUAL WITH GOD
To be equal with God

But he emptied himself A SERVANT TO OTHERS
Taking the form of a slave
And in the likeness of men he became

And being found in human form as man HUMILIATION —
He humbled himself becoming obedient unto death DEATH
Even death upon a cross

THEREFORE
God has highly exalted him HIGHLY EXALTED
And gave to him the name
Above every name
That at the name of Jesus OTHERS BOW TO HIM

Every knee should bend
In heaven, on earth and under the earth

And every tongue should acknowledge FINAL STATUS
That Jesus Christ is Lord AS LORD
To the glory of God the Father
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Appendix IV

The pattern of the Gospel of Luke

Adapted from Meynet’s (1994) commentary on the @bspLuke.

Prologue (1:1-4)

First section: The advent of Jesus Christ preparetty John the Baptist — (1:5-4:13)

First subsectionrTHE TWO ANNUNCIATIONS

Sequence Alannunciation of the birth of John (1:5-25)
Sequence A2: annunciation of the birth of Jesus (1:26-56)
Second subsectionHE TWO BIRTHS

Sequence A3: The birth of John (1:57-80)
Sequence A4: The birth of Jesus (2:1-20)
Third subsectionTHE TWO CONSECRATIONS OBESUS IN THETEMPLE

Sequence A5: Jesus is consecrated to the Lord (2:21-40)
Sequence A6: Jesus is consecrated to his Father (2:41-52)
Fourth subsectiomHE TWO PREPARATIONS FOR THE COMING QJESUS

Sequence A7: John prepares the coming of Jesus (3:1-20)
Sequence A8: Jesus prepares for his coming (3:21-4:13)

Second section: Jesus constitutes the community laé disciples in Galilee - (4:14-9:50)

first subsection:ESUS INAUGRATES HIS MINISTRY

Sequence B1: the visit to Nazareth (4:14-30)
Sequence B2: the day in Capernaum (4:31-44)
Sequence B3: the vocation of Simon Peter (5:1-16)

Second subsectionEJUS AND THE MEN

Sequence B4: Jesus and the Pharisees (5:17-6:11)
Sequence B5: Jesus and his disciples (6:12— 7:17)
Third subsection:EBUS AND THE WOMEN

Sequence B6: John the Baptist; and Simon theste (7:18-50)
Sequence B7: Listening and doing the Word of God (8:1-56)

Fourth subsectiomHE DISCIPLES INAUGURATE THEIR MINISTRY
Sequence B8doing what Jesus does (9:1-50)
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Third section: Jesus leads the community of disciples to Jerusalem - (9:51-21:38)

First subsection

Sequence C1: the departure for the mission (9:51-10:42)
Sequence C2: the supreme blessing (11:1-54)
Sequence C3: Knowing how to judge in view of ¢inel (12:1-13:21)

Second subsection

Sequence C4: the messianic banquet (13:22-14:35)
Sequence C5: true justice (15:1-17:10)

third subsection

Sequence C6: abandonment for the kingdom (17:11-18:30)
Sequence C7: Jesus the contested king (18:31-19:46)
Sequence C8: the coming of Christ is near (19:47-21:38)

Fourth section: the pasch of the Christ announced by the Scriptures - (22:1-24:53)

Sequence D1: the testament of Jesus (22:1-53)
Sequence D2: the procession of Jesus (22:54-23:25)
Sequence D3: the execution of Jesus (23:26-56)
Sequence D4: the presence of Jesus (24:1-53)
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