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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

TAYLA MW OAW IR NPT MWK DWWIN DRI DAY MR WD 952 01000 9o vown 19 Y
NI O1IPWT IOOR WAIRY MK RITY LRI OBIRWAT MYOHR MR 1M

Who would be foolish enough to think that the meaning is not identical because
the words have been changed? Also, Eliezer said, “Please let me sip,” but he said,
“And I said, ‘Please give me to drink’.”

Ibn Ezra, Commentary on the Pentateuch (Exod 20:1)*
note 8¢ TodTO £lnev adTOlG; £ikdg ToDTO PNOFvVOL LEV uf Ypapivar dE.
But when did he say this to them? Something like this was spoken but not written.

Euthymius Zigabenus, Commentary on John (6:36)?

A Definition of Direct Internal Quotation

The character of Jesus in the Fourth Gospel has a lot to say. His speech tends to

dominate in dialogue scenes,? and he gives discourses that can go on for long stretches at

' Allan R. Benyowitz, trans. and ed., Translation of Ibn Ezra’s Commentary on the Pentateuch (3 vols.;
Jerusalem: A.R. Benyowitz, 2006), 2:554-55. Ibn Ezra (12" century) is attempting to reconcile the variant
wording of the Decalogue between Exodus 20 and Deuteronomy 5 (where it is quoted by Moses rather than
the narrator), and he gives several examples of direct internal quotations that fail to match exactly (here
Gen 24:17, 45). Ibn Ezra is cited by George W. Savran (Telling and Retelling: Quotation in Biblical Narr-
ative [ISBL; Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1988], 1-2) who provides the translation. Savran cites
another 12" century commentator, David Kimchi, who comments on the same speech by Abraham’s serv-
ant: “we cannot give any reasons for the numerous omissions and additions... These are only changes in
wording; the meaning remains the same.”

? Jacques-Paul Migne, ed., Patrologiae Graecae (161 vols.; Paris: 1857-1866), 129:604 col. 1248. Cited in
T. Francis Glasson, “Inaccurate Repetitions in the Fourth Gospel,” ExpT 57 (1946): 111-12 (here 111).
Euthymius is likewise from the 12 century; despite this rhetorical question and the answer given, he
moves on quickly and gives little indication that Jesus’ lack of verbal precision is a cause for concern.

? Even in Pontius Pilate’s final private scene with Jesus (John 19:8-12), in which Pilate asks Jesus, “Are
you not speaking to me?” Jesus gets 21 words to Pilate’s 18.
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a time with little to no interruption.* Furthermore Jesus draws particular attention to the
importance of his words by asserting that he only speaks what he has heard from his
Father (John 12:49-50). One must not only believe his words to attain eternal life (5:24;
6:63, 68), one must keep them (8:51-52; 14:23-24).° In its strongest sense, the gospel
declares the importance of Jesus’ spoken message by portraying him as the incarnation of
God’s Word from the opening verses (1:1-4).

A separate, stylistic feature of the Gospel of John is the tendency toward repet-
ition, often coupled with variation. In John 6, for example, Jesus repeats the refrain “I
will raise him/it on the last day” four times in close succession with minor variations
(6:39, 40, 44, 54). Pilate declares Jesus to be innocent three times (18:38; 19:4, 6). Peter
not only denies Jesus three times (18:15-18, 25-27), he must answer the question posed
by Jesus three times, “Do you love me?” before Jesus allows him back into the fold and
in fact makes him shepherd (21:15-19). On the final occasion the narrator acknowledges
that it is the third time that Jesus asks this question, and furthermore takes the time to
comment on Peter’s grief that Jesus has asked him three times (€ vm6n 6 T1étpog 61t

elnev adTd 10 TpiTov, PUAEIc pe;).° We will return to this verse in more detail below.

* Among the longest are the forensic monologue in John 5:19-47; the Midrashic homily (with expansions
and interruptions, notably 6:41-42) in 6:26-58; and the farewell discourse(s) (13:31-17:26 with several
interruptions that will draw our attention below, including 14:8 and 16:17-18).

> On the importance of Jesus’ words as a witness to him in the structure of the Fourth Gospel, see Urban C.
von Wahlde, The Gospel and Letters of John (3 vols.; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2010), 2:256-64, which
builds on arguments from two previous articles, “The Witnesses to Jesus in John 5:31-40 and Belief in the
Fourth Gospel,” CBQ 43/3 (1981): 385-404 and “Literary Structure and Theological Argument in Three
Discourses with the Jews in the Fourth Gospel,” JBL 103/4 (1984): 575-84.

% In fact Jesus has not said @uieic pe three times since the first two times he asked, ayandc pe; However,
Peter replies in each case with ¢u\® ce and Jesus picks up his verb in the third case. The change in wording
does not prevent the narrator from labeling 21:17 as the third time that Jesus asked, “Do you love me?”



3

Indeed John is highly self-referential, with frequent conscious reflections on what
Jesus and other characters have already said or done. Often this is accomplished through
the narrator, as in the example just given. Two famous reflections on what Jesus has done
are the numbering of two of the signs in Galilee (2:11; 4:54). At other times the narrator
reflects on what Jesus has said, interpreting his words for the audience. One of these so-
called Johannine parentheses applies seemingly unrelated words of Jesus to his passion:
Jesus’ prediction about the destruction and rebuilding of the temple (2:19) is reinterpreted
as a prediction about his own death and resurrection (2:21): “but he was speaking con-
cerning the sanctuary of his body.”” The phrase itself is left to stand while the narrator
provides an authoritative interpretation. Another case occurs after Jesus predicts that he
will be lifted up from the earth (12:32), and the narrator jumps in to explain (12:33; cf.
21:19): “but he said this (todto) signifying what kind of death he was about to die.” Jesus
himself occasionally explains the purpose of his speech, as he does after claiming the role
of the true vine and elaborating what it means to remain in him (15:11): “I have said
these things (tadta) to you so that my joy might remain in you.”

These three characteristics of the Fourth Gospel (its tendency to be both self-
referential and repetitious as well as the importance of speech, especially by Jesus) come
together in a device that | will label direct internal quotation (or DIQ): the direct
quotation of a character’s speech act that has previously occurred in the story world,

whether by the same character, another character, or by the narrator. Since the majority of

7 On the Johannine parentheses, see Gilbert van Belle, Les parenthéses dans 1’évangile de Jean: Aper¢u
historique et classification. Texte grec de Jean (SNTA 11; Leuven: Leuven University, 1985) and
“L’accomplissement de la parole de Jésus: La parentheése de Jn 18,9,” in The Scriptures in the Gospels
(BETL 131; ed. C.M. Tuckett; Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1987), 515-21.



the dialogue belongs to Jesus in the Fourth Gospel, he is frequently the character who is
re-quoted. In doing so, focus is placed on Jesus’ word in a self-referential and often
repetitious manner. One example where Jesus quotes himself happens during his last
meal and in the farewell discourse that follows:

John 13:16: “Amen, amen I say to you, a slave is not greater than his master...”

John 15:20: “Remember the word that I told you, ‘A slave is not greater than his
master’.”

First we might notice that the characteristically Johannine introduction, “Amen, amen |
say to you,” underlines the words of Jesus as speech acts with authority and gravity.® At
the second occurrence, though, Jesus does not merely restate the aphorism given earlier
in the meal: he specifically draws attention to a previous speech act, i.e. to the fact that he
has already said it, before expanding on its message.

At other times Jesus does simply repeat what he has already said, as he does in
7:34 and 8:21 (note the use of “he said again” [einev mdAv] in the latter verse), yet in
each of these two cases other characters immediately quote him in a way that exposes
their failure to understand:

John 7:34 (Jesus): “You will seek me and you will not find [me]; and where | am
you cannot come.”

John 7:36 (the Jews): “What is this word that he said, ‘You will seek me and you
will not find [me]; and where I am you cannot come’?”

¥ Similar constructions appear in the Synoptic Gospels, either with a single amen or with a Greek equi-
valent (e.g. Luke 9:27, Aéym 6¢ Opiv dAnB@C), although John has nearly twice as many such sayings as the
nearest Synoptic text (25 cases in John, 13 cases in Mark). However the double amen is unique to John.

? Adolph Schlatter (Der Evangelist Johannes: Wie er spricht, denkt und glaubt: Ein Kommentar zum
vierten Evangelium [2™ ed.; Stuttgart: Calwer Verlag, 1948], 199) argues that the question asked by the
Jews, “What is this word he said...?” is a rabbinic form. The only close example he gives, Av. R. Nathan
67, however, is much later than John (8" century), even if asked by disciples of Johanan ben Zakkai.



The Jews in Jerusalem here not only repeat what Jesus has just said, they find a reason-
able if incorrect interpretation of his words (that he will go and teach among the Greeks,
7:35). When Jesus repeats this statement in a slightly modified form, they will again
misunderstand him (this time that he will kill himself) while quoting him exactly:

John 8:21 (Jesus): “I am going and you will seek me, and you will die in your sin;
where [ am going you cannot come.”

John 8:22 (the Jews): “He is not going to kill himself, is he? Because he says,
‘Where I am going you cannot come’?”

Jesus will later invert this pattern with the same phrase when he first quotes what he said
to the Jews (13:33, citing 8:21 exactly) before repeating it a third time (13:36):*

John 13:33: “Children, I am with you still a little while. You will seek me, and

%9

just as I said to the Jews, ‘Where I am going you cannot come’.

John 13:36: “Where I am going you cannot follow me now, but you will follow
later.”

In a certain sense, every speech act in the gospel is the quotation of a character by
the narrator.** Even if this is so, there are cases where the narrator reports a single speech
act directly multiple times, as happens when Jesus is arrested:

John 18:5: He [Jesus] said to them, “T am.”

' Note also that Jesus repeats the question, “Do you love (dyomdic/eileic) me?” three times as three
separate speech acts reported by the narrator (21:15-17), but the narrator re-quotes him only once while
noting that it is the third time that he said it (21:17).

" This has led Savran (Telling and Retelling, 20) to eliminate re-quotations by the narrator from his exam-
ination of this device in the historical books of the Hebrew Bible (see below). I have included them because
in either case a single speech act is reported multiple times; that both instances are reported by the narrator
(i.e. in the narrative) makes these cases similar to those where a character quotes himself, in which case the
character acts as another (sub-)narrator within the story. See also Savran’s “The Character as Narrator in
Biblical Narrative,” ProofTexts 5/1 (Special Issue on Storytelling, 1985): 1-17. However, Savran’s point
that the narrator’s second recitation only functions at the level of the narrative (or in his terms, the dis-
course) and not at the level of the story is well taken (i.e. the audience can examine and compare both quo-
tations of the statement but none of the characters can).



John 18:6: Then when he said to them, “I am,” they drew back and fell to the
ground.

The Johannine parentheses demonstrate that it is possible for the narrator to comment on
a speech act without re-quoting it in direct speech; in this case, we would expect some-
thing like, “When he said this, they drew back.” Another option would be to quote Jesus
indirectly, but to do so here would distract from the importance of Jesus’ particular
choice of words. Although his statement in 18:5 can be read as Jesus simply declaring, “I
am he” or “It is I,” the DIQ highlights the fact that Jesus has invoked the divine &yd® eiu
in a way that “He told them that he is (811 o0t éotwv)...” does not.*?

However, the three examples above are among the relatively few cases where the
previous speech act is quoted exactly, barring abridgments. As in the third case, truly
exact quotations are often quite short (see also 4:10/4:7). Instead, the statements of
characters are frequently modified when re-quoted, whether they are quoting themselves,
being quoted by others, or being quoted by the narrator. Sometimes the changes are quite
small: in 8:21, for example, Jesus tells the unbelieving Jews that they will die in their sin
(i apaptig); in 8:24, he claims that he told them that they will die in their sins (toig
apaptionc). The grammatical structure of this second claim, as well as the combination of
persons involved, allows us to read it as an indirect quote,™ but that is not the case later
in the chapter when the Jews comment on something Jesus has just said:

John 8:51: “Amen, amen, I say to you, if anyone keeps my word, he will never
see death.”

2 For a thorough examination of John’s use of “I am,” see David M. Ball, I Am’ in John’s Gospel:
Literary Function, Background, and Theological Implications (JSNTSup 124; Sheffield: Sheffield
Academic, 1996).

13 As it is rendered in the NAZS, SBLGNT, and UBS critical editions, as well as the NASB, NET, NIV,
NKJV, and NRSV. On distinguishing direct from indirect quotations in the Greek text, see the Appendix.



John 8:52: [So] the Jews said to him, “Now we know that you have a demon.

Abraham and the prophets died, and you say, ‘If anyone keeps my word, he will

never taste death’!”
Here there are grammatical changes that accompany changes in word order which will be
examined below, but more importantly the Jews alter the verb from seeing death to tast-
ing it. They have gotten the gist of what he says, yet they have misunderstood Jesus to be
saying that keeping his words will ward off physical death. That they also modify his
wording has led some Johannine scholars to conclude that there is a connection between
misunderstanding and misquotation, as Jerome Neyrey does when he comments: “The
crowd’s error concerning Jesus’ words is courtroom evidence that they do not ‘keep my
words>.”

How the Jews modify Jesus’ statement is potentially significant. That they do may
not be. This can be demonstrated negatively and positively. Within the same scene the
Jews have misunderstood Jesus on multiple occasions, several of which involved DIQ.
Two of the more noted examples occur when Jesus tells the Jews that where he is (going)
they cannot come (7:36/7:34 and 8:22/8:21 [quoted above]), yet in neither case do they
alter his wording, so far as they quote him. The misunderstanding does not arise from

keeping the wrong words but from providing the wrong interpretation.' In the latter

case, however, Jesus ‘misquotes’ himself soon after (see above on 8:24). While inter-

' Jerome H. Neyrey, The Gospel of John (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2007), 166.

'% In light of the previous example, it is tempting to think of Gospel of Thomas 1: Whoever finds the
interpretation of these words will not taste death ([Bavdrtov] ov un yevontot in P. Oxy. 654).



18 they have not

preters have found significance in Jesus’ change from “sin” to “sins,
concluded that Jesus misunderstands himself or that he changes the wording in error.
Therefore inexact quotations are neither necessary nor sufficient to signify error and
misunderstanding. One might think that this would caution Johannine scholars from
putting too much weight on the mere fact of misquotation, but as we will soon see, the
inexactness of John’s direct internal quotations has drawn a great deal of attention.
This lack of exactness in cases of verifiable DIQ leads to some difficulty in
several cases where a character is seemingly re-quoted as saying something that has
never been reported in the narrative.'” As an example, in one case the narrator cites

something Jesus has said in formulaic language generally reserved for scriptural citations:

John 18:9: tva tAinpwdij 6 Adyoc dv eimev, 81t 0hg 868mKAC oL, OVK dmdAesa &&
aVTMV 0VOEVOL.

...in order that the word which he spoke might be fulfilled, “I did not lose one of
those whom you have given me.”

The only problem is that Jesus has never used these exact words. Three verses have
frequently been suggested as possible antecedents for this quotation:
John 6:39: “This is the will of the one who sent me, that | should not lose of

everything that he has given me (ndv 6 dédwkév pot pn droréow €€ avtod), but |
should raise it on the last day.”

' For example, Andrew T. Lincoln, The Gospel According to Saint John (BNTC IV; Peabody:
Hendrickson, 2005), 268: “The shift in terminology to the plural ‘sins’ (cf. v. 21) may be no more than
stylistic but also indicates that the primary sin of unbelief is exhibited in a variety of actions.”

' For the sake of clarification, it might be best to distinguish narrative from story at this point: “The
‘narrative’ is the text (the signifier, the discourse, or the “how’) which conveys the ‘story’ (the signified, the
content, or the ‘what”)” (R. Alan Culpepper, Anatomy of the Fourth Gospel: A Study in Literary Design
[Philadelphia: Fortress, 1983], 53). In the case of trustworthy characters like Jesus (14:2) or the narrator
(18:9), we are confident that something like this has been previously said in the story world even if the
speech act to which they refer has not appeared in the narrative. In the case of untrustworthy characters
such as the chief priests (19:21), we may not.
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John 10:28: “And I give (didwp) eternal life to them, and they will not perish (o0
un amoAwvon) forever...”

John 17:12: “When I was with them | kept them in your name, which you have

given me (@ 848wkéc pov), and | guarded [them], and not one of them was lost

(o¥deig €€ avtdv anmdieto) except the son of perdition, so that Scripture may be

fulfilled.”
The first possibility is structurally the closest (even if shifted into the neuter and the third
person), while the last case is the most frequently cited antecedent for 18:9 (e.g. see Table
1). Yet at no point does Jesus say precisely what he is quoted as saying—a word that the
narrator nonetheless seems to imply must be fulfilled.

Several other cases present similar difficulties, where the quoted phrase is either
heavily paraphrased or entirely absent. Sometimes it is easier for scholars to accept that
the line was spoken outside of the narrative, as is the case with John the Baptist’s citation

of something God has told him (1:33):

John 1:33: “T also did not know him, but the one who sent me to baptize in water
told me, ‘The one on whom you see the Spirit descending and remaining on him,

29

this one is the one who baptizes in Holy Spirit’.
Since John appears in the narrative so briefly, a narrative that the audience enters after the
events assumed by John, scholars tend to accept that John was told this at some earlier
point that the author has chosen not to narrate.'® In other cases, phrases that are ‘close
enough’ or which match in sense but not in wording are sought out, as perhaps is the case
with Jesus’ fulfilled word in John 18:9. Both scribes and translators have struggled with

the unverifiable quotation in John 14:2, sometimes doing their utmost to eliminate a self-

'® In a fashion similar to his rhetorical question on 6:36 (see above), Euthymius asks when God told John
that the one on whom he sees the Spirit descending and remaining is the one who baptizes in the Holy
Spirit. He concludes simply that it must have been as the baptism approached, so that what was revealed to
him would soon be demonstrated (PG 129:548 col. 1136). The scene’s absence in the narrative does not
seem to bother him.
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quotation by Jesus that seemingly has no antecedent.'® The possibility remains that Jesus
quotes something that the gospel has simply failed to report. In this case, the quotation
becomes a sort of completing analepsis, a ‘flashback’ to an event that has not been
narrated.” These completing or unverifiable quotations can still be considered direct
internal quotations, although in this case they are internal to the story but not to the
narrative. Such a phenomenon is not unheard of in the Synoptic Gospels (e.g. Matt
11:18-19 // Luke 7:33-34) and Acts (e.g. 27:24), and quite common in the Hebrew Bible
(e.g. 1 Kings 22:20-22; also see below).?! Going forward, recognition of John’s tendency
to vary quotations (so that a statement may be dramatically altered in recitation) will be
maintained alongside the possibility that the narrator only reports the quotation but not

the original statement.

' More detail will be given below on John 14:2 in the Appendix, but in the ancient manuscripts there
seems to be confusion over the presence of both the &v and the éti that mark the quotation (e.g. for the &1,
P% is corrected to include it while C is corrected to eliminate it).

% Jerome T. Walsh (Old Testament Narrative: A Guide to Interpretation [Louisville: Westminster John
Knox, 2009], 58) refers to analepsis simply as “flashback™ and prolepsis as “foreshadowing.” Although
rare, it is possible for DIQ to be proleptic (cf. 1:15/1:30/1:27). The message that Jesus gives to Mary
Magdalene in 20:17 to give to the disciples can be viewed as a completing prolepsis, where the recitation
takes place outside of the narrative (cf. 20:18). Although messages are a common source of DIQ in the OT,
they are absent in John.

I Matt 11:18-19 reads: “For John came neither eating nor drinking, and they say, ‘He has a demon’; the
Son of Man came eating and drinking, and they say, ‘Look, a glutton and a drunkard, a friend of tax coll-
ectors and sinners!”” The imputed statements are quite similar in Luke 7:33-34, varying only in word order.
In Acts 27:24, Paul claims that an angel came to him the previous night and said, “Do not be afraid, Paul;
you must stand before the emperor; and indeed, God has granted safety to all those who are sailing with
you.” The narrator presents no such speech act outside of Paul’s quotation; see additionally Acts 6:14;
20:35; 22:14-16, 18-21; 26:16-18. In 1 Kings 22:20-22, the prophet Micaiah condemns the prophets who
encourage Jehoshaphat by narrating a dialogue between Yhwh and a lying spirit who takes responsibility
for their prophecies. When exactly Micaiah witnessed this scene, as he claims to have (1 Kings 22:19), is
unclear since it has not been narrated until Micaiah presents the story here.
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The commentaries have occasionally noted John’s tendency to re-quote material,
or have struggled to find precedents for paraphrased quotations.?? However, this often
amounts to little more than a parenthetical remark. Instead it is studies on the style of the
Fourth Gospel that analyze the device systematically. However, many of these studies are
simply catalogues of verses that involve DIQ embedded in discussions of authorial unity,
repetition and variation, or the Fourth Gospel’s (lack of) historicity. Nonetheless, a
growing appreciation of the function and complexity of this device in John is apparent in
these discussions.

Previous Works on DIQ in the Gospel of John and Other Biblical Texts

An early example of the tendency to discuss DIQ within the context of Johannine
repetition is given by Johann Daniel Schulze (1811), who makes passing reference to
several DIQ passages in a section on John’s frequent repetition of the same words and
ideas.?® Schulze more thoroughly lists cases of DIQ under the category “recapitulations,”
viewing them no differently than the narrator’s reminder that Nicodemus was the one

who came to Jesus at night (7:50; cf. 3:1), which is a similar but not identical device.?*

*? In a note on John 6:65, Raymond E. Brown (The Gospel According to John: Introduction, Translation,
and Notes [AB 29-29A,; Garden City: Doubleday, 1966], 1:297) remarks that there are places “where Jesus
cites his own words quite exactly” (giving 8:24/8:21; 13:33/8:21; 15:20/13:16; and 16:15/16:14 as exam-
ples, although later [p. 350] he acknowledges the change from “sin” to “sins” in the first case), while for
6:65 he views it as a composite of 6:37 and 6:44.

2 Johann D. Schulze, Der schrifistellerische Charakter und Werth des Johannes (2™ ed.; Leipzig: J.C.
Hinrichs, 1811), 63-68 (the section is labeled, “die hdufigen Wiederholungen derselben Worte und Ideen”
in the original).

* Schulze, Charakter, 78-84. See also Erich Stange, Die Eigenart der johanneischen Produktion: Ein
Beitrag zur Kritik der neueren Quellenscheidungshypothesen und zur Charakteristik der johanneischen
Psyche (Dresden, 1915), 17 where he qualifies this same tendency as “umstidndliche,” an assessment
reflected in Teofil Bromboszcz, Die Einheit des Johannesevangeliums (Katowice, 1927), 83 and Gerhard
Hoffmann, Das Johannesevangelium als Alterswerk: Eine psychologische Untersuchung (Neutestament-
liche Forschungen 4/1; Giitersloh, 1933), 114.
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The discussion of DIQ in John by Christian Gottlob Wilke (1843), also in the context of
repetition, is even shorter and less complete.?® DIQ appears under three categories: bring-
ing a previous statement up again (9:23; 13:11; 16:15), returning to previous declarations
(4:18/4:17; 7:36/7:34; 8:24/8:21; 9:9[sic, 9:11]/9:7), and the resumption of spoken words
(9:41/9:40).%° None of these categories are exclusive to DIQ and only indicate forms of
repetition with which DIQ overlaps. Furthermore, a theory as to why John uses this par-
ticular type of repetition has yet to be offered.

In Das Evangelium Johannis (1908), Julius Wellhausen makes a seemingly off-
hand comment about internal quotations as a possible means of differentiating material
by the evangelist from that of an editor: “the proof texts all belong to B [editorial mater-
ial], as do the curious literary returns, by Jesus, to words which he has already said ear-
lier.”?" Wellhausen does not follow up on this claim, which is only presented to support
by analogy the argument that all of John’s scriptural citations derive from the editor. Yet
it proves to be an important comment since three German works from the next three
decades will attempt to use internal citations to support the authorial unity of the Fourth
Gospel in response to Wellhausen. Erich Stange’s Die Eigenart der johanneischen
Produktion (1915) is a direct, psychological rebuttal to source-critical theories of the

Gospel of John. Stange attempts to demonstrate that Johannine characteristics appear in

¥ Christian G. Wilke, Die neutestamentliche Rhetorik, ein Seitenstiick zur Grammatik des neutestament-
lichen Sprachidioms (Dresden-Leipzig, 1843), 465.

%% These categories are listed as Riickerziehung auf eine vorhergegangene Angabe, Riickgang aufs Vorher-
gesetzte, and Wiederaufnahme der gesprochenen Worte in the original.

*7 Julius Wellhausen, Das Evangelium Johannis (Berlin: Druck und Verlag von Georg Reimer, 1908), 106-
7 (“die Schriftbeweise gehoren siamtlich zu B, desgleichen die merkwiirdig literarischen Riickweise Jesu
auf Worte, die er frither einmal gesagt hat”). This passage is directly refuted in Stange, Eigenart, 42 n. 1.
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material that is labelled both original and editorial so that aporias cannot be explained
away by theories of redaction. Instead they must be explained by appeal to the psycho-
logical character of the author. He focuses on repetitions in John in over two dozen cate-
gories, several of which involve DIQ (most pointedly “the cumbersome guotation of the
statement by the previous speaker” and “self-quotations”).?® At one point John’s recapit-
ulations are attributed to a tendency toward stagnancy coupled with a fondness for dia-
logue.? At other points, they are portrayed as spontaneous eruptions of earlier thoughts
brought on not through deliberate (“absichtliche”) associations, but through involuntary
(“unwillkiirliche) ones.*® Inaccurate quotations (which match in sense only) are credited
to the author’s tendency to cite from memory.® Stange does not clarify why so many of
the quotations that are (nearly) consecutive in the text are then quoted inaccurately a
moment or two later.*?

Three years later, the dissertation of Teofil Bromboszcz again uses the consistent
employment of repetition throughout John to prove its authorial unity.** Although he

refers to “the repetition of a question or statement in the subsequent response,” the ana-

** In the original: “die umstindliche Rekapitulation der Aussage des Vorredners” and “Selbstzitate.”

** Stange, Eigenart, 28.

%% Stange, Eigenart, 41-43.

3! Stange, Eigenart, 43.

** There are arguably 21 quotations within two verses of the original statement, including Jesus quoting
others (e.g. 4:17), others quoting Jesus (e.g. 8:22/8:21), Jesus quoting himself (e.g. 16:15/16:14), and the
narrator re-quoting characters (e.g. 13:11/13:10). Of these only eight are exact (excluding abridgements,
which would lower the number further) with half of these of four words or less. Even if the author were
quoting from memory with not so much as a glance up to the line before to check what was written, it

would be a poor memory indeed to fail so quickly and, in some cases, so dramatically.

3 Bromboszcz published the dissertation as Die Einheit des Johannesevangeliums in 1927.
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lysis amounts to little more than a catalogue of repetitions and variations which include
this sort of resumption and examples of self-quotation.3*

The dissertation of Gerhard Hoffmann, Das Johannesevangelium als Alterswerk
(1933), builds much more thoroughly and directly on Stange’s psychological approach.
Where Stange used psychological coherency to argue for authorial unity, however,
Hoffmann assumes authorial unity to build a case for his psychological profile of the
author as a man in his 80s who is showing signs of his age within the text.>®> Sometimes
the aging author forgets the narrative situation he has crafted, as when he has Jesus
remind the disciples of a statement in John 15:20 as if it has been a long time since he
told them, when in fact he has said this barely a half-hour before (“kaum eine halbe
Stunde zuvor”) in 13:16.% The author’s mind is especially slow (“langsam”), in part
because he gets distracted and returns to earlier thoughts on which he dwells but does not
develop in a coherent fashion.?” In the case of unverifiable or proleptic quotations (e.g.
John 1:15), the author simply does not realize that he has failed to relate this part of the
story yet.38 Hoffmann’s interpretation of the Fourth Gospel virtually requires that we

have before us the verbatim dictation of an old man rambling as he tells a long story with

** Bromboszcz, Einheit, 83-86 (“Die auffallendste und wichtigste Erscheinung im joh. Sprachstil”).

%> The question of authorial unity is addressed in Hoffmann, Alterswerk, 20-25 where he admits that some
editing has probably occurred: post-‘publication’ editing is evident in the manuscripts (e.g. John 7:53-8:11)
but limited by Hoffmann to those cases that have left such evidence; he argues that there is no reason to be-
lieve that pre-‘publication’ editing was not carried out by the author himself and is therefore still relevant
for drawing a psychological profile of the evangelist.

*® Hoffmann, Alterswerk, 91; although 15:20 could be read this way, it is unclear why it must. No specific
temporal marker is present in 15:20.

3" Hoffmann, Alterswerk, 114-15; it is in this category that the majority of cases of DIQ are listed.

¥ Hoffmann, Alterswerk, 134-35.
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little structure or development.® This seems an unlikely scenario for the development of
a text in the first century, one which does not harmonize with Hoffmann’s own admission
that signs of pre-‘publication’ editing exist in it.

Two decades later, Bent Noack returned to the study of DIQ in the context of
Johannine style (Zur johanneischen Tradition [1954]).%° In distinction from the tendency
elsewhere to study DIQ as a form of repetition, Noack’s interest is in John’s fondness for
direct speech. However, he makes it clear at the outset that he considers DIQ to derive
not from theological intent, but from the direct influence of oral tradition.** This leaves
Noack’s study valuable regarding John’s particular grammatical constructions when
introducing direct speech, but the analysis is rather superficial when it comes to why John
uses DIQ (it can always be credited to oral tradition) or why variations are introduced (a
literal rendering is simply not important to John).*?

The first in-depth exploration in English of DIQ as a phenomenon occurs in
Edwin A. Abbott’s Johannine Grammar (1906), and like the earlier studies it occurs
within a discussion of repetition and variation.*® Abbott makes several important
observations regarding DIQ which will be noted below. He also offers hypotheses re-

garding both the repetition and the variation of statements. Variation is important since

3% On this last point, see Hoffman, Alterswerk, 134.

4 . . . . . .
% Noack does not so much argue for authorial unity as he dismisses redaction as a potential source of
variation.

*! Bent Noack, Zur johanneischen Tradition: Beitrige zur Kritik an der literarischen Analyse des vierten
Evangeliums (Copenhagen: Rosenkilde og Bagger, 1954), 134.

*2 E.g. Noack, Tradition, 143.

# Abbott likewise assumes single authorship (Johannine Grammar [London: A. and C. Black, 1906], ix n.
1), although this is briefly noted and does not factor greatly in his analysis.
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Abbott finds only one accurate self-quotation by Jesus (13:33/8:21), although he notes
the importance of context in determining meaning: “is it not clear that [the words] are
now uttered to the disciples in a meaning made widely different by different circum-
stances?”* Later, however, Abbott presents a theory that the number of repetitions gives
us a clue to the significance of a saying. Drawing on discussions of Deut 19:15 (“Only on
the evidence of two or three witnesses will a charge be sustained,” cf. John 8:17) in the
works of Philo of Alexandria,*> Abbott concludes that a twofold repetition points to a
rudimentary or terrestrial truth while threefold repetitions tie certain state-ments to the
highest, divine truth.“® His numerical theory has not had much influence in the field,
however, and in several cases he struggles to shrink fourfold or sixfold repet-itions into a
lower category in order to fit his hypothesis.*’

Abbott’s discussion of variations in internal quotations is much more focused on
DIQ. He observes some variations in word order that can be explained by a stylistic

tendency toward chiasm (as he labels it).*® For example, in 4:17 the Samaritan woman

* Abbott, Grammar, 402; it is unclear why Abbott does not acknowledge 4:10/4:7 (although he comments
on the repeated use of ¢v in 4:10). Two other short quotations of only four words (3:7/3:3; 4:53/4:50) are
never discussed whether variant or not, so perhaps it is a matter of the brevity of the quotations.

* Abbott, Grammar, 438-39, drawing primarily on Post. 28 §96, “A holy matter is approved through three
witnesses” (Abbott’s translation), but see also Congr. 73, and Plant. 3 §§12-15.

4 Abbott, Grammar, 439 and 446-47.

* For example, the arguably quadruple repetition of the promise that Jesus and/or the Father will do what-
ever the disciples ask (14:13-14; 16:23-24) is reduced to two pairs of sayings (and thus terrestrial), while
the sixfold repetition of “where I am (going) you cannot come/follow” (7:34, 36; 8:21, 22; 13:33, 36) is
reduced to a threefold repetition of the entire misunderstanding complex—two for the Jews (and thus
terrestrial and rudimentary), three for the disciples (Abbott, Grammar, 448-49).

* Abbott, Grammar, 407-14, followed by Leon Morris (Studies in the Fourth Gospel [Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1969], 307) and Peter S.-C. Chang (Repetitions and Variations in the Gospel of John [Ph.D.
diss.; University of Strasbourg, 1975], 123) although neither of the later authors cites Abbott. While Abbott
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declares ovk &yw dvopa (“I do not have a husband”), but when Jesus quotes her back in
the same verse he changes her statement to Gvdpa ovk £xm. Abbott does not trace all
variations to stylistic concerns, and he offers theoretical remarks on John’s reasons for
failing to report quotations accurately a second or third time. One such comment arises
almost in passing. Noting the variations between John the Baptist’s statements regarding
the coming one (1:15, 30), Abbott concludes by saying, “this is one of many passages in
which the writer seems to say, ‘The Baptist and the Lord Jesus said the same things again
and again in slightly different ways, and there may be various traditions, all differing and
yet all accurate.””* Due to the strangeness of this instance of DIQ, presented as it is ana-
chronically in different literary contexts (prologue and narrative) with differing introduc-
tory formulas (see chapter 3 below), a case may be made that the Baptist simply spoke
similar words in the story world on more than one occasion. Such an explanation fails in
more straightforward cases where a particular speech act is referenced in variant lan-
guage, although I will take Abbott’s suggestion that the differences could derive from
various traditions seriously while examining the tradition-critical dimensions of DIQ.

Abbott addresses the variations more pointedly in the introduction to the section
of repetition and variation. Here he calls specific attention to cases where Jesus is re-
quoted inaccurately (whether by himself or by the narrator) and interjects:

It is impossible to believe that the evangelist misquoted Jesus or represented Him
as misquoting Himself. Our conclusion must therefore be that he wished to

acknowledges the stylistic nature of these changes, he nonetheless warns that even in these cases “some
difference of emphasis may be expected.” See further below on word order (chapter 2).

¥ Abbott, Grammar, 427.
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compel his readers to perceive that they have not before them Christ’s exact
words, and that they must think of their spirit rather than of the letter.*

Here Abbott begins an English tradition of using DIQ to argue against John’s historicity,
although his standard of accurate quotation is probably anachronistic, as | will argue
below: it is not clear that John’s first century audience would have expected a represent-
ation of Christ’s exact words within a discourse in order to be tipped off by this device
that John did not use them or did not have them. Abbott later concludes:
It seems as though the writer wished to bring home to us the truth of Christ’s
warning, “The spirit it is that giveth life; the flesh profiteth nothing. The words
that I have spoken to you are [truly] spirit and are [truly] life.” The “letter” of
words may be described as their “flesh,” and the spirit of the words of Christ
passes away from us unless we are one with the Person that uttered them, placing
ourselves, as far as we can, in His circumstances and receiving from Him His
thoughts.>
Here Abbott has come nearer to John’s first century context, where the meaning (or
“spirit”) of a historical subject’s words outweighed the need to record them verbatim.
Because Abbott is still focused on the historicity of the gospels (including the words of
Jesus), his call for sympathy while analyzing variation in the Fourth Gospel is brief and
will go unheeded in the decades following the publication of his still influential
Grammar.
Instead, the fact of variation itself will draw the attention of English-language
scholars concerned over the device’s implications about John’s historical value. In a brief

note, T. Francis Glasson catalogues 15 examples of “inaccurate repetitions” in the Fourth

Gospel, echoing Abbott (whom he does not cite) when he concludes with the question:

30 Abbott, Grammar, 402.

31 Abbott, Grammar, 402-3.



19

“Could the writer tell us more plainly that he is not concerned with literal exactness but
with the essential meaning?”>? Edwin D. Freed acknowledges his debt to Abbott up front
in an article on “Variations in the Language and Thought of the Fourth Gospel” (1964).>
Freed also acknowledges that he finds the phenomenon troubling when he states his pur-
pose, which is “to show that the variations in John, both in the reported words of Jesus
and in those of the writer himself, are more extensive and present a greater problem than
has heretofore been intimated.”* Freed’s interests in the variations in John are much
broader than DIQ alone, but our studies overlap in two sections. The first is the apparent
contradiction between John 6:44 (“no one can come to me unless the Father who sent me
draws him”) and 12:32 (“when I am lifted up from the earth, I will draw all men to my-
self”). Freed finds these two statements impossible to reconcile,> but | would argue
instead that it is likely both of these are interpreted through DIQ: the first in John 6:65
(“Because of this I have told you, ‘No one can come to me unless it is given to him by the
Father’”) and the second through both a parenthetical aside in 12:33 (arguing that Jesus
is talking about his death) and through a highly paraphrastic DIQ in 12:34.%° This would
seem to indicate that the Johannine tradition was struggling to understand how, when,

and why people are drawn to God through Christ. Freed is similarly disconcerted by the

52 Glasson, “Inaccurate Repetitions,” 112.

>3 Freed admits that he assumes authorial unity, but supports his assumption by reasoning that multiple
authors could not have produced such a “variegated patchwork,” and the “artistic evolution” of the text
could only achieve what we have before us if it was prematurely terminated (‘“Variations in the Language
and Thought of John,” ZNW 55 [1964]: 167-97, here 196).

> Freed, “Variations,” 169 (emphasis added).

% Freed, “Variations,” 189-90.

36 As can be seen in Table 1, among the scholars who treat DIQ only Wilke and Hoffmann fail to connect
John 6:65 to 6:44.



20

progression of statements regarding Jesus’ departure (from 8:21 to 13:33 to 14:3) because
they seem to him clearly about a place to which Jesus is going and where the disciples
may follow. Yet in 14:6 Jesus claims to be the way, and not to a place but to the Father.
“Our understanding of these passages is no better than that of the disciples.”57 He con-
cludes with the same despair over historicity that we have seen before: “Could it be that
the writer was more concerned with the art of sheer variation than with historical accu-
racy and theological consistency‘?”58

Soon afterwards, Leon Morris devoted a chapter of his Studies in the Fourth
Gospel (1969) to variation in John as a stylistic feature, including quotations.>® However
the chapter is short, another catalogue of cases with a brief conclusion more in line with
the German school: variation in John is “merely stylistic... no more than the sign of a
desire to avoid a monotonous style.”®® The unpublished dissertation of Peter Shiu-Chi
Chang, Repetitions and Variations in the Gospel of John (1975), is more typical of
English-language scholarship on DIQ. Chang begins with a chapter that compares John’s
vocabulary with the rest of the New Testament to demonstrate the Fourth Gospel’s ten-
dency toward repetition statistically. He follows this with a chapter that situates repetition

and variation in John within the context of both Testaments, highlighting many points of

37 Freed, “Variations,” 190.
%8 Freed, “Variations,” 197.

> Morris argues not only for single authorship, but ascribes authorship directly (if tentatively) to John the
son of Zebedee (Studies, 292).

5 Morris, Studies, 318. There is some evidence that Morris is influenced by Abbott in this chapter—he
divides the cases into twofold and threefold variations, and he also notes chiastic variation in word order
(including John 4:17)—but Abbott is never cited despite multiple citations in other chapters. In fact, the
entire chapter only carries one reference, a criticism of Brown for failing to subject the few internal
quotations that he notices to sufficient scrutiny (Studies, 304 n. 1); see n. 21 above.
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similarity. Yet the sections on “Internal Quotations” present one more (incomplete)
catalogue of cases with little analysis and no comparison of the phenomenon with other
biblical literature. Although Chang appears to be more comfortable with the negative
implications that DIQ has on John’s exact historicity, he nonetheless devotes the bulk of
his conclusion to the question, “Does this not show the general spirit in the transmission
of the words of Jesus [in John]? Verbal exactness is not of prime importance.”®* This is
quite a valid point, but it raises a second question: if verbal exactness is not of prime
importance, what is? The idea that John uses variation to convey meaning has not yet
seriously been explored.

Up to this point, English scholarship directly on DIQ in John has focused on the
question of historicity. Abbott has acknowledged certain rhetorical and stylistic uses of
variation in DIQ, and several others have shown how DIQ fits within other patterns of
repetition and variation. Yet despite his ample knowledge of the other gospels,®* Abbott
fails to compare John’s use of quotations with any other biblical literature, a practice in
which he is followed by the others from Glasson to Chang. Nor has a holistic examin-
ation of how DIQ functions at the level of either story or discourse been done. We have
to look outside of Johannine and in fact New Testament studies for advances of this type.

Beginning in the middle of the 20" century, Hebrew Bible scholars began to look
at the impact of quotations on narrative, discourse, and historical-critical questions in a

range of biblical texts. Robert Gordis studied the incorporation of quotations from

8! Chang, Repetitions and Variations, 98.

62 The Johannine Grammar is one of fifteen volumes published on the gospels under the title, Diatesserica.
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previous traditions into wisdom literature, especially Ecclesiastes.®® He has noted the
tendency to give voice to certain complaints (unshared by the writer) about God’s lack of
intervention in human affairs through imputed speech (a sort of unverifiable quotation
roughly of the form, “For you say...”), a tendency that cuts across wisdom literature (e.g.
Job 22:13-20, which begins, “Therefore you say, ‘What does God know?’”’), prophetic
literature (e.g. Mal 3:7-15, where the imputations begin with, “But you say, ‘How shall
we return?’”), and the psalms (e.g. Pss 10:4, 6, 11, 13; 14:1).%* James L. Crenshaw goes a
step further, highlighting how the texts pointed out by Gordis sit side by side with other
quotations of the vox populi that express over-confidence in God’s protection despite
obvious failings (at least to the writer) in the righteousness of the people.®® In each case
there is the possibility that the speech imputed to others in these texts reflects the actual
historical positions of the authors’ opponents. Unfortunately all of these cases are unver-
ifiable—only the quotation, presented as an accusation, appears in the text. The audience

is unable to compare the quotation with the original statement.

% See his “Quotations in Wisdom Literature,” JOR 30/2 (1939): 123-47; and “Quotations as a Literary
Usage in Biblical, Oriental, and Rabbinic Literature,” HUCA 22 (1949): 157-219 and Gordis’ commentary
on Ecclesiastes (Koheleth: The Man and His World [New York: Schocken Books, 1968], 95-108). His
work helps to establish a precedent for Jesus crediting the use of proverbs and common sayings to others in
John (cf. John 4:20, 35, 37; and especially 8:54). However, the cases from wisdom literature differ from
John as they are often either unmarked as such (e.g. Ecc. 5:2), or they are marked interrogatively (e.g. Ecc.
8:4, “Who can say...?”), negatively (e.g. Ecc. 4:8, “He never asks...”, although compare John 12:27 and
16:5 [“None of you asks me, “Where are you going?’”]), or generally (e.g. Ecc. 4:9, “Men say...”). The
lack of precision in detecting these quotations has been criticized by Michael V. Fox, “The Identification of
Quotations in Biblical Literature,” ZAW 93 (1981): 416-31.

% Robert Gordis, “Psalm 9-10: A Textual and Exegetical Study,” JOR 48/2 (1957): 104-22, here 113. As an
example, this observation occurs while commenting on Ps 10:4, “In the pride of their countenance the
wicked say, ‘God will not seek it out’; all their thoughts are, ‘There is no God’.”

% James L. Crenshaw, Prophetic Conflict (BZAW 124; New York: Walter de Gruyter, 1971), 24-26; due to
Crenshaw’s focus, the texts expressing this over-confidence are all prophetic (Amos, Micah, and Jeremiah).
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Verifiable cases of DIQ are not absent from this discussion either, although in at
least one instance failing to observe the phenomenon in a broader literary context has led
to a dubious conclusion. William J. Horwitz notes that a sort of external quotation occurs
in Jer 26:18, where the elders of the people quote something that the prophet Micah
said—a saying that can be found verbatim in Mic 3:12. This would seem to set a minor
precedent for using unverifiable quotation to incorporate traditional material.®® Yet in the
same chapter, the people quote an oracle of Jeremiah’s back to him immediately and in-
accurately (cf. Jer 26:6, 8). Horwitz concludes:

[S]ince the people’s repetition does not exactly coincide with what Jeremiah has

said, one could argue that their response comes before the text of Jeremiah’s

speech was written and codified. If their reply were an addition to the text, that

response would have been made to conform to the words of the prophet.®’
Jeremiah’s sample of direct internal quotations is quite small (four cases),?® too few to
draw a general conclusion like this; as we will soon see, within the larger context of
biblical Hebrew literature where quotations are rarely exact, there is little reason to doubt
that the same author could have written both the oracle and its variant quotation.

Since the present object of study is a complete historical narrative, the monograph

of George W. Savran, Telling and Retelling: Quotation in Biblical Narrative (1988)

6 Micah prophesied a century before Jeremiah, but this does not answer all questions as to the relative
dates of these texts. Two points can be made, though: first, Mic 3:12 does not occur in the visionary portion
of the book which has the best chance of being a later addition so that it has a good chance of being written
prior to Jeremiah, and second, it is possible that Jeremiah is not quoting the present book of Micah but a
lost narrative relating a confrontation between the prophet and Hezekiah which the text of Micah may also
use (see Delbert R. Hillers, “Micah,” in ABD [6 vols.; gen. ed. David N. Freedman; New York: Doubleday,
1992], 4:807-10).

7 William J. Horwitz, “Audience Reaction to Jeremiah,” CBQ 32 (1970): 555-64, here 559.

5 Horwitz analyzes the cases in Jer 26:8-9; 28:29; 32:3-5 (taken as proleptically referring to 34:2-3); and
43:2-3. All other cases are unverifiable, so that Horwitz cannot compare how accurately they are quoted.
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deserves special attention. Savran surveys “quoted direct speech”® in the books ranging
from Genesis to 2 Kings and finds 94 verifiable quotations where both the original speech
act and the quotation are given, and 37 unverifiable quotations.”® That over 28% of the
quotations are unverifiable in this large sample marks an increase compared to John,
where at most 21% of cases are (see Table 2, where arguably fewer than the 12/57 cases
are unverifiable). Another statistic of Savran’s proves important in light of the focus in
Johannine scholarship on inexact quotations: only ten of the 94 verifiable quotations are
lexically exact, all of them short (two to seven words).”* Quotations are inexact even
when God quotes other characters (e.g. Gen 18:13/18:12 quoting Sarah) or God'’s own

words (e.g. 1 Kings 13:22/13:17).” These ten literal quotations in turn give rise to

8 «Quoted direct speech” is Savran’s equivalent term for what I have designated “direct internal quota-

tion.” It may be more precise to say that Savran means ‘direct speech that is quoted directly at some point
later in the story’ (see Telling and Retelling, 7), although even this designation is inappropriate in cases
where God directly quotes a character’s thoughts, a problem that does not arise in John.

" Two points should be made here. First, these 131 quotations are given in only 97 speeches (7elling and
Retelling, 19), which is largely due to the clusters of DIQ in cases where a character re-tells an entire story,
as is the case in Genesis 24 (eight cases) and 44 (nine cases). While this happens on several occasions in
Acts (as in the Cornelius narrative or Paul’s call), it does not happen in John where the quotations are them-
atically clustered but whole stories are never retold. Second, Savran omits categories of DIQ from his
sample that lower the number of cases: re-quotations by the narrator, citations of the promises to the patri-
archs (nine cases), and most importantly the book of Deuteronomy due to the fact that it is effectively one
long recapitulation.

" Savran, Telling and Retelling, 29; although at just two pages his analysis of the motif is much briefer
than Savran’s, see also Brevard S. Childs, The Book of Exodus (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1974), 362:
“The form in which an earlier statement is cited is quite frequent within the Old Testament... The citation
of a prior statement, although given as direct address, is often in fact a rather loose paraphrase of the actual
statement made.” Anticipating a later point, Childs claims that DIQ effectively occurs in two principal con-
texts: when a statement in the past is used to prove the truth or falsity of a present statement, or when an
event in the present is cited to prove the truth or falsity of a statement made in the past. Such a testimonial
function is relevant in a juridicial setting or as a trial motif is developed outside of a formal trial setting, as
it is in the Fourth Gospel (see chapter 3 below)

2 See Savran, Telling and Retelling, 26. In Gen 18:12 Sarah says to herself, “After I have grown old, and
my husband is old, shall I have pleasure?” In the following verse God quotes her as saying, “Shall I indeed
bear a child, now that I am old?” In 1 Kings 13:17 God commands (through a prophet), “You shall not eat
food or drink water there, or return by the way you came”; in 1 Kings 13:22 God is quoted (through another
prophet) as saying, “Eat no food, and drink no water.” Both cases are also rendered inexact in the LXX. In
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another observation, unnoticed by Savran: even though they are literal in Hebrew, four of
the ten are inexact in Greek.”® Yet in other cases, as Savran notes, the Septuagint harmon-
izes quotations, as it does for example in 2 Sam 11:23-24/11:19-21 where the Greek
eliminates the irony in Joab’s delivery by making the quote more exact.”

Savran’s work is particularly useful for narrative-critical analysis. He pays atten-
tion not only to whether a statement is altered but how it is altered, what functions the
quotation and any changes made in it serve within the story, and what this communicates
to the (implied) audience. When used by characters, DIQ can be informative (as in deli-
vering a message), confrontational, self-justifying, and deceptive: “Quotations are not
used primarily to tell of the past for its own sake, but to recollect in the service of a
present argument.”’> Although Savran denies that DIQ is a particularly juridicial device
in these texts, he recognizes how frequently they are used in cases of prophetic judg-
ments.”® Furthermore, many of the examples that he cites are used in self-justification or
in bringing charges against others (in a way quite similar to prophetic judgments only

without a prophet or God acting as the accuser). Excluding Deuteronomy, the largest

the case of Gen 3:17, God’s command is shortened in Hebrew (cf. Gen 2:17) while the LXX not only short-
ens the command but quotes it indirectly (see also next note). Although I am aware of the problems with
referring to the entire Greek translation of the Hebrew Bible as the “Septuagint,” for simplicity’s sake I will
continue to refer to the LXX except where textual traditions actually differ.

3 Gen 44:25-26/43:2-3; 1 Kings 18:11/18:8; 1 Kings 22:18/22:8; and in one case (Gen 38:22/38:21) the
quote is not only rephrased, it is made indirect.

™ Savran, Telling and Retelling, 133-34 n. 70. Jacob Licht (Storytelling in the Bible [Jerusalem: Magnes
Press, 1978], 61) also notes the discrepancy in this case and warns that it “might be as much the result of
some accident of scribal transmission as the genuine product of the original storyteller’s intention. Of
course we have no choice but to disregard the warning.”

> Savran, Telling and Retelling, 21.

7% Savran, Telling and Retelling, 23 and 70.
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cluster of internal quotations in Savran’s sample is after all a defense of Benjamin by
Judah against charges of theft (Gen 44:18-34 with nine cases of DIQ). Accusation and
defense account for a larger proportion of cases of DIQ than the prophecy and fulfillment

motif.”’

So while a formal trial setting is missing in many of these scenes, trial motifs are
not.

Returning to Johannine scholarship, seemingly without the benefit of the Old
Testament scholarship just surveyed, Michael Theobald uses DIQ in the search for auth-
entic Jesus-sayings in the Fourth Gospel in the introduction to his Herrenworte im
Johannesevangelium (2002). This limits Theobald’s application of DIQ not only to places
where Jesus in particular is quoted (thus eliminating quotations of John the Baptist, the
Beloved Disciple, and others from consideration), but also to Jesus-sayings of a more
profound nature (thus eliminating brief sayings such as “give me a drink” from consid-
eration as well). Furthermore DIQ is only one of several criteria for detecting authentic
sayings, so that just six cases of DIQ are examined in detail, provided they meet these

other criteria (3:7/3:3; 13:33/8:21/7:33; 8:33/8:31-32; 8:52/8:51; 15:20/13:16; and

21:23/21:22).

" These two categories could theoretically overlap. In Genesis there are four cases where DIQ is used in
accusation, once against Adam regarding the breaking of a commandment (3:17), once against Sarah accus-
ing her of lying (18:13), and twice regarding the potential adultery brought on by the lie (?), “She is my
sister” (12:19; 26:9). Meanwhile DIQ is used in defense against charges of theft (31:8-13 [four cases];
44:18-34 [nine cases]), potential adultery (20:5), lying (20:13), and assault (50:17). With all of this, there
are no cases of DIQ to support the motif of prophecy and fulfillment in Genesis, the closest they come
being two citations of the promises to Jacob (32:12; 48:4). Even then the former case is a potential accu-
sation against God for promising many offspring to Jacob when Esau is seemingly about to kill him. The
discrepancy is still evident in 1-2 Kings where DIQ is occasionally used in service of the prophecy and ful-
fillment motif (three deaths, 1 Kings 12:9-10; 2 Kings 9:26, 36-37) or in recollections of God’s promises to
David (1 Kings 8-9, five cases) half as often as it is in defense against (potential) accusations of breaking a
vow (1 Kings 2:8), and in accusations of usurping power (1 Kings 1:25), endangerment (1 Kings 18:11,
14), doubting God (1 Kings 20:28), breaking an oath (1 Kings 1:17; 2:42; 2 Kings 6:28-29), disobedience
(1 Kings 12:9-10; 20:5; 21:4, 6), and lying (1 Kings 22:18 countered by unverifiable DIQ in 22:19-22; 2
Kings 4:28).
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Yet despite the limitations that the focus of his study imposes, Theobald makes
several important observations about DIQ, both broadly speaking and when applied to
individual cases. These observations serve as a rebuttal to the historiographical concerns
that earlier English scholarship had with variation. First Theobald notes that there are
variations in Jesus-sayings that are repeated in the Synoptic tradition, drawing specific
attention to the passion predictions in Mark (8:31; 9:31; 10:33-34)."® Next he remarks
that there is just as much variation in quotations from the Scriptures as there is in the
internal quotations.” In either case, both the repetition and the variation cause reflection
on the meaning of the original statement. This reflection can augment the reader’s
understanding of the saying:

It is remarkable how, in the process of quotational or paraphrasing repetition, a

saying at times gives birth to a new saying by itself, as it were. The usually inac-

curate quotation is by no means a sign of carelessness in the handling of texts; it is
due not only to the joy of variation, but reveals a creative understanding of tra-
dition: the quotation itself has equality with respect to the original wording of the
quoted statement and thus testifies to a dynamic of deeper and better understand-
ing which is documented in the new form of the saying.®

It is this understanding of the variations that will be adopted as Theobald’s observations

are expanded upon below.

® Michael Theobald, Herrenworte im Johannesevangelium (HBS 34; Freiberg: Herder, 2002), 23; it should
be noted however that the Markan passion predictions are variant repetitions, i.e. three separate speech acts,
not repeated quotations of a single speech act.

" Theobald, Herrenworte, 41-47. In fact there is more variation in scriptural citations than in DIQ; see
chapter 4 below.

% Theobald, Herrenworte, 41 (“Beachtlich ist, wie im Vollzug zitierender oder paraphrasierender Wieder-
aufnahme ein Spruch zuweilen einen neuen Spruch gleichsam aus sich heraus gebiert. Die in der Regel
ungenaue Zitierweise ist nimlich keineswegs Zeichen der Sorglosigkeit im Umgang mit Texten, verdankt
sich auch nicht nur der Freude an Variationen, sondern verrit ein kreatives Verstindnis von Uberlieferung:
Das Zitat selbst besitzt gegeniiber dem urspriinglichen Wortlaut des Zitierten Selbststand und bezeugt somit
eine Dynamik des Tiefer- und Besser-Verstehens, die sich im Neusagen des Spruches dokumentiert”).
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Another similarity with scriptural citations regards their function within dis-
courses. Citations of both Scripture and of Jesus’ words (marked in various ways, such as
internal quotation and the double amen) are noticeable by their role as Kernworte or
Programmworte on which the discourses are built.®* Of course, these two categories of
Jesus-sayings (those marked by recapitulation and by “Amen, amen, I say to you™)
overlap in several instances (John 3:3; 8:51; 13:16), a fact that influences Theobald’s
inclusion of these sayings among the authentic sayings of Jesus in John.®? Theobald is not
the first to develop arguments that double amen sayings are pre-Johannine in part because
they serve as key-words to the discourses,®® so that Theobald’s application of this
criterion to internal quotations (if only in a few cases) is potentially quite important.

Theobald’s final general observation derives from the fact that internal quotation
is one of several criteria for determining authentic sayings, rather than being limited by
it.%* Multiple attestation can be an important test for detecting authentic historical
material. Although it does not strictly provide additional testimony to a saying in the
sense that it is not an independent attestation, verifiable DIQ is in some ways analogous if
only internally to the Johannine tradition. More importantly, Theobald uses DIQ in

tandem with Synoptic parallels and parallels from the church fathers to strengthen his

81 Theobald, Herrenworte, 21.

%2 Two other cases are closely adjoined to double amen sayings: John 1:50/1:48 and 1:51; 16:17-19 and
16:20.

%3 See R. Alan Culpepper, “The ‘Amen, Amen’ Sayings in the Gospel of John,” in Perspectives on John:
Method and Interpretation in the Fourth Gospel (ed. R.B. Sloan and M.C. Parsons; Lewiston: Mellen,
1993), 57-101 and “The Origin of the ‘Amen, Amen’ Sayings in the Gospel of John,” in Jesus in Johannine
Tradition (ed. R.T. Fortna and T. Thatcher; Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2001), 253-62; the latter
essay is cited by Theobald (esp. Herrenworte, 56 n. 155).

% On the following, see mainly Theobald, Herrenworte, 56-58 and throughout.
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case for authentic Jesus-sayings material in John. Patristic citations can be problematic
because independence from John is often difficult to prove, but Synoptic parallels are
particularly useful in establishing that some DIQ material pre-dates the Fourth Gospel .2
In the tradition-critical section below (chapter 4), I will expand on this methodology with
a more comprehensive data set in order to demonstrate that a relatively high number of
cases of DIQ can be shown to have parallels—sometimes quite strong—in the Synoptic
Gospels and other early, non-Johannine literature. From this we may extrapolate that per-
haps some of the other cases of DIQ similarly incorporate material that is traditional to
John (perhaps only within Johannine circles) even if it has not left traces out-side of the
Johannine literature.

One last study, although brief, establishes more proper grounds for studying how
DI1Q works within the narrative of John’s gospel. Though she builds on Theobald’s work,
Johanna Brankaer nonetheless alters the criteria by which internal quotations are cate-

gorized.®® Where Theobald focuses on Herrenworten grouped by who quotes Jesus

(himself, other characters, or the narrator), Brankaer instead groups the quotations into

% Certain scholars would protest the uncritical use of Synoptic material as independent attestation of pre-
Johannine material since they would argue instead that the Synoptic Gospels are, at least in some cases,
influenced by John or the Johannine tradition. This has been argued especially in the case of the Gospel of
Luke, a gospel which admits to using sources and shares certain peculiarities with John (see Mark Matson,
“The Influence of John on Luke’s Passion: Toward a Theory of Intergospel Dialogue,” in Fiir und wider
die Prioritdt des Johannesevangeliums: Symposion in Salzburg am 10. Mdrz 2000 [Theologische Texte und
Studien 9; ed. P.N. Anderson and P.L. Hofrichter; Hildesheim: Georg Olms, 2002], 183-94 and Barbara
Shellard, New Light on Luke: Its Purpose, Sources and Literary Context [JSNTSup 215; London: Sheffield
Academic, 2002]). While it may be possible to argue that John influenced the other texts in one or two
cases, the wide spread of this material throughout all three of the Synoptic Gospels argues against their
dependence on John in a significant number of cases unless John’s influence on the Synoptics was quite a
bit greater than has previously been recognized.

% Johanna Brankaer, “Les citations internes dans le quatriéme évangile: un miroir déformant?” in Repet-
itions and Variations in the Fourth Gospel (BETL 223; ed. G. Van Belle, M. Labahn, and P. Maritz;
Leuven: Leuven University Press, 2009), 129-56.
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three categories by how they compare with the original statement: 1) quotations that alter
the meaning of the original statement (“opérant un glissement”), 2) unverifiable quo-
tations (“extra-diégétiques™), and 3) more or less literal quotations.®” These new criteria
allow Brankaer to broaden the scope of her analysis since she can include quotations of
secondary characters and statements by Jesus that are “banales.”®

By focusing on how the quotations function within the narrative (instead of
behind it), Brankaer makes several important observations. First, she gives a detailed
study of unverifiable quotations. Although Brankaer does little to examine these five
cases (John 1:33; 6:36; 10:36; 11:40; 14:2) in the context of Johannine scholarship, she
allows the possibility that no antecedent statement is provided and explores why such a
device might be used in John: the four cases in which Jesus is quoted cause the reader to
pause for reflection on what Jesus has said and how that might be construed in light of

how he quotes himself.*

Brankaer also ties unverifiable quotations to the concluding
statements in John (20:31; 21:25), both of which acknowledge the incompleteness of
John’s narrative: “Quotations without referent in the narration confront the reader with a

certain textual opacity: the reader has not been present at all of the signs and works of

%7 Brankaer connects 13:33 directly to 7:34 instead of 8:21, which is lexically and narratively closer
(“Citations internes,” 139-41). Brankaer also keenly observes how the shift in phrasing that occurs between
7:34 (8mov eiul €yam, focus on present reality) and 8:21 (6mov éym vndyw, focus on future reality), exposes
the blending of the temporal and atemporal in John’s narrative (p. 140). This is not the only case in which a
shift between the present and the future occurs in DIQ, a phenomenon that will be explored in greater depth
in chapter 5 below.

8 Brankaer, “Citations internes,” 131; note that Brankaer makes no restriction to direct internal quotations,
which leads her to include indirect quotes in her analysis (e.g. John 18:37).

% Brankaer, “Citations internes,” 143-47.
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Jesus.”® That is, unverifiable quotations serve as an ongoing reminder of John’s incom-
pleteness throughout the narrative.

More generally, as opposed to the earlier German scholars who complain that
DIQ is cumbersome and slows down the narrative, Brankaer instead argues that the
quotations—especially those that shift the meaning of the original statement, often
through variations—serve to move the reader’s understanding forward:

The shift made in the resumption is at the service of a progressive understanding

on the part of the reader, even if it can be paired with a progressive incompre-

hension or a stronger rejection at the strictly narrative level. The shifts provoke at

certain places a radicalization of Jesus’ teaching which can provoke—or which

demands!—a radicalization of the position regarding him.”*
Despite the brevity of her study, Brankaer attends to 27 cases of DIQ in John. Yet this is
less than half of the cases, which are given no more context than the gospel itself. A more
comprehensive study that builds on Brankaer’s observations is still warranted, partic-
ularly one that situates the phenomenon in the Fourth Gospel’s broader, first century
literary context.

The Present Plan of Study

Although the focus of Theobald’s and Brankaer’s studies differ, they each

demonstrate a move away from being distracted by the mere fact of variation in reported

90 Brankaer, “Citations internes,” 154 (“Les citations sans référent dans la narration confrontent le lecteur a
une certaine opacité du texte: il n’a pas été présent a tous les signes et oeuvres de Jésus”).

%! Brankaer, “Citations internes,” 154 (“Le glissement opéré dans la reprise se met au service d’une com-
préhension progressive de la part du lecteur, méme si elle peut aller de pair avec une incompréhension
progressive ou un refus plus dur au niveau strictement narratif. Les glissements provoquent a certains
endroits une radicalisation de I’enseignement de Jésus qui peut provoquer—ou qui exige!—une
radicalisation de la prise de position a son égard”); see also p. 133.
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speech (and the offense that it causes to a post-Enlightenment sensibility)® toward the
analysis of how John shifts the wording of statements and what this might tell us. We will
first examine how John modifies individual statements through the common Greco-
Roman device of paraphrase (chapter 2). With each type of paraphrase, taken from the
Progymnasmata contemporary to John and so likely to have been taught to the authors of
the gospel as part of their basic education, we will compare how the device is used in
other biblical texts as well as in Greco-Roman literature before examining how John uses
paraphrase to alter statements through gquotation. As we will see, John not only follows
the progymnastic paradigm when paraphrasing statements, its use of paraphrase is also
entirely normal—even somewhat conservative—within its literary contexts. Once we can
avoid being distracted by the fact of inexact quotation, we might instead focus on what
John is trying to accomplish rhetorically with the device. The Fourth Gospel uses para-
phrase to shift the focus and meaning of statements to where the quoting characters (and,
perhaps for other reasons, the narrator) wish to put them.

Once we understand how John uses this device in its particulars, we will broaden
the scope of our questions to ask how DIQ contributes to the characterization of certain

groups within the story—especially the Jews and the disciples—as well as the narrative

%2 Building on the work of Armin D. Baum (esp. “Hat Lukas Jesus und die Apostel genau zitiert? Die
oratio recta im lukanischen Werk zwischen antiker Profan- und Kirchengeschichtsschreibung,” in
Geschichte Israels [TVGMS 415; ed. G. Maier; Brockhaus: Wuppertal, 1996], 105-45), Peter W. Ensor
highlights the anachronistic thinking involved in expecting a literal dictation of a person’s words when
more focus was put on sense and style in the first century; see his Jesus and His ‘Works’: The Johannine
Sayings in Historical Perspective (WUNT 2.85; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1996) and more recently, “The
Johannine Sayings of Jesus and the Question of Authenticity,” in Challenging Perspectives on the Gospel
of John (WUNT 2.19; ed. John Lierman; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2006), 14-33. In the latter (p. 27 n. 53),
Ensor notes 15 cases of inaccurate DIQ (citing Morris) in support of the idea that John transmits material
that he regards as authentic (in this case, his own Jesus-material) “without regard for strict verbal accuracy”
(essentially the same conclusion that has been reached in previous English scholarship, if given a more
positive assessment).
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itself (chapter 3). This will be done in two steps. First, we will focus on verifiable quo-
tations as a redundant device that communicates additional information about the char-
acters who quote and the content of the quoted statements. Repeated quotation allows
John to endorse certain interpretations of Jesus and to eliminate others from consider-
ation. As characters repeatedly quote Jesus while misunderstanding him, the device itself
begins to signal misunderstanding when used by characters other than Jesus and the
narrator. Second, we will see that DIQ frequently appears in forensic settings, both in the
Fourth Gospel and in literature outside of John, whether Greco-Roman or biblical. The
well-recognized trial motif running throughout the Fourth Gospel can be shown to be a
major motivator for John’s frequent use of DIQ as characters testify and have their testi-
mony cross-examined.

After the literary study of DIQ in John, we will turn to questions of a more
tradition-critical nature (chapter 4). A survey of the statements that appear in DIQ shows
that an inordinately high number of them have parallels to pre-Johannine literature, or at
least literature that does not seem to have been directly influenced by the Gospel of John.
This observation adds another dimension to John’s use of paraphrase: it may be that John
not only uses DIQ to shift the interpretation of sayings within the gospel, it may also use
DIQ to incorporate traditional sayings into the gospel and to shift their interpretation in a
Johannine direction. Furthermore, the use of paraphrastic DIQ follows certain patterns in
the cases where non-Johannine material is evident from other texts. Where similar pat-
terns are evident with either unverifiable quotations or with material that has not left
strong traces outside of John, we might hypothesize that John is making similar inter-

pretative moves with its traditions even if corroborating evidence is otherwise absent.
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The statements to which John applies DIQ fall into several large thematic clus-
ters—most importantly the coming of Jesus into the world, his departure, and his return.
Jesus’ departure and return is of particular interest because there are two possible depart-
ures and three potential returns that John seems to be negotiating: Jesus’ departure in
death and in his ascent to the Father, and Jesus’ return in resurrection, in his spiritual
advent within the community of believers, and in his parousia on the last day. The final
portion of the study (chapter 5) will try to understand how the Johannine group used its
gospel to negotiate various traditions about Jesus as they varied from or aligned with
those of other Christ-following groups. The study of direct internal quotation in John
allows us to watch as a first century Christian group endorses, modifies, or rejects various

understandings of Christ’s teachings and person.
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CHAPTER 2
JOHN’S DIRECT INTERNAL QUOTATIONS IN THEIR LITERARY CONTEXTS
Nec aliena tantum transferre, sed etiam nostra pluribus modis tractare proderit,
ut ex industria sumamus sententias quasdam easque versemus quam
numerosissime, velut eadem cera aliae aliaeque formae duci solent.
It will be useful not only to change the work of others, but to modify our own in
various ways, deliberately taking up some sentences and turning them in as many
ways as possible, just as one shape after another are usually made out of the same
piece of wax.
Quintilian, Institutes of Oratory 10.5.9*
DIQ in the Context of Paraphrasis
The authors of the Fourth Gospel were evidently capable of composing a long
narrative filled with wordplay and double entendre in Greek. Jesus’ conversation with
Nicodemus, for example, is laden with Greek wordplay—some of it possible only in
Greek.” The basis for the first case of DIQ in this conversation, “unless someone is born

dvmOev...” (John 3:3), is paraphrased by Jesus in 3:7, “you must be born dvwbev.”

Nicodemus takes the term dgvw0ev in an exclusively temporal sense (“again,” see his

' Translation adapted from the LCL edition.

? In addition to the use of double entendre with évedev, see also the plentiful use of polyvalency in 3:8,
which can be read, “The wind (nvedpa) blows (nvel) where it wills and you hear its sound (ewvnv)” or
“The Spirit breathes where it wills and you hear its voice” depending on how one hears the polyvalent
terms. Additionally, Jesus continually plays off of Nicodemus’ words: he picks up the ruler’s (no one) “is
able” and “unless” (€av un, 3:2) in the initial logion, “unless someone is born dvwdev, he cannot see the
Kingdom of God” (3:3); he picks up Nicodemus’ “enter” (eicelbelv, 3:4) when he paraphrases the logion
with “enter the Kingdom” (3:5); and after Nicodemus asks, “How can these things (tadta) be?” Jesus picks
up both “these things” and Nicodemus’ initial title for Jesus, “teacher,” when he replies with his own ques-
tion, “You are the feacher of Israel and you do not know these things?” (3:10). At this point, Nicodemus
ceases to speak. Paul D. Duke (Irony in the Fourth Gospel [Atlanta: John Knox Press, 1985], 45-46)
examines these cases of wordplay as a means of creating irony.
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substitution of devtepov in 3:4), ignoring the spatial dimension (“from above,” cf. John
3:31; 19:11, 23).3 As Raymond Brown points out: “Such a misunderstanding is possible
only in Greek; we know of no Hebrew or Aramaic word of similar meaning which would
have this spatial and temporal ambiguity.”* As this and other examples of Greek word-
play indicate, the people behind the Fourth Gospel were keenly interested in the polyva-
lency of Greek terms and how to use it to their advantage.® The literacy and composition-
al ability in Greek that this sort of functional wordplay implies, along with other devices,
argues strongly that the authors of John had a significant Greek education.

The Greek education of the authors of John® would have most likely included

exercises in paraphrase (nrapagppactc),” and as we will see, these exercises included the

? While past explanations of Jesus’ use of double entendre viewed the two meanings as mutually exclus-
ive—Jesus, operating at a spiritual level, means “from above” but Nicodemus, operating reductionistically,
hears “again”—Francis J. Moloney argues that Jesus intends both dimensions of dvw6ev, evident in his
subsequent paraphrase in 3:5 (“Unless one is born of water [again] and of Spirit [from above]...”), and that
Nicodemus errs in reducing the term to only its temporal dimension (7he Gospel of John [SP 4; College-
ville: Liturgical Press, 1998], 92).

4 Brown, John, 1:130.

5 For more on Johannine double entendre/meaning, see Duke, Irony, 144-45, David W. Wead, “The Johan-
nine Double Meaning,” Restoration Quarterly 13/2 (1970): 106-20, and Jan van der Watt, “Double Entend-
re in the Gospel According to John,” in Theology and Christology in the Fourth Gospel (BETL 184; ed. G.
van Belle, J.G. van der Watt, and P. Maritz; Leuven: Leuven University Press, 2005), 463-81. Other cases
include the Son of Man being lifted up (on the cross)/exalted (using dyow, 3:14-16; 8:28; 12:32-34), living
water as both flowing water and the gift of the Spirit (4:10-11), and dnobvriox® vrép as both to die instead
of and to die for the sake of (11:50-52; 18:14).

® In what follows, “John” is used as an alternate title of the text of the Fourth Gospel. I refer to “the
authors” without any claims about their identity or indeed their number. There are indications, detailed by
von Wahlde (John), that multiple real authors contributed to the formation of the gospel, not to mention the
contributions that were probably made by the social group around them as stories were told and retold. The
use of devices such as paraphrase as well as the evident compositional ability of this authorial body indi-
cates that at least some of them had benefitted from a significant (if not truly Aigh) education. Indeed,
others have argued for the presence of rhetorical devices in the Johannine literature that would only have
been taught at a more advanced level than paraphrase (e.g. Duane F. Watson, “Amplification Techniques in
1 John: The Interaction of Rhetorical Style and Invention,” JSNT 51 [1993]: 99-123 and Alicia D. Myers,
“Prosopopoetics and Conflict: Speech and Expectations in John 8,” Biblica 92/4 [2011]: 580-96 and
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techniques that John uses to re-phrase statements in quotation. In order to establish that
John includes techniques commonly taught to beginning students in order to modify
statements in quotation, it may be profitable to briefly examine the role of paraphrase
exercises in basic Greek education. These exercises are taught early and often, making it
quite likely that someone with the literary skill to write a long, coherent narrative in
Greek, as the authors of John were, would also have paraphrase in their ‘tool-kit’ as they
sought a means of modifying statements while retaining their basic sense.

The fullest and earliest surviving description of paraphrase as an exercise appears
in the Progymnasmata of Aelius Theon (first century CE),® although subsequently dis-
cussions appeared in Suetonius (Gramm. 4), Quintilian (Inst. Or. 1.9.2; 10.5.4-11), and

the later Progymnasmata (most influentially by the 4™ century Aphthonius, Prog. 23).°

“‘Jesus Said to Them...’: The Adaptation of Juridicial Rhetoric in John 5:19-47,” JBL 132/2 [2013]: 415-
30). My argument in this chapter will not require that the authors achieved this level of education.

" Those who comment on mapdepooig do so under several terms, including petéppacig and even dmay-
velia, although in the latter case Aelius Theon (Prog. 101) seems to reserve the term for the grammatical
modification of an entire chreia rather than an individual sentence; see below nn. 85, 88. In Latin texts
paraphrase appears as metaphrasis (as it does in Seneca, Suas. 1.12) or later, conversio; see Heinrich
Lausberg, Handbook of Literary Rhetoric: A Foundation for Literary Study (ed. D.E. Orton and R.D.
Anderson; Boston: Brill, 1998) §1099.

¥ Timothy A. Brookins, “Luke’s Use of Mark as napdgpactc: Its Effects on Characterization in the ‘Heal-
ing of Blind Bartimaeus’ Pericope (Mark 10.46-52/Luke 18.35-43),” JSNT 34/1 (2011): 70-89 (here 72-73)
for a discussion. Brookins argues for Luke’s paraphrase of Mark at the level of short narratives (as Theon
discusses the paraphrase of whole chreiai, see previous note) while here we will focus on John’s paraphrase
of individual sentences. Fortunately, many of the examples that we can glean from the LXX and Greco-
Roman literature are paraphrases of this type. Craig S. Keener is the rare commentator on John to briefly
connect its paraphrases in DIQ (specifically 8:52 and 13:11) to the paraphrase exercises of Theon (The
Gospel of John [2 vols.; Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2003], 1:765).

? Quintilian (Inst. Or. 10.5.2-3, vertere Graeca in Latinum) and Cicero (De or. 1.154-55, latine redderem)
also discuss nearby the related exercise of exhibiting freedom in translation from Greek into Latin, which
may be relevant to those scholars who take John to provide independent translations of scriptural citations.
The principles here are quite similar to paraphrasing in one’s own language or even of one’s own work.
While in Quintilian translation appears just prior to paraphrase, Suetonius (Gramm. 24.4) lists the trans-
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Beginning with the Progymnasmata ascribed to Hermogenes (2" century CE), a set
number of eight steps is attached to elaborating chreiai: after a brief encomium as a first
step, the student is asked to paraphrase the chreia—»both its narrative details and the

logion itself.*

Many good cases of paraphrase can be found in the examples of these
exercises found in the various Progymnasmata and in the school-hand papyri that have
survived. However, although paraphrase is evident in the literature well before John (see
below on the Protagoras), its development as an early educational tool is not yet so
advanced and so rigid at the end of the first century.

The elaboration of chreiai, for example, is not as rigid in Theon’s earlier dis-
cussion (Prog. 142-43), but the teacher does give a detailed description of his educational
program. The exercise of paraphrase must be mastered before the student is introduced to
its use in either elaboration or in contradiction, although the preliminary exercises seem
to build up to paraphrase as a final step before applying it to these two ends.™* However,
it is not as if once the student has learned paraphrase the exercise is dropped. Theon’s

program is a successive one: students cycle through various exercises in growing clusters,

from chreia, reading, listening, and paraphrase to start, and building up to contesting and

lation of Greek words just after the inflection of sayings (modifying only the cases from nominative to
accusative and so forth) and the paraphrase of short narratives, which indicates that the relationship
between the two exercises was close but not rigidly ordered.

' This pattern later becomes rigid in the Progymnasmata and is followed by Hermogenes, Aphthonius,
Nicolaus (5™ century), and Priscian (5™-6" centuries). It is not followed by Theon in his discussion of
elaboration, so it is unclear whether the pattern existed in the first century. At any rate, Theon introduces
paraphrase as an exercise before elaboration and his examples of elaboration feature paraphrases of the
chreiai, so that his students would have continued to practice their paraphrase exercises later on in the
context of elaboration.

' See Michel Patillon, ed. and trans., Aelius Théon: Progymnasmata (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1997), xxiv-
xxvii for a breakdown of Theon’s curriculum.
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confirming a narrative, to reading, listening, paraphrasing, elaborating, and contra-
dicting it. What is notable is that paraphrase is an element in each of his thirteen cycles,
so that it is practiced not only relatively early among the exercises, but often thereafter.
Although for Theon paraphrase is among the preliminary exercises taught by a rhetor, the
student must nonetheless get past the stage of being taught by a grammarian in order to
learn it.

Quintilian, meanwhile, is quite adamant that paraphrase be taught by the gram-
marian (Inst. Or. 1.9.1-3), although he admits that paraphrase is difficult even for instruc-
tors.? However, Quintilian seems to take a “sink or swim” approach to starting pupils on
the exercises as early as possible.*® Somewnhere in between Theon and Quintilian is the
discussion of Suetonius (Gramm. 4.5), which presents paraphrase as a rhetorical exercise
that is sometimes taught by grammarians (which he says was more common in the past),
“so that their pupil’s speech would not be altogether unadorned and dry when they were

handed over to the teachers of rhetoric.”** So it seems that the further back we go, the

12 Later he asserts that the exercise of paraphrase is valuable precisely by virtue of its difficulty (Inst. Or.
10.5.8).

" The application of the phrase “sink or swim” is drawn from Edward N. O’Neil, “Discussion of Prelim-
inary Exercises of Marcus Fabius Quintilianus,” in The Chreia in Ancient Rhetoric Volume I: The Progym-
nasmata (ed. R.F. Hock and E.N. O’Neil; Texts and Translations 27/Greco-Roman Religion Series 9;
Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1986), 113-38, esp. 121-22. Paraphrase is presented in several forms almost as a
weeding exercise (from O’Neil’s translation): “They should also learn first to render verses in prose, then to
recite them in different words (mox mutatis verbis interpretari), then to turn with more confidence to para-
phrase (tum paraphrasi audacius vertere) in which it is permissible to abridge (breviare) or embellish
(exornare) certain elements, provided the poet’s meaning remains intact. The one who can successfully
handle this task, difficult even for accomplished instructors (etiam consummatis professoribus difficile),
will be capable of learning anything” (/nst. Or. 1.9.2-3).

'4 Translation from Robert A. Kaster, ed. and trans., Suetonius: De Grammaticis et Rhetoribus (New York:
Oxford University Press, 1995). The quoted text of Suetonius reads: ne scilicet sicci omnino atque aridi
pueri rhetoribus traderentur. Later (Gramm. 24.5), Suetonius presents a mix of exercises with no clear
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more likely that paraphrase would be taught by the grammarian rather than the rhetor,
and if by the rhetor then early on as an exercise in expression rather than in thought. This
makes sense since the progymnasmata generally “occupied a curricular place between
literary and rhetorical study.”™ Furthermore, although the progymnastic exercises even-
tually came to be devoted mainly to the training of orators, Theon has a variety of crea-
tive professions in mind including writers of history, dialogue, and poetry (Prog. 62).*° In
other words, in each of the first or early second century discussions of paraphrase that
have survived, the exercise is taught early and often to adolescent students who are either
still learning grammar or who have only just gotten past it. Authors capable of writing a
long narrative, as those of John were, most likely would have done these exercises as part
of their early training.

In Theon’s detailed discussion of paraphrase (Prog. 139-42), the educator breaks

the device down into four categories which will be important in our examination of

distinction between which should be assigned to the grammarian and which to the rhetor. This may be
because, as he explains in the previous section (24.4), the method of instruction varied from teacher to
teacher as did the exercises taught by a single teacher: “They would vary the grammatical constructions of
notable sayings in all possible ways [see above, n. 9]; recount fables now one way, now another; present
narratives sometimes briefly and concisely, sometimes elaborately and at length.”

!> Ronald F. Hock, “General Introduction to Volume L,” in The Chreia in Ancient Rhetoric Volume I: The
Progymnasmata (ed. R.F. Hock and E.N. O’Neil; Texts and Translations 27/Greco-Roman Religion Series
9; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1986), 3-47, here 21. In this regard, it is notable that several of the school-hand
papyri that feature paraphrastic exercises also include simple grammatical exercises, indicating that the
student had not yet fully “graduated” to the study of rhetoric (Teresa Morgan, Literate Education in the
Hellenistic and Roman Worlds [Cambridge Classical Studies; New York: Cambridge University Press,
1998], 203 [n. 54]).

' Hock, “General Introduction,” 14.
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John:*" addition (zpocbeoic, adiectio; expanding the statement through the addition of
words), subtraction (dpaipeotig, detractio; shortening by eliminating words), transpo-
sition (uetabeoig, transmutatio; rearranging words within the sentence), and substitution
(&vtibeotg, immutatio; using different, often synonymous words or phrases—the most
outright paraphrastic type).*® The paradigm of these four types of change is quite a com-
mon one, ranging from entire narratives down to letters in words. As early as the Rhetor-
ica ad Herennium (1% century BCE), for example, paronomasia (or punning) is broken
down into four similar types (4.29): by addition (e.g. temperare/obtemperare), suppres-
sion (e.g. lenones/leones), transposition (e.g. nauo/ uano), and exchange of letters (e.g.
deligere/diligere).'® So Theon’s paradigm does not seem to be novel in the first century,
nor is it especially rigid in practice once the student is more advanced: he admits that one
might mix the various types of para-phrase (Prog. 140) or use them together to change

the mood of a sentence from declarative to interrogative and so on (Prog. 141).

' The section of Theon’s Progymnasmata dedicated to paraphrase has not been preserved in Greek, sur-
viving only in Armenian translation. So for specific points of vocabulary such as the names of the types of
paraphrase, we have to turn to other, sometimes partial discussions of the techniques.

18 See Lausberg, Handbook §462 and Francoise Desbordes, “Le schéma ‘addition, soustraction, mutation,
métathése’ dans les textes anciens,” Histoire Epistémologie Langage 5/1 (1983): 23-30 for the variety of
terms that can also be used in Greek and Latin. Due to this variety, it is often context that tells us which
modification the author has in mind.

" For these and other examples, see Guy Achard, ed. and trans., Rhétorique ¢ Herennius (Paris: Belles
Lettres, 1989), 165 nn. 161-65. The Rhetorica is followed by Cicero (De or. 2.256; Or. 84), Quintilian
(Inst. Or. 9.3.66, 73), and others; for a survey of ancient modifications following this four-part scheme, see
Desbordes, “Le schéma,” 23-24.
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One may suspect that these are the four most obvious types of modification pos-
sible,?° which may be why the categories into which Savran fits the modifications of
statements through DIQ in the Hebrew Bible are basically equivalent to these four. In fact
Savran examines three types of modifications that are made to statements in recitation:
shortening (subtraction), lengthening (addition), and paraphrase. However, for him para-
phrase “broadly describes changes in the actual words used [substitution], as well as the
rearrangement of syntactic order [transposition] in the quotation.”®* In his concluding
discussion of modifications, Savran warns in a way similar to Theon:

These changes are often not exclusive of one another, and in some cases it is
difficult to determine where shortening and lengthening leave off and paraphrase

%0 They are not the only four types of modification possible, or at least we are not required to categorize all
modifications under this paradigm. One additional possibility would be the mixture of two or more pass-
ages together as Seneca does with Virgil in the example given below (Suas. 1.12), presenting elements
from Aen. 8.691-92 and 10.128 as a paraphrase of a single passage from Homer (see also Maximus of Tyre,
Or. 41.3 for the blending of liad 12.327 and 14.80). Since the elements appear in the Suasoriae in the
same order that they appear in the Aeneid, we could argue that a massive omission (of more than a book)
has occurred mid-sentence, but it is simpler to perceive a melding of two separate passages. In fact, there is
evidence of just this type of extraction exercise in the Egyptian school-hand papyri (see Robert E. Gaebel,
“The Greek Word-Lists to Vergil and Cicero,” Bulletin of the John Rylands Library 52/2 [1970]: 284-325,
here 318). Arguably John does the same in at least one of his scriptural quotations (John 6:31, “Bread from
heaven he gave them to eat” [Gptov €k 0D ovpavod Edmkey avToic ayeiv]), seemingly blend-ing elements
of Ps 78(77):24 (“He rained down manna to them to eat and he gave them heavenly bread” [LXX - &Bpe&ev
a0Toig pavva gayelv kol dptov ovpavod £dwkev avtoig]) and Exod 16:4 (“Behold I rain down to you bread
from heaven” [LXX - id00 &yd Hm dpiv dptovg £k 10D ovpavod]); see M.J.J. Menken, Old Testament Quot-
ations in the Fourth Gospel: Studies in Textual Form (Kampen: Pharos, 1996), 50-53. Among John’s DIQ
it would be possible to view the quotations in 1:15 (the first clause from 1:27, the second and third from
1:30), 6:42 (blending 6:33 and 6:38), and 16:17 (blending 16:10 and 16:16) under this paradigm. However
only 1:15 and 6:42 truly mix elements from two separate speech acts into one, 1:15 in a manner quite
similar to Seneca’s; 16:17 can be viewed as double quotations separated by xai. Barring 1:15 and 6:42,
then, John seems to have employed the four types of paraphrase taught to beginning students.

! Savran, Telling and Retelling, 29 (emphasis added). One might also compare Meir Sternberg’s five forms
of repetition and variation: expansion, truncation, change of order, grammatical transformation, and substi-
tution, where the last two are considered here in one category (The Poetics of Biblical Narrative: Ideolo-
gical Literature and the Drama of Reading [Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1985], 391-92).
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[substitution] begins. Furthermore, many quotations will exhibit two or even all
three types of change; one clause may be lengthened or omitted altogether.?

Such a warning holds for quotations in John as well, where changes in word order may
be prompted by changes in word choice or a given substitution may also shorten the quo-
tation considerably. Although the Septuagint harmonizes quotations on occasion, it more
often retains the variance in phrasing from the Hebrew and occasionally introduces its
own variance into exact quotes. John demonstrates some familiarity with Jewish Scrip-
tures, at least through the Septuagint and perhaps through the Hebrew texts.?* Therefore
below we will examine the Gospel of John’s paraphrases through DIQ in the contexts of
both DIQ in the Old Testament and paraphrases from Greco-Roman literature, since each
has a fair chance of having influenced the real authors of the Fourth Gospel.

As we trace John’s paraphrases through Theon’s four-part paradigm, examples
from both types of literature (Greco-Roman and Hebrew Bible) will be presented to de-
monstrate how John not only uses paraphrase in ways that were taught at an early level of
Greek education, but also that the literary use of paraphrase in this manner is quite com-
mon in the literature that influenced the gospel’s authors, whether it derives from Greco-

Roman or ancient Jewish culture.?* Observing the ways in which John’s use of para-

** Savran, Telling and Retelling, 29; by “paraphrase,” Savran seems to mean what is called “substitution” in
the progymnastic discussions.

3 See chapter 4 for more on the similarities between John’s paraphrases and how it presents OT citations.

* Indeed, a recent dissertation by Yakir Paz examines the influence of Greek educational fopoi, including
the paraphrase exercise of transposition (Uneppatdv), on rabbinic literature (From Scribes to Scholars:
Rabbinic Biblical Exegesis in Light of Homeric Commentaries [Heb.; Ph.D. diss.; Hebrew University of
Jerusalem, 2014]), suggesting an overlap of Greco-Roman and Jewish interpretive techniques.
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phrase is actually quite typical will allow us to focus on the specific ways that it uses the
device to achieve its own literary ends.

Before examining John’s use of paraphrase in DIQ, it would be helpful to see
examples of what these exercises looked like when applied by students. Teresa Morgan
has collected and analyzed examples of paraphrase from school-hand papyri.?® In one
notable case, the student paraphrases in prose the first 21 lines of the Iliad (cp. Quintilian,
Inst. Or. 1.9.2), embroidering the epic with philosophical vocabulary that emphasizes the
precision and logical continuity of the paraphrase.?® The extent of the student’s para-

phrase is evident in the first sentence:

lliad 1.1-2% Bodleian Greek Inscription 3019, 1-6°
The wrath sing, goddess, of Peleus’ son I shall begin, Muse, holding fast to this
Achilles, the accursed wrath which brought hypothesis from you: for standing by me
countless sorrows upon the Achaeans. .. yourself, Mistress, telling of the anger of

Achilles and the disasters which came to
the Greeks as a result of it.

Mijviv dede, Oed, IInAnuddew Ayiifiog &pEopar 4md cod, ® Modoa, ToldTng

ovAopévny, fi popt’ Ayxaroic dhye’ E0nke...  &xouevot (sic) Tiig vmodécewg: ot oLV
Lol TapoTdoa, @ dEomotva, EEnyoupévn
TNV AYIALEDS AyOVAKTNOLY Kod TOG €K
tavtng svuPePnroiog Toic “"EAnct
GUUPOPAG.

Homer’s two lines are greatly expanded, as is the entire passage, and the student has

altered the vocabulary almost entirely in order to give his account an air of intellectual

2 Morgan, Literate Education, 202-26.

26 «“The impressively scientific but thoroughly unhomeric word hypothesis is used three times,” (Morgan,
Literate Education, 206-7).

¥ Translation from the LCL edition.

*¥ Text and translation from Morgan, Literate Education, 205-6, with discussion on p. 208.
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exposition:?® “[the student] has analysed the passage of Homer, decided what to omit and

what to reproduce, and in what order, decided how to present the material he has kept
using what other disciplines and styles of writing, and he has cast the whole in another
dialect.”*® The paraphrase by this anonymous student is significantly more involved than
anything done in John, recasting as it does a large section of Homer’s poetic narrative
into a different genre. However, we can see from the paraphrase of individual sentences
how the student re-phrases Homer into speech of a distinctly different character while
still following Homer in his presentation of the narrative (i.e. the student’s first sentence
is still a paraphrase of Homer’s first sentence, however differently worded) and remain-
ing recognizably connected to the Iliad. Yet aside from the student’s apparent desire to
give his paraphrase an air of philosophical sophistication, we know nothing else of the
context of the paraphrase or the use to which it was put.®*

Fortunately an example from Plato’s Protagoras is not only confined to the
paraphrase of a single sentence, as is often the case in John, but the paraphrase is also
developed within the context of an argument over the meaning of the original statement.
This allows us to trace Socrates’ reasons for each modification (relatively minor when
compared to the student above) on a point by point basis. The passage from the
Protagoras highlights the precision that Greeks could apply to the interpretation of

language, and how apparently insignificant changes could be perceived to exert consi-

% For example, notice that the student receives a hypothesis from the Muse which she explains (8Enyéopat)
to him rather than a song that he is to sing (G€idw).

3% Morgan, Literate Education, 208.

*! Another way to say this might be: we do not know what the student’s assignment was.
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derable influence over the understanding of a particular saying. Given the importance of
Jesus’ words in the Fourth Gospel, it is likely that the gospel’s authors would be attracted
to a similarly precise interpretation of statements traced to Jesus. After seeing how a
master paraphrases a line of text, we will begin to examine how John uses similar tech-
niques with its own text, although in a much less developed manner.
An Example from Plato’s Protagoras

A masterful series of paraphrases occurs in Plato’s Protagoras (339a-347a) when
Socrates playfully imitates literary sophists like his current opponent, Protagoras.®* After
getting Socrates to say that a certain poem by Simonides was composed both correctly
and well, Protagoras attempts to score a hit against Socrates’ judgment by pointing out an
apparent contradiction in the poem. Protagoras first cites a line from Simonides: “For a
man, indeed, to become good truly is hard (&vdp” dyafov pev drabémg yevéohar
yokemdv)” (339b).% Yet the poet contradicts himself, Protagoras claims, because later he
questions the truth of a maxim from Pittacus of Mytilene (7"-6™ century BCE) (339d):
“[Tt is] hard to be good” (yolemov £60A0V Eppevar). In the sections of Protagoras that
follow, Socrates counters Protagoras with a long argument that the two statements

(Simonides’ own and his rejection of Pittacus) are not in contradiction and that, in fact,

% These Platonic examples of paraphrase suggested by Raffaella Cribiore (Gymnastics of the Mind: Greek
Education in Hellenistic and Roman Egypt [Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2005], 192); see also
Brookins, “Luke’s Use of Mark,” 73 n. 12. Although DIQ factors little in this dialogue directly (but see
342a, where Socrates quotes Protagoras [cf. 339a]), certainly not in the manner that John uses it, the dia-
logue is laden with embedded speech: Socrates tells the story of his dialogue with Protagoras as a past
event, a dialogue which itself contains an imagined dialogue between Simonides and Pittacus, so that at
times Socrates quotes himself quoting Simonides quoting Pittacus.

% Translations are generally taken from the LCL edition unless otherwise noted, although I have occasion-
ally modified the punctuation in the Loeb translations to highlight direct quotations.



57

Simonides wrote his poem as a reproach of Pittacus. Several lines of Simonides and of
other poets are paraphrased along the way, but here we will focus on how Socrates
progressively alters the statement by Simonides in order to conform it to his interpret-
ation of the poem. This way we can trace the modifications that Socrates makes to the
original statement in step with his argument about its meaning.

Before turning to Socrates’ paraphrases of Simonides, something should be said
about how he uses the interpretation of the poem to criticize his present opponent—in
other words, the context of the paraphrases. In Socrates’ analysis of the poem, Pittacus
retains his status as one of the Seven Sages while Simonides, whom Protagoras himself
has earlier named as a fellow sophist (316d), only attempts to take Pittacus down in order
to gain fame by proving himself superior (343c).** Indeed, Patrick Coby traces four
points of similarity between Socrates and Pittacus as the former characterizes him, and
nine points of similarity between Protagoras and Simonides.* One of the relevant simil-
arities between Pittacus and Socrates is that both advocate for the laconic brevity of wise
speech, with Socrates presenting such brachylogia as the mark of ancient philosophy

(342a-343b).% Thus Pittacus speaks wisely in three words while the sophist Simonides

% As Patrick Coby suggests (Socrates and the Sophistic Enlightenment: 4 Commentary on Plato’s
Protagoras [Lewisburg: Bucknell University Press, 1987], 99), critiquing earlier poetic sophists may be a
regular part of Protagoras’ repertoire, S0 that he tries to place the discussion on firm ground for himself.

% Coby, Sophistic Enlightenment, 110-11.

% Compare another favorite proverb of Socrates’: “good things are difficult” (yalend to kokd, Rep. 435c;
497d; Cra. 384b; Hp. Ma. 304e). As Socrates presents it here, the Seven Sages were “enthusiasts, lovers
and disciples of the Spartan culture” (343a) whose wisdom was characterized by short sayings. Hence,
Pittacus contributes a famous short saying of his own: “It is hard to be good.”
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must employ an entire poem to overcome him, and the ‘sophistic’ criticism of Socrates
goes on for much longer in order to improve upon Simonides.*’

Suggestively then, Socrates cites the maxim of Pittacus six times after the initial
quotation without any modifications.®® Meanwhile under the guise of presenting a proper
understanding of Simonides’ poem as an attack on Pittacus, Socrates alters the poet’s
statement at every subsequent quotation. Actually, the paraphrases begin with Protagoras
when he draws attention to the apparent contradiction of making one statement and
disagreeing with the other:

First he laid it dowrl himself that it is hard for a man to become good in truth

(0méBeto yaremov elvar Gvdpa ayadov yevésOou dAabeiq), and then a little further

on in his poem he forgot, and he proceeds to blame Pittacus for saying the same

as he did, “it is hard to be good” (yalemov £c0Lov Eupevar). (Prot. 339d)
Moving “difficult” (yoiendv) from the end of Simonides’ statement to the beginning (see
Table 3) highlights the similarity of the two claims, making difficulty the topic of both
statements and making it troublesome for Simonides to disagree with Pittacus.*® Not

surprisingly, Socrates restores the position of “difficult” to the end of the sentence when

he takes over paraphrasing.

%7 As Larry Goldberg points out (4 Commentary on Plato’s Protagoras [American University Studies 5/1;
New York: Peter Lang, 1983], 169), Socrates has only just claimed (335c) that he is incapable of long
speeches, yet launches a rather long exposition of the poem in response to his sophistic opponent.

% See Prot. 339d; 341c; 343b, d, e; 344e. Three paraphrases of Pittacus are given (341c; 344b-c, e), the
second using DIQ, but all ridiculous and in the ‘voice’ of Simonides.

% On topic in terms of word order, see Helma Dik, Word Order in Greek Tragic Dialogue (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2007), 42-44. Dik defines topic as “an element which the speaker regards as an appropri-
ate foundation for constructing a message which is relevant to the subject matter of the discourse” (p. 31),
in this case, difficulty. Topics, when expressed, are most likely new or contrastive (p. 32). For more on the
focus and topic of clauses, see below on transposition.
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In a sense, Protagoras argues that Simonides’ maxim is a paraphrase of Pittacus,
saying essentially the same thing with different words. That is why it would be a contra-
diction for Simonides to disapprove of one statement and advocate for the other. Socrates
questions this equivalence first by enlisting Prodicus to rule on the question: is to become
(vevéoDan) the same as to be (glvon) (340b)?*° Prodicus affirms that becoming is not the
same as being, even if we might suspect that Simonides did not differentiate so pre-
cisely.** Socrates will maintain the distance between becoming and being throughout his
exegesis, a point that Protagoras mistakenly fails to counter.** Since Socrates has estab-
lished, at least for the sake of argument, that the verbs used by each of the disputants
carry inherently different meanings, then the statement of Simonides is not a paraphrase
of Pittacus—not because the poet uses different words but because those words cannot be
made to have the same sense. If this is so, then Simonides is free to state one and disagree

with the other.

“0 In this context (340c), Socrates cites the statement again and restores xokendv to the end of the sentence.
However, he subtracts uév here while focusing the argument on the meaning of yevésOau, and reintroduces
uév momentarily when the particle itself becomes the center of his attention (343d). Likewise, while com-

menting on the role that pév plays Socrates fails to include “truly/in truth” in his citations, although it also

reappears as soon as it becomes the topic of discussion.

“! See Nicholas Denyer, ed., Protagoras (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2008), 152: “it is
entirely fanciful to suggest that Simonides made anything of the distinction between yevésfou and
gupevor.” Interestingly, Denyer (p. 151) supports the distinction made by Socrates in part by appeal to John
8:58, “Before Abraham yevécoBOay, | eipi.”

“2 protagoras fails to defend against Socrates on this point in part because Socrates issues some lines of
Hesiod to the effect that it is difficult to attain virtue, but that virtue is easy to possess once one has it.
Hesiod and Homer are the other two “sophists” previously named by Protagoras, and Socrates calls both of
them to his defense (for Homer, see 340a). Goldberg is not quite correct to say that Protagoras “completely
ignores the lines from Hesiod” (Protagoras, 162). Protagoras neglects to comment directly on the lines
from Hesiod because he dismisses them as leading to a patently false argument, but he still takes the time to
dismiss them rather than countering Socrates’ differentiation of being and becoming—a point with which
he did not seem to agree when he originally equated the two aphorisms. The invocation of Hesiod proves to
be a useful distraction.
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Next Socrates directs his audience’s attention to a seemingly trivial matter: the
insertion of the particle uév (343c-d). Using the lines of the now lost poem that are
actually quoted in the dialogue as a guide to its overall structure, at least several lines
intervene between Simonides’ statement and his dismissal of Pittacus. A contrastive 6¢
probably followed in the missing lines with a subject that is now unrecoverable.*® Yet
this does not fit Socrates’ argument, and so, in asserting that the entire poem is a response
to Pittacus, he argues that the pév signals the intention to correct the sage’s aphorism
right from the beginning of the poem:
It is possible in Greek for men to conclude rather than initiate an antithesis, and
this is the supposition with which Socrates begins his exposition, that men is an
answering particle. Accordingly, his reading of the poem’s first line is, “On the
other hand, for a man to become truly good is difficult.” But it is patently absurd
for a poem to begin this way; and Socrates concedes that it would appear “mad”
unless it were posited that Simonides is responding to the as-yet-uncited maxim of
Pittacus.*
Seemingly having established that Simonides’ statement is made to contrast with
Pittacus’, Socrates paraphrases again, drawing the point of contrast (becoming as opposed
to being) to the front of the sentence (343d): “Pittacus says, It is hard to be good,” and
the poet controverts this by observing, ‘No, but to become good, indeed, is hard for a
man, Pittacus, truly (oD, GAAYL yevécOou pév xaAendv dvdpa dyadov éotty, @ ITirtoxé, g

299

aAn0@g)’” (emphasis added). Because the crux of his argument rests in the difference

*% In the reconstruction given by Coby (Sophistic Enlightenment, 113) and Goldberg (Protagoras, 178-80),
there are at least five lines intervening (assuming whole stanzas were not omitted). This would seemingly
be enough space for Protagoras to suppose that Simonides has forgotten his own statement by the time he
gets to Pittacus (339d) (Coby, Sophistic Enlightenment, 117). Denyer, meanwhile, takes the position that
“every line of the poem was quoted, or at least paraphrased, in the Protagoras” (Protagoras, 148), imply-
ing that Simonides’ memory is really quite short since this would put the two statements side by side.

* Coby, Sophistic Enlightenment, 115.
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between being and becoming, every time that Socrates paraphrases Simonides from now
on he will lead with yevécOa.

% ¢¢

So far Socrates and Protagoras have each been free with Simonides’ “truly”
(dLabimc), both in form and position. Protagoras begins by changing it to “in truth”
(& obeiq) and pushing it to the end of the sentence (339d). Socrates adopts Protagoras’
substitution, although he restores its position (340c). The next time he paraphrases
Simonides, he ignores truth altogether (343c). Once Socrates can focus on what
Simonides means by “truly,” it again finds its way to the end of the sentence—not
because Socrates needs it there generally, but to segue into his own explanation of its
meaning. As he continues directly after his last paraphrase:
Not truly good; he does not mention truth in this connection, or imply that some
things are truly good, while others are good but not truly so: this would seem silly
and unlike Simonides. We must rather take the ‘truly’ as a poetical transposition
(OmepPotov v 1d Goport).* (emphasis added; Prot. 343d-e)
It is not entirely clear that discussing the “good” as distinct from the “truly good” would
actually be unlike Simonides. However, in Theaetetus (171-79), Socrates argues against
(a now dead) Protagoras that a distinction should be made between the good and the truly

good: “If it is not unlike Simonides to say ‘truly good,” the Theaetetus suggests that it is

unlike Protagoras.”*® Socrates does not want the point of contrast to be on the good and

** In some later texts (e.g. Trypho, On Modes 11; Phoebammonos, On Rhet. Schem. 4), vrepBotév is the
name given to the paraphrastic device of transposition or metathesis. According to Denyer (Protagoras,
161), the use of the term vrepPatdv for this device in later texts may derive from this passage in the Prot-
agoras. For Trypho and Phoebammonos, see Leonhard von Spengel, Rhetores Graeci (3 vols.; Leipzig:
Teubner, 1856), 3:48,5 and 3:197,20-28.

*® Goldberg, Protagoras, 115-16.
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the truly good, as it seems to be for Simonides,*” and in shifting the focus away from this
contrast he has good reason to suspect that Protagoras will not argue his point.

Instead, Socrates wants the adverbial noun to modify “difficult” rather than
“good,” now applied as an intensifier: “It is truly (i.e. very, thoroughly) difficult to
become good.”*® When he paraphrases again in the context of an imagined dialogue,
Socrates isolates both “truly” and “difficult” after the next line of the poem in order to
heighten their association:

Let us suppose Pittacus himself to be speaking and Simonides replying, as thus:

“People,” he says, “it is hard to be good.” And the poet answers, “Pittacus, what

you say is not true, for it is not being but becoming good, indeed—in hands and

feet and mind foursquare, fashioned without reproach—that is truly hard (yolenov
aAabémc).” In this way we see a purpose in the insertion of “indeed,” and that the

“truly” is correctly placed at the end. (emphasis added; Prot. 343e-344a)

The transposition of these two elements to the end of the sentence continues in the para-
phrase that follows (344b) even if the issue is ultimately dropped for the climactic (and
clumsily verbose)* paraphrase that finally blends elements of both statements.

Over the course of the entire exposition, nobody questions that €é66A6¢ and ayafog
are synonyms, or indeed that é60Lo¢ refers to a man. Since it is never the point of dispute,
the phrase “a good man” (Gvdp” ayabov) is frequently displaced from its topic position (at

the front of the sentence) and finally eliminated altogether in the last paraphrase.*® Here

Socrates eliminates the phrase to put Pittacus and Simonides more directly in dialogue

*" Denyer, Protagoras, 149.
*® Denyer, Protagoras, 161.

* Compare Denyer, Protagoras, 163: “a translation like ‘it is difficult but possible to become, but impos-
sible to be, good’ mirrors this awkwardly interlaced phrasing.” The LCL translation is presented below.

> On topic, see above n. 39.
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and to contest a later line where the poet claims that misfortune can cause a good man to
act badly (344e). In character as Simonides, Socrates continues:

“You say, Pittacus, ‘It is hard to be good’—that is, to become good, indeed, is
hard, though possible, but to be good is impossible.”

oV 8¢ erig, & ITirtaké, yaremdv £6OLOV Eupevar: 10 8 éoti yevésOou pév yoAemdv,
duvatov 6¢, E60AOv, Eupevat 8¢ adHvaTOV.

Note the possible DIQ. By the end, “to become” has moved firmly to the front of
Simonides’ claim in order to contrast with Pittacus’ “to be,” the particle pév has been
retained to reinforce the contrast with Pittacus (which now carries a 8¢, at least in the in-
troduction to his speech), and Simonides (i.e. Socrates) has imported Pittacus’ term for
“good” to highlight that the two are in dialogue—a dialogue that only exists in Socrates’
exegesis!

Over the course of these many paraphrases of a single line, Socrates has used all
of the devices listed above. He has used subtraction to eliminate elements that might
distract from his present rhetorical point: first the particle uév while he focused on the
contrast of the verbs, then “truly/in truth” while focusing on the contrast implied by the
particle. He has used addition, temporarily inserting the “no, but...” that is necessary to
give the proper sense to pév (343d). Socrates, as well as Protagoras, most thoroughly uses
transposition, continually moving elements around within the sentence either to empha-
size them or to enhance their association with other words (as when he situates “truly”
and “difficult” next to each other). There is occasional resistance to some of the modifi-
cations that Socrates imposes on the sentence; one suspects that if he were to leap from

the original statement to his final, radical paraphrase then his argument would not be
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convincing. Instead, he makes each modification in confluence with his argument,

building them up until the final paraphrase gives the sense that he needs for his argument.

Table 3. The Paraphrases of Pittacus and Simonides in Prot. 339a-347a

Recitations of Pittacus

Recitations of Simonides

339d: yaAemov é60AOV
gupevon (original
statement)

339b: Gvop’ ayabov pev arabémc yevésOan yohemdv
(original statement)

339d: yaAremov 01OV
Eupevon

339d: yaremov dvopa dyabov yevésOot dhabeig
(Protagoras emphasizing the parallel use of “difficult™)

341c: yoremdv EGOLOV
gupeval

340c: avdpa ayabov aandeiq yevécBan yaremov (Socrates
restoring “difficult” to the end of the sentence)

341c: gotiv Kakov EGOLOV
Eupevar (Simonides’ first
paraphrase)

343c: avopa ayadov yevécohot yaAemov

341e: kokOV £6OMOV
gupevar (Socrates rejects
the paraphrase)

343b: yaremov é50A0V
gupeva

343d: yevésOou pev yohemdv Gvdpa ayabov otV oG
aAn0d¢ (Socrates emphasizing “to become,” segueing to
a discussion of “truly”)

343d: yalemov é60A0V
gupeval

343e: yoremdv EGOAOV
gupevor

344a: yevécOan pév Eotv dvopa dyabov yepot te Kal Toct
Kol VO® TETPAY®VOV, AVEL YOYOU TETVYUEVOV, YOAETOV
araBémc (Socrates emphasizing “truly difficult,” not
“truly good™)

344c: gtvon vdpa. dyadov
GovVOTOV Kol 00K
avOponeov (Simonides’
second paraphrase)

344e: yorendv EGOAOV
gupeva

344Db: yevécOou pev avdpa dyabov yolemov AAaOE®S

344e: €é0OAOV Eppevor 0
aovvartov (Simonides’ third
paraphrase)

344e: éoti yevéaOar PEV YaAemoOV, SuvaTov 0€, EGOAOV,
gupevat 8¢ advvatov.

Paraphrase in the Gospel of John

We do not find any progression of paraphrases so complex or sophisticated (pun

intended) in the Fourth Gospel if for no other reason than its authors probably did not
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enjoy the same level of education as Plato or Protagoras.® Nor do we find any discourses
at this level of (pretentious) rhetoric. At the beginning of the section, after all, Protagoras
describes skill in discussing verses as the greatest part of paideia (338e-339a). What
Socrates’ analysis of the poem demonstrates is how even minor alterations (the inclusion
of a particle, the transposition of words) can be made to reflect the illocution (the intend-
ed outcome of the speech act) of the speaker without being perceived to violate the sense
of the original statement.>* Whatever ulterior motive Socrates has in making his analysis
(and however little we might think that he believes his own argument), the ostensible
challenge of poetic analysis directs the focus of Socrates to the wording of a single
phrase, and to the potential meanings that can be teased out of it. For the moment the
wording of a statement and its meaning are important to Socrates. As Quintilian will later
assure his readers to justify the paraphrase of great works of the past whose wording is
already authoritative (Inst. Or. 10.5.8): “Does paraphrase not give a more thorough
knowledge of the great authors? Because we do not race through the text in a carefree
reading; we go over every detail, and are forced to examine it in depth.”™

We might reasonably suppose that the words of Jesus, or more broadly the

language of the gospel, were at least as important to the authors of the Gospel of John and

> However, this does not mean that progressions of paraphrases do not occur in the Fourth Gospel: John
1:27—1:30—1:15 can be viewed as a progression, as can 5:8—5:11—5:12; 16:5, 10, 16—16:17—16:19;
and especially 7:34/7:36—8:21/8:22/8:24—13:33, 36. For more on progressions, see chapter 3.

52 For an introduction to speech act theory, including locution (roughly, the statement uttered), illocution,
and perlocution (the actual outcome of the statement), see Derek Tovey, Narrative Art and Act in the
Fourth Gospel (JSNTSup 151; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1997), or more briefly, Eugene Botha,
“Speech Act Theory and Biblical Interpretation,” Neotestamentica 41/2 (2007): 274-94.

> Modified from the LCL. The Latin reads: Quid quod auctores maximi sic diligentius cognoscuntur? Non
enim scripta lectione secura transcurrimus, sed tractamus singula et necessario introspicimus.
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their fellow disciples as a line of poetry is to the exegete. At a literary level, paraphrase
would be useful in two ways, particularly with those sayings perceived as originating
with Jesus. First, it would help clarify the authors’ understanding of the sayings. Verbal
communications inherently carry with them a degree of ambiguity, a range of meanings,
and, as Socrates does here, paraphrase can be used to mitigate that ambiguity.>* Espec-
ially if there are disagreements on the meaning of a statement, a paraphrase that retains
the perceived meaning while lowering the probability of ‘hearing’ an alternative under-
standing would help to define what the speaker ‘really meant” and resolve the conflict.
The construction in John, “for this reason X said” (see 6:65; 13:11; and 16:15), makes
John’s effort to reduce ambiguity for Jesus’ audience, and especially for the gospel’s
audience, obvious.>

Often enough, John uses Jesus’ enemies to reduce ambiguity negatively: they
paraphrase Jesus in a way that reveals an improper understanding of his word, indicating
to the audience how not to interpret Jesus. As one preliminary example (before turning to
specific types of paraphrase), in John 8:31-32 Jesus makes a complex claim about him-
self: “If you remain in my word, then you are truly my disciples, and you will know the
truth, and the truth will free you.” Jesus focuses on discipleship to himself and more

importantly on the truth that will be made available through him. Whatever his meaning,

> The movement of “truly” is an example: its originally medial position exactly between “good” and
“difficult” made it unclear as to which was being modified.

*® John 9:23 has a similar construction but does not seek so much to reduce ambiguity in the statement
made by the parents of the blind man, which is clear enough (“Ask him—he is of age,” 9:21), but to explain
why they have shifted responsibility back onto their son (they do not want to get tossed out of the syna-
gogue). For more, see chapter 3 below.
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it does not seem to be either political or ethno-centric. Yet, if one were so disposed—say
if one sought out discipleship to Christ expecting the return of a nationalistic Messiah—
one could plausibly interpret “freedom” in political or nationalistic terms. The Jews do
this for us, reminding Jesus that they have never been enslaved and wondering how he
can say, “You will become free people” (8:33). Only by removing the elements regarding
discipleship and Jesus’ word, and more importantly by removing the agent—the truth
will free them—can they interpret the saying in narrow social or political terms.® Their
misunderstanding, exposed in part through an inadequate paraphrase, allows Jesus to
clarify that they are not social or political slaves, but slaves to sin (8:34-36).>"

Second and relatedly, a statement may carry within its range of meanings the
potential for contradiction, as Simonides’ statement does. Protagoras is not wrong to sug-
gest that the poet’s statement and Pittacus’ maxim could be understood in very similar
ways. Understood as such—and against a less sly opponent than Socrates—he may have
easily scored a hit by highlighting the contradiction in Simonides’ poem. What the liter-
ary analysis of Socrates accomplishes, including its many paraphrases, is the resolution of
this apparent contradiction. A similar phenomenon can occur in John, in one instance
through resistance to a paraphrase. At the very end of the gospel, Jesus comments to
Peter regarding the Beloved Disciple (21:22): “If I want him to remain until I come,
what’s that to you? You follow me.” Apparently within the range of interpretations

possible for this question was the idea that the Beloved Disciples would remain (alive)

36 See Brankaer, “Citations internes,” 136.

> Noack (Tradition, 146) notes that Jesus paraphrases the paraphrase of the Jews in 8:36: “So if the son
frees you, you will indeed be free people (éAevbepor Ececbe).”
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until Jesus came, presumably in his end-time parousia, leading to the need for the
following clarification:

John 21:23: So this saying went out among the brothers, “That disciple will not

die.” But Jesus did not say to him, “He will not die,” but, “If I want him to remain

until I come, what is that to you?”
Since the protasis of Jesus’ question rests on the assumption that Jesus is in fact capable
of empowering the Beloved Disciple to remain alive for as long as Jesus likes, it is poss-
ible to understand that this is exactly what he intends to do with the Beloved Disciple.*® If
the Beloved Disciple is dead or dying as many scholars argue, the understanding of the
brothers contradicts the present facts.”® Just as Socrates rejects that Simonides’ statement
is an adequate paraphrase of Pittacus, John’s narrator rejects, “That disciple will not die”
as an adequate paraphrase of Jesus’ word. He does so not by paraphrasing Jesus, but by
restating the question exactly in order to underline the differences in syntax, including the
hypothetical wording of the condition: if (¢4v) | want him to remain.

There is little evidence that the authors of the Fourth Gospel enjoyed a rhetorical
education comparable to Plato’s, or that they would have had experience in the high level
of sophistic analysis that Socrates engages in (and more so, engages in as a rhetorical
ploy). But the authors and the gospel’s original audience would have been keenly inter-
ested in understanding the meaning of the text, especially when it represented words of or

about Jesus, and especially as competing interpretations or perceived contradictions arose

% In fact, depending on how much of the material in chapter 21 is traditional to the author, it even seems
reasonable given the context of the statement: Peter is predicted to die an involuntary death (21:18-19), and
he is immediately contrasted with the other disciple who would be forecasted to remain until Jesus’ return.

*? So, for example, Moloney, John, 561.
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from the text. If the authors completed even the beginning stages of the progymnasmata,
they would have the same tools that Socrates uses so skillfully in the Protagoras to guide
the interpretation of statements in the text.

However, if John uses paraphrases through DIQ in this way then we would expect
the various paraphrases to align with the likely arguments of the speakers in the narrative
as they do explicitly so in the Protagoras. We will examine John’s paraphrases using the
four types of paraphrase given in Theon’s Progymnasmata, and in his order: transpos-
ition, addition, subtraction, and substitution. With each type, when we turn to John we
will see that the paraphrases not only have the potential to shift the meaning of state-
ments, but also that often enough these shifts are apparently not haphazard or purely
stylistic but frequently align with the argumentative positions of the speakers issuing
them, including the narrator.

In this type of grammatical and syntactic analysis, there is an unavoidable danger
to read too much into what may be only an eloquent variation. This is particularly the
case with transposition, given the fluidity of Greek word order, and with substitution,
where John, although a very repetitious text, may simply avoid certain repetitions for
stylistic reasons. For example, Abbott traces a number of transpositions to stylistic

concerns where the quotation places “the last word or clause of a saying first™®;

% Abbott, Grammar, 407 (emphasis original).
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Table 4. Cases of Inverted Word Order in DIQ

Original Statement Quoted Statement
a) | 1:48: dvto H1O TV GLKTY 106V o8 1:50: £id6v o6& vVrokdT® Tfig GLKTG
b) | 4:17a: ook &yw Gvdpa 4:17b: &vépa 0Ok Exym
C) | 6:38: kataBéBnko and Tod 0VpavoDd 6:42: £k ToD ovpavod katafEfnka
d) | 8:21: év ti auoptia DUV drobaveiods | 8:24: dmobaveicbe &v taig dpaptiong LUV
€) | 8:51: Qavatov ov un Bswpnon &ig Tov 8:52: oV un yevontor Bavdrov gig TOV
ai®dvo aidvol

There are of course changes in vocabulary and syntax associated with the transpositions
in most of these quotations, but Abbott’s point is well taken. Furthermore, this type of
inversion does not happen only in DIQ—it occurs in other cases of simple repetition that
closely follow each other.®* For example, the disputing crowds doubt that the Messiah
comes (6 ypiotog Epyetar) from Galilee (7:41) since Scripture is supposed to have said
that the Messiah comes (8pyetar 6 yprotog) from Bethlehem (7:42). Because this inverted
word order is irrelevant to the meaning of the phrase in Greek, Abbott’s observation
demonstrates that there is probably a stylistic dimension to some of John’s modifications
of word order. Still Abbott warns: “Wherever a word is placed out of its usual order, or
out of the order in which it previously occurred... some difference of emphasis may be
expected.”® The test will lie in whether the shift in emphasis aligns with the larger argu-
ment—of the character and of the gospel—that the quotation is meant to serve. It will
always remain possible that a particular word order is chosen for stylistic reasons and the
authors simply had no obvious objections to it. However, as we will see there are rela-

tively few cases where word order is changed, so that John would not seem to be a slave

1 Abbott, Grammar, 403-14.

62 Abbott, Grammar, 408-9 (emphasis original).
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to its stylistic impulses. Some are close to one another; some are quite far apart and so
also less likely to originate in stylistic ‘tics’. It is notable that a pattern can be found even
within these few cases, in which the shifts in emphasis imposed by the transpositions
happen to align with the concerns of the characters. In each of the four categories of
paraphrase (transposition, addition, subtraction, and substitution), our method will be
empirical, allowing that the weight of each individual example may not be terribly great,
i.e. that each individual change is not terribly significant, but that the cumulative weight
of the evidence will support the case that John uses paraphrase to shift emphasis and
indeed meaning through quotations.
Transposition in Greco-Roman and Jewish Contexts

The first category of paraphrase presented by Theon is “according to syntax”

(Prog. 139), by which he seems to mean changes in word order:® «

when the paraphrase
keeps the same words and when we get diverse formulations by a transposition of ele-
ments” (Prog. 140).%* This sort of paraphrase is not undertaken as a first step in the

student’s education—first they must learn to memorize written works, gathering together

their ideas in the same words, in the same order (Prog. 141). However, transposition is a

% See George A. Kennedy, Progymnasmata: Greek Textbooks of Prose Composition and Rhetoric (Boston:
Brill, 2003), 70-71; Kennedy uses Theon, Prog. 130 to support this point, although the discussion there
concerns how syntax can contribute to an obscure formulation of laws. One of Theon’s examples there
(vépeoBor matépa kol untépa ionv) involves ambiguity arising from whether “father and mother” are the
subjects or objects of the verbal infinitive véuecsBon (do the children dispense equally to the father and
mother, or do the father and mother dispense equally to the children?) depending on whether the verb’s
meaning is taken as middle or active (cp. Patillon, Progymnasmata, 97 n. 474). In short, the ambiguity does
not arise from word order. However another example, given below, does present ambiguity arising from
word order, and as we observed with Socrates in the Protagoras, transposition can be used to reduce (or to
introduce) ambiguity.

5 Ppatillon, Progymnasmata, 108; the French translation reads: “On a le mode selon la syntaxe, lorsque la
paraphrase garde les méme mots et que par une transposition des ¢léments nous obtenons des formulations
diverses, ce qui offre de nombreuses possibilités.”
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first step in modifying the words of others. Quintilian agrees that the paraphrase exercises
rise “from the mere transposition of the words... to a paraphrase in their proper sense”
(Inst. Or. 1.9.2).%° Transposing words within a sentence without changing the grammar or
vocabulary is the least intrusive form of paraphrase: the building blocks are all present;
one merely has to arrange them in a more solid configuration. Theon does not provide
any examples here, but earlier in a discussion of laws he cites one given by our familiar
Pittacus that suffers in clarity due to the word order chosen (Prog. 130): “The general
who is victorious in war should put up a statue of Ares holding a lance in gold (dyoipo
xpvoodv Exmv 60pv).” Because of the medial position of “gold” (ypvoodv), it is unclear
whether only the lance should be golden or the entire statue. Moving this one word could
mitigate the ambiguity; conversely, one might introduce the ambiguity through this
choice of word order if one wishes to allow room for interpretation, e.g. to allow for a
statue with only the lance made of gold if appropriate.

In addition to clarification, transposition can shift the emphasis of a statement:
just at the time that Socrates wants to highlight the difference in verbs between Pittacus
and Simonides, “to become” moves to the front of his paraphrase. Similarly, in Gen
42:14-16 Joseph accuses his brothers of being spies and insists that they bring their

absent brother to him, ostensibly to test whether their story is true. In the next chapter,

% Translation taken from Charles E. Little, The Institutio Oratoria of Marcus Fabius Quintilianus (2 vols.;
Nashville: Peabody, 1951), 1:59. Here Quintilian is commenting on the progymnasmata generally and the
paraphrasing of poetry in particular. The relevant passage reads: versus primo solvere, mox mutatis verbis
interpretari, tum paraphrasi audacius vertere. Transposition (transgressio) is already advocated more than
a century earlier in the Rhetorica ad Herennium (4.44) where an example featuring an unusual word order
is provided, but it is not a paraphrase of a previous speech act or text, merely an example of how thinking
about word order can help in formulating a sentence.
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Jacob asks his sons to return to Egypt for food relief. Judah replies by quoting Joseph (in
an abridged fashion):

Gen 43:3: “The man solemnly warned us, ‘You will not see my face unless your
brother is with you’.”

Judah wants to emphasize that the trip his father proposes is impossible because Joseph
will not see them unless Benjamin comes along. They go nonetheless, and Joseph frames
Benjamin for theft. In his brother’s defense, Judah quotes the scene a second time:

Gen 44:23: “But you told your servants, ‘Unless your youngest brother returns

with you, you will not see my face again’.”®

Now Judah’s rhetorical point is quite the opposite: the earlier threat of not being able to
see Joseph again is less relevant since he is currently talking with Joseph. The main point
here is that it was Joseph who insisted on Benjamin’s presence, the brothers complied,
and now despite the evidence of criminal behavior on Benjamin’s part, Judah and his
brothers cannot return to their father without him. In both cases where Judah paraphrases
Joseph’s command, the word order serves his argument.
Transposition in the Gospel of John

Similarly, words can be transposed when they are quoted in the Gospel of John. A
slight modification that occurs during the farewell discourse reflects the diverse concerns

of the speakers. Jesus describes the convicting function of the Paraclete in three areas (i.e.

% There is also a bit of substitution here as well. The quotation in MT Gen 43:3 reads: °nb2 219 WRIN"R?
o0k 0o nX. The quotation in Gen 44:23 reads: 10 NMRI? 190N R? DONK TVPH 02° IR 77 X7~0X. The inverted
word order is maintained in the Septuagint: LXX Gen 43:3: 00k dyecbe 10 Tpdommbv pov £av ur 0 adel-
QOC VUGV 6 vedTepog ned’ Vudv f. LXX Gen 44:23: v un katafPii 6 48ehooc Dudv 6 vedrepoc ued’ Hudv
0oV Tpoctnoecbe £t 10€lv 10 TpdcwmoY pov. Judah adds that Benjamin is their youngest (Jupi, LXX 0 vem-
tepog) brother in 43:3 to defend him against the Pharaoh’s steward, who incidentally was formerly his
youngest brother. Note that 0 vedtepog appears in LXX Gen 43:3 where 10pn is absent, perhaps an omis-
sion by the MT or a bit of back-smoothing by the Septuagint (Sternberg, Poetics, 372).
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concerning sin, righteousness, and judgment, 16:8) which are then explained using three
811 clauses.®” For righteousness, Jesus explains, the Paraclete will convict them “because
to the Father | go (611 pog TOV Tatépa vdyw) and you no longer see me” (16:10). This
baffles the disciples, who wonder about what Jesus is telling them, including “because I
go to the Father (611 vméyw mpoc tov matépa, 16:17).7% Each set of speakers foregrounds
what is of concern to them. Jesus emphasizes that he goes to the Father: if he did not go
to the one who sent him, he could not send the Paraclete in the first place (see 16:5-7).
Jesus’ destination with the Father is specifically what explains the condemnation con-
cerning righteousness,® and, one would think, should mitigate the sorrow of the disc-
iples. The disciples, meanwhile, have consistently been fixated on the fact that Jesus says
that he will go (cf. also 13:36-37; 14:5, 18-22; 16:28-33). Although the same words are
used by all characters, the inverted word order highlights the point of concern of each.
The narrator’s attempt to clarify what Jesus meant is explicit after Jesus tells Peter
(13:10), “You are clean, but not all” (bueic kaBapoi éote, GAL’ 0Oyl Tavteg). Peter has
asked to be washed all over (13:8-9), and Jesus has responded that the one who has
bathed does not have to wash (except the feet, which they have just done)—such a person

is wholly (6A0c) clean. Jesus’ phrasing emphasizes that his disciples are in fact clean,

%7 The force of the 6tu in three clauses in 16:9-11 is itself a matter of dispute, but they are taken in a causal
sense, explicative sense, or some mix thereof. See D.A. Carson, “The Function of the Paraclete in John
16:7-11,” JBL 98/4 (1979): 547-66 for a survey of solutions, as well as the NASB, NKJV, and NRSV for
causal translations.

58 This translation assumes that &1t is part of the quotation and does not simply mark the quotation; see the
Appendix.

%%'So, for example, Rudolf Bultmann (The Gospel of John [ed. and trans. G.R. Beasley-Murray; Phila-
delphia: Westminster, 1971], 563-64), Brown (John, 2:712), and Lincoln (John, 420).
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adding “but not all” almost as an afterthought. The narrator then jumps in to clarify what
Jesus meant by “not all,” namely Judas Iscariot, and so inverts the wording: “for this
reason he said, ‘“Not all of you are clean’ (o¥yi mavteg kabapoi €ote)” (13:11). Jesus,
reassuring the disciples that they are clean, places the emphasis there. The narrator, who
is specifying an exception to “you” for the implied audience, places the emphasis on “not
all.”’® Again the change in emphasis reflects the diverse concerns of the speakers and
their intended audiences.

Elsewhere we might instead focus on the dynamic between the text/implied
author and the implied audience. In one of Socrates’ paraphrases above, it was noted that
“truly” was placed at the end of the sentence not to convey meaning within the para-
phrase but to segue into Socrates’ argument on the function of “truly” within the sen-
tence: “‘It is difficult to be a good man, truly’—not truly good, but...” When Jesus heals
the man born blind, the narrator presents the command (9:7): “Go, wash in the pool of
Siloam!” (which is interpreted, ‘One who is Sent”). The gospel takes the time to translate
Semitic names and to describe places relatively often.” Phrasing the command as it is

here allows the narrator to inform the audience first that Siloam is a pool, like the

0 Cp. Brankaer, “Citations internes,” 151: “Il y a une inversion qui met 1’accent sur le fait qu’il y en a un
qui fait exception a la pureté de tous.” The intent of the narrator may go beyond emphasis to clarification:
since Peter has spent his time arguing with Jesus rather than letting him wash his feet, without 13:11 it
might be concluded that Jesus’ “not all” is a reprimand to Peter (stop arguing and let me wash your feet!).
Judas appears as an inclusio in 13:2 and 13:11, but he is not integral to the footwashing story itself, which
is generally positive. If the story were told without the narrative introduction and conclusion, it would be
easy to hear Jesus’ comment as directed at Peter under the assumption that Peter’s feet have yet to be
washed. The narrator clarifies that Jesus actually meant Judas.

I See also John 5:2-3 (the sheep gate, the pool of Bethesda and its porticos); 10:22-23 (the portico of
Solomon); 18:28 (the Practorium); 19:13 (the Lithostrotos, called Gabbatha); 19:17 (the place of the Skull,
called Golgotha); 19:41 (the garden near where Jesus was crucified).
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Bethesda pool (cf. 5:2). Second, ending the sentence with Siloam transitions into the
parenthetical remark that the name should be interpreted as “One who is Sent.” When the
man quotes Jesus a few verses later, his phrasing is shorter and rearranged (9:11): “Go to

1”2 Without the need to inform the audience of either what Siloam is or

Siloam and wash
what its name means, the phrasing can be simplified and re-arranged to be more direct.
John modifies word order in at least 11 cases; in four of them, only the word order
is changed without modifying the words.” Abbott and his followers trace changes in
word order to mainly stylistic concerns while acknowledging that this might result in

>’ 55 was the

shifts in emphasis.’* In some instances “a change is made for clearness,
case in Theon and Plato above. Take the case in 4:17 where Jesus immediately repeats a
statement made by the Samaritan woman, which contains a transposition that Abbott
argues is purely stylistic (see Table 4). The woman’s phrasing (“I don’t have a hus-
band”) underlines what is of concern to her: Jesus has asked her to bring a husband and

she does not have one. His phrasing (“A husband I don’t have”) emphasizes that the one

she does in fact have is not a husband, although she does apparently have a man of some

" Incidentally, Siloam is moved from the genitive into the accusative as the object of Hmaye sic. The

[T3PR L)

syntactic force of €ig probably slips from “in” to “to” with this modification, as I have translated it.

3 The four with only transposition are 3:28/1:20; 4:17; 12:34/3:14; and 16:17/16:10. Five others involve
only minor alterations in addition to transposition (1:50/1:48; 6:42/6:38; 8:24/8:21; 9:23/9:21; 13:11/
13:10).

™ For Abbott, see Grammar, 407-14.

5 Abbott, Grammar, 408-9.
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sort (4:18).”® The altered word order allows Jesus to expand on the point of his own
concern when demonstrating his special knowledge of her past in the following verse
(that she has had five men before this one and the current man is not hers). The re-
ordering does not require Jesus to alter the Samaritan’s wording, but allows him to shift
the emphasis to the point that he wishes to expand on.’’

A more complicated example is provided by c) in Table 4. Although Abbott
isolates 6:38, 42 to illustrate his point, just within this immediate dialogue variations on
Jesus’ claim to be the bread from heaven are repeated four times, twice through DIQ:

John 6:33 (Jesus): “The bread of life is that which descends from heaven (6

katafaiveov €k Tod ovpavod).”

John 6:35 (Jesus): “I am the bread of life.”

John 6:38 (Jesus): “...because I have come down from heaven (koatapépnka dmod

10D 0VpavoD).. e

John 6:41 (narrator): So the Jews were grumbling about him because he said, “I

am the bread that descends from heaven (6 katapag ék Tod ovpavod),”

John 6:42 (the Jews): And they were saying, “Is this not Jesus, the son of

Joseph...? How does he now say, ‘From heaven I have descended (éx tod
ovpavod katafépnka)’?”

76 See Daniel B. Wallace, Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics: An Exegetical Syntax of the New Testament
(Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1996), 455: “There is great rhetorical power in the altered word order, for by
placing @vdpa first the emphasis is on what the woman does not have... It is as if Jesus had said, ‘Lady,
you are quite correct: you’ve got somebody at home, but he’s not your husband!” The following verse
indicates that this is exactly why the word order was altered.”

" Wallace (Greek Grammar, 455) also notes that the word order is harmonized in X and D, but that they
change the woman’s word order rather than Jesus’. Abbott (Grammar, 409 n. 1) claims that keeping the
woman’s phrasing “would have been liable to a momentary misunderstanding,” but this is likely due to his
belief that John generally follows 61t with indirect speech and the audience would initially hear Jesus say,
“You have rightly said that I do not have a husband” (Grammar, 162-63; see the Appendix for a refutation
of this position). Even so, Abbott continues, “emphasis... seems to me the main cause of the change,”
without unpacking what change of emphasis would be accomplished.

78 John 6:38 is the only case where émd 100 ovpavod (possibly inspired by LXX Wis 16:20) is used instead
of €k in John, although they are often taken as synonymous (e.g. C.K. Barrett, The Gospel According to St.
John: An Introduction with Commentary and Notes on the Greek Text [Philadelphia: Westminster, 1978],
294). Given the highly repetitious nature of the discussion here, it is probably a case of variatio.
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It is only in the fourth variation that “from heaven” is moved to the front, which suggests
that something beyond compulsively inverting the word order for stylistic effect, as
Abbott presents it, is going on. In fact, the Jews originally introduced the phrase in a cit-
ation of Scripture (6:31): “Our fathers ate the manna in the wilderness, just as it is writ-
ten, ‘He gave them bread from heaven (ék 10D ovpavod) to eat’.”’® Jesus picks up this
phrasing in the verses that follow, but it is Jesus who introduces the idea that the bread of
God descends from heaven in 6:33, and this element is foregrounded. He repeats his own
phrasing and emphasis again in 6:38, and the narrator follows in 6:41. It is only when the
Jews quote Jesus that “from heaven” is contrastively foregrounded while Jesus’ descent is
deemphasized by placing it later in the sentence. The Jews are still focused on how Jesus
can claim to be from heaven, first because this whole discussion is in response to a script-
ural citation about bread from heaven (so Jesus has to establish how he is the bread),®
and second because they know his family, which argues that Jesus is rather from the

neighborhood (i.e. human) than from heaven. Again the resulting emphases align with the

7 The precise source of the citation is disputed: for example, Peder Borgen traces it to LXX Exod 16:15
(Bread from Heaven: An Exegetical Study of the Concept of Manna in the Gospel of John and the Writings
of Philo [Leiden: Brill, 1981], 28-58, followed by Lincoln, John, 227-28, Moloney, John, 213, and von
Wahlde, John, 2:301), while Menken traces it to LXX Ps 78 (77):24 (Old Testament Quo-tations, 50-53;
see above n. 20), and he is followed by Diana M. Swancutt, “Hungers Assuage by the Bread from Heaven:
‘Eating Jesus’ as Isaian Call to Belief—the Confluence of Isaiah 55 and Psalm 78 (77) in John 6.22-71,” in
Early Christian Interpretation of the Scriptures of Israel: Investigations and Proposals (ed. C.A. Evans and
J.A. Sanders; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1997), 218-51. Keener, John, 1:678, and Brown, John,
1:262 allow for the influence of multiple traditions. All scholars, however, agree that Exod 16:4 influenced
the citation through the importation of €k 100 ovpavod.

% Anticipating the discussion of substitution, notice that, although the word order has yet to be altered in
6:41 when the quotation is technically given in the voice of the narrator but from the perspective of the
Jews, the concern for Jesus’ claim to be “from heaven” is already evident: where he claimed, “I am the
bread of life,” they grumble because he said, “I am the bread that descended from heaven.”
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concerns of each character: Jesus and the narrator are concerned with Jesus’ cosmic
movements, his descent;® the Jews are concerned with Jesus’ claim to be from heaven.
An additional point should be made here in anticipation of later arguments. The
Jews have severely truncated Jesus’ full statement, which is that he has descended from
heaven not in order to do his own will but the will of the one who sent him (6:38). That he
does not do his own will is arguably the main point of Jesus’ statement and a point that he
will continuously try (and fail) to communicate to them (cf. 5:18; 7:17-18, 28; 8:13-14,
28, 42; 10:33). In the immediate context, Jesus defines the will of the one who sent him:
that whoever sees the Son and believes in him should have eternal life (6:40). They
grumble because Jesus says that he is the bread that descended from heaven while ignor-
ing that Jesus said that he is the bread of life (6:35; cf. 6:48). The one alteration (sub-
traction) aligns with the other (transposition): the unbelieving Jews continue to be more
concerned with whether Jesus fulfills their expectations of God as they understand them
than with hearing his message about eternal life. This is not to say that Jesus being from
heaven is an unimportant point—arguably Jesus himself shifts focus to just that issue as
the dispute goes on®*—but limiting one’s focus to this sole issue causes Jesus’ audience

to fail to understand his larger point: that eternal life is possible through him.

¥ The descent of divine or angelic beings from heaven (most often £k 0D ovpavod) is a common enough
phrase in the NT (10-12 times; cf. Mark 1:10 // Matt 3:16 // Luke 3:22; Matt 28:2; Luke 9:54; Acts 7:34;
10:11; 11:5; 14:11; 1 Thess 4:16; Eph 4:10; James 1:17), but it is most common in the Johannine literature
(at least 20 times; cf. John 1:32, 33, 51; 3:13; [5:4]; 6:33, 38, 41,42, 50, 51, 58; Rev 3:12; 10:1; 13:13;
16:21;18:1; 20:1, 9; 21:2, 10).

%2 As Abbott recognizes (Grammar, 407-8 n. 6), the construction “descended from heaven” occurs seven
times in this discourse (6:33, 38, 41, 42, 50, 51, 58); Jesus gives the word order “from heaven descended”
only after the Jews interrupt him and modify his word order (6:50-58). First, this is not the only time that
Jesus adopts the phrasing of an audience with limited understanding (cf. 16:16-19 with the disciples).
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We can see a confluence of emphases in the remaining cases as well. The first
time that Jesus tells Nathanael, “under the fig tree I saw you” (1:48), the pertinent infor-
mation is Nathanael’s location—Jesus has no reason to know where Nathanael was prior
to their meeting, as the latter’s amazed reaction underlines (1:49). “Being under the fig
tree” is the datum that proves Jesus’ special knowledge. When Jesus asks him if he be-
lieves “because I told you, ‘I saw you under the fig tree’” (1:50), the focus has shifted to
Jesus and his ability to see Nathanael’s whereabouts before even meeting him; it is no
longer the location itself that is particularly important but Jesus’ knowledge of it, so the
fig tree is de-emphasized. Indeed Jesus uses the focus on seeing to segue into promises of
more important sights/visions: Nathanael will see greater things than these (1:50), even
the sky opening and the angels ascending and descending on the Son of Man (1:51).

In the final two examples the paraphrase goes beyond re-ordering the words. The
first case involves a subtraction, and the second a substitution that imposes a shift of case
from accusative to genitive. However, if we focus on how the words are re-arranged then
we find again that the transposition aligns with shifts in focus within the discussion. Jesus
introduces his own death into the Tabernacles discussion, at best obliquely, in 8:21 when
he declares that he is going away. The hostile Jews, he says, will seek him but “in your

sin you will die.” Jesus’ focus has been and will continue to be on his hostile audience in

Second, there is an oft-noted shift in focus around 6:51 from the life that Jesus provides, to Jesus himself as
the heavenly Son of Man whose flesh and blood must be consumed; that is, focus shifts from the gift to the
giver, if not absolutely. Perhaps under these circumstances it is appropriate that the focus should shift from
his actions (he has descended/gives life) to his origins (he is in fact from heaven). For a survey of various
ways that the shift in interpretation of the bread has been understood, see P. André Feuillet, “L’Eucharistie,
le Sacrifice du Calvaire et le Sacerdoce du Christ d’aprés quelques données du quatriéme Evangile:
Comparison avec les Synoptiques et I’Epitre aux Hébreux,” DCV 29/2 (1985): 103-49, here 104-7.
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the latter half of the Tabernacles discourse: they do not know where is from (8:14); they
judge by human standards (8:15); they do not know Jesus or his Father (8:19); and now,
they will die in their sin.2® However, the Jews misunderstand him by wondering whether
Jesus has said he is going away because he intends to kill himself (8:22), quoting the final
clause exactly.® Jesus’ death, although always in the background, is not the explicit point
of his statement. He reminds them of this by quoting the relevant clause and repeating it
(8:24): “I told you, ‘you will die in your sins,” for unless you believe that I am, you will
die in your sins.”®® Admittedly the contrast would have been strengthened by the intro-
duction of a second person pronoun (“I won’t die in my sins, you will”’), but nonetheless
the focus has shifted back to their deaths rather than his own—the immediate point at
issue in this interruption—while keeping sins in mind until it can be brought back into the
discussion a few verses later (8:34).

At the end of this debate is a more complex statement about death. For clarity, the
wording as first stated by Jesus and then by the Jews is as follows:

John 8:51 (Jesus): “If anyone should keep my word, he will never see death
forever.”

£av T1g TOV £UOV Adyov Tnp1on, Odvatov oV pu1 Bewpnon &ig TOV aidva.

%3 We might add the following: they are from below/of this world (8:23); he has much to say and to
condemn concerning them (8:26); they will lift up the Son of Man (8:28).

% Since this quotation follows quickly on the original statement, it is at minimum evidence that John is not
a slave to his stylistic impulses as Abbott describes them, in which case we might expect a word-order
reversal here.

% Attention was already drawn to the change in number, from sin to sins, above (chapter 1 n. 15). One of
Theon’s earlier exercises leading up to paraphrase proper is modifying a chreia according to number, re-
phrasing singular statements in the plural and vice versa (see Prog. 99-101).
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John 8:52 (the Jews): “If anyone should keep my word, he will never taste death
forever.”

£Gv T1g TOV AGYyoV pov NP1 oY), 0V p1| yevontat Bavatov €ig TOV aidva.
In the first clause of Jesus’ statement, we notice that Jesus’ “my word” (tov Euov Adyov)
becomes tOv Adyov pov when the Jews quote him.®® One larger structural observation is
that Jesus’ statement twice uses accusative constructions (£€u6v and 6avotov) positioned
earlier in the clauses, while the Jews twice use genitive constructions (pov and Oavdtov)
placed later.®” We might just have two versions of a logion using two different but con-
sistent grammatical constructions.®® However, as Helma Dik points out, “by default,
adjectives follow their nouns, and this will also be the preferred order if the noun is the
most salient element in the noun phrase; if, however, the modifier is contrastive, or other-
wise the most salient element. .. it will precede the noun.”® The tendency for the adject-

ive to follow the noun holds for John, where possessive modifiers follow Adyog every-

% On alternative word orders in minority readings, see the Appendix.

%7 While there are some differences, an exercise that Theon assigns before paraphrase is the inflection
(k\iow) of a chreia into the various cases; that is, a chreia stated in the nominative is systematically restated
in the accusative, genitive, dative, and vocative (Prog. 99-101). A student at the very beginning of the exer-
cises would have had practice reformulating statements into different cases without intending any shift in
meaning. The shift from accusative to genitive may serve the other indicators of emphasis, it may only
match the shift in the second clause imposed by the substitution of “taste” (with the genitive of “death,” as
it appears in all other occurrences, even with different objects), or it could be a case of variatio.

% So Barnabas Lindars, The Gospel of John (London: Oliphants, 1972), 332-33.

% Dik, Word Order, 39. Although Dik specifically examines tragedy in this book, her argument is that
word order in less prosaic, more spoken Greek (as one would find in drama) is not dictated by meter alone
but by the need to convey information to an audience. The Fourth Gospel is also a performative text, i.e.
given the high rates of illiteracy in the first century, most of its audience most likely Aeard it read aloud
rather than read it themselves. John prefers tov Adyov pov (cf. 14:23, 24; 15:20, all three with some form of
mpéw following), which aligns with Dik’s summary statement; the closest John comes to Jesus’ phrasing
in 8:51 is several verses earlier when Jesus uses tov Aoyov tov £udv (8:43, with dxovw preceding). For
more on the Gospel of John as dramatic or performance literature, see Jo-Ann Brant, Dialogue and Drama:
Elements of Greek Tragedy in the Fourth Gospel (Peabody: Hendrickson, 2004).
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where except for 8:51 (19 out of 20 total cases)!*® If the altered wording is suggestive,
then Jesus seems to say, “If anyone should keep my word”** while the Jews respond with
a phrasing closer to, “If anyone should keep my word.”% Given the expression of dis-
belief that precedes the quotation, we might begin to understand their doubts: Abraham
and the prophets received many favors from God, yet they died; how will Jesus’ mere
word grant an even greater favor?

Ignoring the change from “see” to “taste” in the second clause, we also notice that
the verbal construction follows the object (“death [s]he will never see”) in Jesus’ phras-
ing but comes first in that of the Jews.>® When Jesus gives the saying, he introduces a

new topic: death. His focus, however, is on the promise that such a person will not see it

% The cases with the modifier following some form of Adyog include 8:52 as well as 4:39, 41; 5:24, 38;
8:37, 43,55 10:35; 12:38; 14:23, 24; 15:20; 17:6, 14, 17, 20; 18:32. The results for pijpa are less skewed,
with three cases where the modifier follows the noun (8:47; 10:21; 15:7) and two preceding it (5:47,
12:47). For Ao, the results are split between following the noun (8:43) and preceding it (4:42).

*! See also the strongly emphatic &y in 8:45: “But I, because I speak the truth (£yé 8¢ 6L tiv dAiOsiav
Aéym), you do not believe me.” There is a shift in focus in the following verses from Jesus to his audience
and its inability to hear the words of God (see 8:47), which perhaps prompts them to shift focus back to
Jesus with accusations of being a Samaritan and of demon possession (8:48, possibly using DIQ); see
below). The contrast continues: Jesus honors his Father while they dishonor Jesus and, implicitly, are
judged (8:49-50). It is at this point that Jesus breaks in with a double amen about the benefits of keeping Ais
word (which is God’s word) in particular.

%2 See Abbott, Grammar, 415-17; although he does not address 8:51-52 specifically, he argues that the piov
construction emphasizes the object (here Jesus’ word) while the €u6g construction (intervening between the
article and the noun) emphasizes “my,” to the extent of: “mine and nobody else’s.” Compare also 4:42:
“We no longer believe because of your word (v onv Aaiav).”

% In every case where the phrase “taste death” is used in the NT (cf. Mark 9:1 // Matt 16:28 // Luke 9:27;
Heb 2:9; also Sib. Or. 1.82), “death” follows “taste” so that we might say this word order is simply more
likely than not, although as P. Oxy. 654 ([6avdrtov] o0 pn yevontor) and perhaps 4 Ezra 6:26 (mortem non
gustaverunt = Bavatov ok £ygvcovto [?]) show, it is not a necessary word order (for Greek retroversion of
4 Ezra, see Schlatter, Johannes, 218). Moreover, in the two other cases of seeing death in the NT (Luke
2:26; Heb 11:5), “death” follows “see” (id€iv Bavartov), unlike in John. In both cases, the phrase has the
sense of literal, physical death.
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forever.** Death loses its topic function (it is no longer new or contrastive) when the
sentence is repeated by the Jews and is thus moved after the verb; this allows their focus
to remain on the verb: how can Jesus say that any person who keeps his word will never
taste death when even the patriarchs and the prophets died? Since changing the word
order retains the focus on the verb, the paraphrase highlights the modification in wording
as well (“see” to “taste™), and in this sense only is Neyrey correct that the paraphrase is
“evidence that they do not ‘keep my words’.”® The modified word order actually serves
to maintain the focus where Jesus placed it. Instead, it is the contrast that the Jews
create—between the patriarchs who physically died and Jesus’ apparent promise that
those who obey him never will—that is presented as a misinterpretation of Jesus’ words.
The paraphrase serves John’s characterization of the Jews.

In each of the cases that Abbott credits mainly to stylistic concerns® (and which

some of his followers credit exclusively to stylistic concerns),®” the modified word order

”* Two things to note here: first, on focus in terms of word order, see also Dik, Word Order, 42-44 (on
topic, see above n. 39). Focus is an “element expressing the information that the speaker considers the most
urgent part of the message” (Word Order, 32), in this case, that one will not see death (if one keeps Jesus’
word). Both topic and focus have emphatic function in the clause. Second, the phrase gic tov ai®va seems
to play the role of a fail (“when a speaker adds an extra constituent to a complete clause, by way of after-
thought, further specification, or correction;” Word Order, 35) and thus does not move. For a similar set of
observations without reference to topic and focus, note for example Darrell L. Bock (Jesus According to
Scripture [Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2002], 468): “Jesus’ statement is doubly emphatic, using o0 pn
[focus] and placing the Greek word for ‘death’ (8dvaroc) at the front of the clause [topic].”

 Neyrey, John, 166 (see above, chapter 1 n. 13).

% Abbott (Grammar, 431-32) later includes 9:21 (“ask him, he is of age”) and 9:23 (“he is of age, ask
him”) in the category of inversions. Here we might agree with Abbott that the modification is stylistic,
although we can speculate: the parents, who are being uncomfortably interrogated, foreground the request
that the Jews instead question their son; the narrator meanwhile may either wish to segue to the man’s
interrogation (and thus places the request to ask him last) or to foreground his legal status as a witness (so
Brown, John, 1:374). In either case, there is nothing to prevent the authors from indulging this particular
form of variatio.
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also aligns with the concerns of each particular character. Since there are many more
close cases where the text fails to modify the word order in quotation, arguably John only
indulges its stylistic tendency to transpose words when doing so reflects the concerns of
the characters, i.e. when it is useful.

We might also observe that John orders words efficaciously even when the quoted
statements are far apart and not simply inverted. For example, when Jesus first tells
Nicodemus that it is necessary for the Son of Man to be lifted up (3:14), it is in the con-
text of an analogy with the bronze serpent: “Just as Moses lifted up (Dywoev) the serpent
in the desert, so also must be lifted up (Oywbijvon ¢i) the Son of Man.” The parallelism
dictates the topic of the second clause (the lifting up, not its necessity), which draws the
verb dyow to the front. After Jesus’ third ‘lifting up’ saying (12:32; cf. 8:28), the crowd
is baffled. They have heard that the Christ remains forever; how can Jesus say, “The Son
of Man must be lifted up (61 OywOfvar)” (12:34)? Ignoring the narrative problem of how
the crowd happens to land nearly on Jesus’ precise wording from a private conversation
that took place nine chapters (of narrative time) and two years (of story time) earlier,® as
well as how they inferred that the Son of Man was relevant to a question about the Christ,

the parallelism with the lifting up of the serpent is no longer in view. John may freely put

7 Morris calls the tendency to alter the word order “habitual” (Studies, 306) and “no more than the sign of
a desire to avoid a monotonous style to introduce variety under such circumstances” (p. 318). Chang more

or less throws his hands in the air because, “Sometimes we should be content to realize that the language is
more capricious and viable to variation” (Repetitions and Variations, 93).

% J-G. Gourbillon (“La parabole du serpent d’airain,” RB 51 [1942]: 213-26) argues that John 3:14-21 was
originally situated between 12:31 and 32, so that the crowd would be directly quoting the phrase currently
situated in 3:14. Ludger Schenke (“Der ‘Dialog Jesu mit den Juden’ im Johannesevangelium: Ein Rekon-
struktionsversuch,” NTS 34 [1988]: 573-603) argues instead that 12:34-36 was displaced from the chapter 3
material. Displacement solutions such as these are not testable without manuscript evidence, and neither
has found much influence. See chapter 4 below for a possible solution.
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del prior to the verb because it is seemingly his preference (seven times pre-verbal; twice
post-verbal).”® More speculatively, the pre-verbal and indeed initial position of 8¢i may
be contrastive: “We have heard from the law that the Christ remains forever, and so evi-
dently will never be lifted up, i.e. killed (cf. 12:33). How can you say, ‘It is hecessary that
the Son of Man be lifted up"?”100
Addition in Greco-Roman and Jewish Contexts

Teresa Morgan notes that paraphrases in school-hand papyri almost never expand
on the original text. The pseudo-philosophical paraphrase of the lliad presented above is
the only example that has survived: “All the others... excerpt from, shorten and simplify
the original narrative.”*** Yet additions combined with substitution are found often in
elaborations of chreiai from Theon forward. As early as the Progymnasmata of
Hermogenes, the paraphrase of a chreia is meant “not to express it simply but rather by
amplifying the presentation.”*°? Hermogenes is followed closely by Priscian, who urges
5,103

his students not to recite the chreia just as it is, “but rather express it more fully.

Neither, however, provides an example as Theon does when he recites a chreia about

? 8ei appears before the verb in 3:7, 30; 4:4, 24; 10:16; 12:34; and 20:9; d¢i appears after the verb in 3:14
and 4:20, both involved in DIQ.

1% Such a contrast acknowledges that the Jews have understood that Jesus’ “lifting up” implies his death,
ostensibly with the benefit of the narrator’s clarification in 12:33 (Lincoln, John, 353).

%" Morgan, Literate Education, 209. We may have a clue regarding the relative absence of additions, in
school-hand and even in John, in a comment by Quintilian (10.5.11): “The real sign of high quality (virtutis
indicium) is the capacity to expand what is by nature brief, amplify the insignificant... and speak well and
at length on a limited subject.” That is, even with his sink or swim attitude toward paraphrase, expansion is
presented as the most advanced stage before the student moves on to exercises that are everywhere else the
proper domain of the rhetor, not the grammarian.

192 Text and translation in Hock and O’Neil, Progymnasmata, 176-77.

19 Text and translation in Hock and O’Neil, Progymnasmata, 196-97.
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Epameinondas the Theban general who said, dying childless at Mantineia: “I have left
two daughters—the victory at Leuctra and the one at Mantineia.” The elaboration reads:

Stop weeping, friends, for I have left you two immortal daughters: two victories

of our country over the Lacedaemonians, the one at Leuctra, who is the older, and

the younger, who is just now being born at Mantineia.'%*
As Theon presents it, the main benefit of these expansions is to incorporate contextual
elements into both the presentation of the logion (which is also greatly expanded here)
and the logion itself. As we will see, this applies also to John’s only clear case of
addition.

Occasionally in the biblical narratives a speech act is extended in quotation,
whether by “adding a parallel synonymous phrase, as in Gen. 24:40 [quoting 24:7], or by
expanding a verbal chain, as in Gen. 44:23.”*% When quotations are used by one char-
acter against another, as is frequently the case, additions may serve to draw out and
clarify the offense they have committed. Savran gives an example from Judges: Gideon
asks the men of Succoth for food because his men are exhausted (2°o°v) and they are in

pursuit of the kings of Midian (8:5). In response, the men of Succoth ask whether Gideon

already has these kings in his hand “that we should give bread to your army” (8:6). The

1% See Hock and O’Neil, Progymnasmata, 100-103. Theon gives another example within his discussion of
addition proper: he claims that a line in Thucydides (1.142.1), “Opportunities for actions do not wait,” is
paraphrased by Demosthenes (4.37) as, “Opportunities for actions do not wait for our delays and procras-
tinations.” Theon’s quotation of Thucydides is not quite accurate as we have the text of the latter, which
reads instead, “Opportunities for war do not wait.” Since Theon makes a point of saying that in addition
one does not substitute any of the given words, it is unclear whether the harmonization of Thucydides and
Demosthenes occurred 1) in the text that Theon received, 2) in the transmission/translation of Theon’s text,
or whether 3) Theon fudged the wording a little himself to provide a good example for his students.

105 Savran, Telling and Retelling, 32. In Gen 24:7, Abraham tells his servant that Yhwh “will send his angel
before you.” In Gen 24:40, the servant quotes him as saying that Yhwh “will send his angel with you and
make your way successful.” A bit of substitution is also evident in the move from 7°197 to Inx (followed by
the LXX: éunpocbev in 24:7, petd in 24:40).
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judge leaves Succoth and captures the two kings without their help. When he returns,
Gideon mockingly quotes them as doubting that he had Zebah and Zalmunna in his hand
“that we should give bread to your exhausted (o°53°17) men” (8:15), incorporating his own
concerns into the quotation and strengthening his accusation against the men of
Succoth.'% Gideon then punishes them since they should have fed his tired soldiers.
Some of the additions in the Hebrew Bible significantly alter the original statement while
others add little to the quotation. Even with 18 cases of lengthening, its extent “tends to
be quite limited, both in the number of texts that exhibit additions and in the extent of
those additions.”*"’

Addition in the Gospel of John
As in the school-hand papyri and even more so than in the OT, additions are very

1'% occurs in the

rare in the Gospel of John. The only clear example in the Fourth Gospe
final chapter as Peter, walking with the risen Jesus, notices the Beloved Disciple follow-

ing after them:

1% The addition in Judges 8:15 is kept in the Greek even if the tradition behind A and B differ on how to
translate it, respectively using éxielvpévorg (“exhausted,” changed from newvdotv, “are hungry,” in 8:5)
and éxAeinovow (“abandoned,” matching 8:5 exactly and the more typical verb to translate 7¥°). In the
Hebrew and in both Greek traditions, Gideon paraphrases the noun in 8:15: while the men of Succoth
referred to his army (7%2%%), Gideon quotes them as referring to his men (7wix?). Here the Greek traditions
differ in the original statement as well as in the quotation: “men” (&vdpéow) appears in 8:15 as in the
Hebrew, but in 8:6 A uses “army” (otpatidl) where B uses “power” (dvvdypet). In either case, a substitution
and an addition occur in both Greek traditions, neither of which harmonizes the quotations.

"7 Savran, Telling and Retelling, 32.

1% Other examples are unclear because some paraphrases may be viewed as a combination of modifications
where the resultant phrase is longer. In these cases, I have chosen to consider them as substitutive para-
phrases that are unlike 21:20, where material is simply appended to the statement quoted in 13:25. See also
below on John 8:48 for another possible addition.
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John 21:20: Peter turned and saw the disciple whom Jesus loved following, the
one who also reclined upon his chest during the supper and said, “Lord, who is
the one who hands you over?” (xopie, tig éoTtv 6 TaPASIB0VE OF;)

The quotation refers to the first appearance of the Beloved Disciple:

John 13:25: So that one, leaning thus on Jesus’ chest, said to him, “Lord, who is
it?” (kopie, Tig €oTv;)

No alterations are made to the brief question of the Beloved Disciple quoted in 13:25;

only the words “the one who hands you over” are added.'®®

The person whom the
Beloved Disciple is asking about is clearer in 13:25: Jesus predicts that one of his dis-
ciples will betray him (13:21) and Peter immediately nods to the Beloved Disciple to find
out who Jesus was talking about (13:24). Yet now it has been eight chapters and the nar-
rator is seemingly concerned to remind his audience of pertinent information, in narrative
details, in the introduction of the quotation, and in the quotation itself. Perhaps the nar-
rator does not trust that his listeners will recall who the subject of the Disciple’s question
was, or perhaps, in a post-resurrection scene that juxtaposes Peter and the Disciple in
order to support the latter while recognizing the former, the narrator wants to underline
the Beloved Disciple’s physical proximity to Jesus in the important pre-resurrection
context of his final meal, and that the Beloved Disciple had access to information to

which Peter did not.*'° What should be noted here is that additions never occur in

quotations of what Jesus has said. Even in this case, the Beloved Disciple is about to be

199 1t may be worth noting that in the two other cases where a vocative leads the quoted statement (14:8;
21:17), it is eliminated in quotation. There it may only have been that the address was not important enough
to include. Here xOpie appears in the quotation, which makes more sense given both that the narrator ex-
pands the statement (an abridgement is perhaps beside the point) and that the narrator may want to retain
the Beloved Disciple’s address to Jesus as ‘Lord’ now that it has acquired a more definite religious aspect,
post-resurrection (cp. especially 20:28; 21:7, 12, 15, 16, 17; see von Wahlde, John, 1:237-41).

"9 Lincoln, John, 520.
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identified with the author (21:24, although the term ‘authority’ is perhaps more appro-

111y "so perhaps under these remarkable circumstances it is less of a violation to

priate
expand on words credited to him.

If the Beloved Disciple’s question about Jesus’ betrayer is the only clear case of
addition, there is another case that may perhaps be taken as one. In John 7:20, a crowd
exclaims to Jesus in surprise, “You have a demon! (doupodviov €xeig)” after he accuses
them of wanting to Kkill him (cf. 7:19). While the exclamation could be read as a formal
charge tied to manipulating the demon to perform magic, it might only be a way for a
baffled crowd to distance itself from the charge that Jesus has laid against them, more
akin to blurting out, “You’re crazy!”**? Toward the end of the same debate, the Jews
reply to Jesus in the following way:

John 8:48: 00 kahdc Aéyouev Nuelg 611 Tapapeitng £l o Koi Sapdviov Exelg;
The last two words are an exact repetition of 7:20. There are significant difficulties with

the phrasing here,**® but it is possible to read it as, “Do we not rightly say, ‘You are a

Samaritan and you have a demon’?” If so, then it presents another addition: the charge of

t E.g. Moloney, John, 561.

"2 Keener (John, 1:714-15) allows both readings, supporting the idea of a formal charge: “because sorcery
carried a capital sentence in biblical law (Exod 22:18; cf. Rev 21:8; 22:15), the charge functions ironically:
at the very moment they accuse him of having a demon, they profess to be unaware of who might wish to
kill him (7:20)!” The association with insanity is clearer when the charge of demon possess-ion appears
again in 10:20: “He has a demon and he’s insane—who can listen to him?” We also see the accusation of
demon possession leveled at John the Baptist in the Synoptic tradition only because he fasted (dapoviov
&xey;, Luke 7:33 // Matt 11:18). Still, a similar construction is used with regards to the Gadarene demoniac
in a case of actual possession (&ywv doupovia; Luke 8:27), so we cannot rule out a literal interpretation.

"> Among them: the present tense (“we say”) may not refer to a specific speech act but to a general charge
going around about Jesus; the xai may separate two quotations (“we say, ‘You are a Samaritan’, and, ‘You
have a demon’”), although we might expect a second 61t (cp. John 14:28); and at any rate, the 611 and the
combination of persons allows an indirect quotation (“we say that you are a Samaritan and you have a
demon”).
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being a Samaritan is added to the charge of demon possession. Accusing Jesus of being a
Samaritan is more appropriate in chapter 8 than in either John 7 because here one of the
main points that Jesus has been debating with the Jews is physical and spiritual heritage,
descent from Abraham (8:33, 37, 39, 53, 56) and from God (8:41, 47, 54) as opposed to
descent through fornication (8:41) or from the Devil (8:44)."** Given the perceived mixed
ancestry of the Samaritans as well as their association with illegitimacy by first century

Jews,°

it is precisely during this discussion that they would want to add an accusation of
Samaritan heritage in support of the established charge of demon possession. The addi-
tional charge only heightens the principal one.**® While it is not absolutely clear that John

expands the demon possession accusation in 8:48 as he does the Beloved Disciple’s

" Brown (John, 1:358), citing John Mehlman (“John 8,48 in Some Patristic Quotations,” Biblica 44
[1963]: 206-9), says that the charge of being illegitimate (‘born of fornication’) is added to some patristic
citations of 8:48, but this is not strictly the case. Mehlman shows instead that, when presenting lists of
Jewish accusations against Jesus, the Church Fathers often collect them from several texts including John
8:41 (“We are not born of fornication,” but seemingly filtered through the Acts of Pilate which takes 8:41
as a preterition, so that it becomes a direct accusation against Jesus that se was born illegitimately) and
8:48 (Samaritan and demon-possessed), along with several other texts. As Mehlman points out (p. 209),
when dealing directly with John 8:48 the Fathers avoid importing the charge of illegitimacy.

"5 Cf. Andreas J. Késtenberger, John (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2004), 268: “In light of the fact that
the entire present controversy revolves around paternity, and that Jesus has insulted the Jews’ own sense of
paternity by Abraham their ancestor, this may best be seen as a riposte slandering Jesus’ paternity in return:
if he says that the Jews are of their ‘father the devil® (8:44), he will be charged with having been birthed by
a Samaritan!” See also Keener, John, 1:764.

" The author of On Political Discourse 68-70 (Ps.-Aristides, 2™ or 3" century CE) discusses expansions
in the context of a form of preterition (here labelled dmdoTOG1G), Where instead of saying something definite
(“the blows he inflicted on me were terrible””) one uses an indefinite phrase to invite an expansion (“the
blows he inflicted on me were such that neither I nor my doctors thought I would heal”). That is not quite
what the Jews are doing here, nor is the dndotacic discussed by Ps.-Aristides a true preterition, as Jesus
uses earlier (8:26, “I have many things to say and to judge concerning you [which are what?], but the one
who sent me is true, and the things that I have heard from him, these I speak to the world”). However, it
may be relevant that this form of defective preterition is only employed to allow the orator to strengthen
arguments against his opponents in each of the examples given by Ps.-Aristides. John likewise uses both of
its (potential) expansions to highlight faults in the speakers’ opponents: the Jews add that Jesus is a
Samaritan, and the narrator adds that the Beloved Disciple asked about “the one who is betraying you”
rather than, say, “the one you were talking about” (cf. 13:24). See Michel Patillon, ed. and trans., Pseudo-
Aelius Aristide: Arts Rhétoriques: Le Discours Politique (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 2002), 126-28.
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question in 21:20, in either case the additions align with patterns we find in similar para-
phrases in the Old Testament and in the Progymnasmata: they incorporate contextual
clues that harmonize with the perspective of the paraphraser and expand on accusations
against a perceived enemy.
Subtraction in Greco-Roman and Jewish Contexts

In Theon’s Progymnasmata (140), paraphrase by subtraction is presented simply
as the opposite of addition. No examples are given by Theon, although we may turn to
Demosthenes for an extreme case. In Against Meidias, Demosthenes argues that when
Meidias insolently assaulted him while he was crowned as a chorus-master at the
Dionysia, the latter was guilty of hybris against not only Demosthenes but against the city
itself. More than that, he is guilty of impiety since the performances of choruses have
been ordained by the gods (see 21.51-52). In support, Demosthenes cites two oracles
(21.53) that are only marginally relevant: both discuss the ritual honoring of gods, but
neither at the regular Dionysia.**’ The first oracle insists on covering the head with
crowns (ote@avolg mukaoavtac) when giving thanks to Dionysus, and on the estab-
lishment of choruses and wearing of crowns in honor of the Olympian gods. People are
also to raise their hands in memory of the gods “according to tradition” (kata to méTpior).
The oracle’s weakness as support for his argument is probably reflected in its initial

position: the more relevant oracle is placed second so Demosthenes can transition into his

""" Douglas M. MacDowell, ed. and trans., Demosthenes: Against Meidias (Oration 21) (New York:
Oxford University Press, 1990), 270-73.
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argument.'*®

The second oracle commands the performance of rites for Dionysus (among
other gods): to mix bowls of wine, to establish choruses and to wear crowns (opovg
lotdval kai ote@ovn@opeiv), and also to take one day’s holiday.

While Demosthenes acknowledges that the oracles command sacrifice to the
named gods as he comments on them, he says that they add besides (rpocoavaipotoiv)
that the citizens should “establish choruses and wear crowns (icT@vot 8¢ Yopovg Kai
ote@avneopeiv) in accordance with tradition (kord o TdTpia), in addition to all the
oracles which come on every occasion” (21.54).**° Since most of the quoted laws are
irrelevant to his case, Demosthenes eliminates all but the seven words that are indeed
relevant. Doing so not only exposes his point of concern with the speech acts quoted, but
also directs his audience’s attention where he needs it to be.

As it is in the school-hand manuscripts, Savran calls shortening of statements an
“overwhelming tendency,” occurring in over three-quarters of the quotations.*?® This may

be quite natural since it is not often the entire speech complex that is relevant, but partic-

ular ideas or phrases. Therefore on many occasions only information or statements that

'8 Regarding the weakness of the oracles, MacDowell (Demosthenes, 270) goes so far as to say, “it is
possible that whoever put the documents into Meidias after [Demosthenes’] death has selected the wrong
oracles from the collection.” I disagree for the reasons outlined.

"9 Translation taken from MacDowell, Demosthenes, 121. Although the first oracle does command them to
establish choruses and to wear crowns (iotdpev kol yopovg, kol otepavn@opeiv), Demosthenes’ phrasing
picks up on that of the second oracle in order to progress neatly into his own argument. The phrase “accor-
ding to tradition” seems to be attached to the raising of hands in the first oracle, but Demosthenes quotes in
a way that implies that it should be connected to the wearing of crowns instead (a move facilitated by its
position in the oracle). In addition to inverting the order of the oracles from which he extracts (second ora-
cle first) Demosthenes plays with word order in ways that support his points.

12 Savran, Telling and Retelling, 29.
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are pertinent to the new situation are repeated,*?! as in God’s invocation of the command
to Adam:
Gen 2:16-17: And Yhwh God commanded the man saying, “You may freely eat
from any tree in the garden, but of the tree of the knowledge of good and bad, do

not eat of it, for on the day that you eat you will surely die.”

Gen 3:17: “...and you have eaten of the tree of which I commanded you saying,
‘Do not eat of it!’”

The quotation is exact as far as the three words that God quotes,*?? but God abridges both
the beginning of the statement (including the allowance to eat of any other tree and the
particular tree from which Adam should not eat) and its end (the threat of death). What is
pertinent in the current context, where God has approached Adam after eating the fruit, is
that God told him not to! That is what is re-quoted.'?®
Subtraction in the Gospel of John

In a sense, almost every quotation in John is a subtraction.'?* The phrases that are
quoted, even without obvious modification, are originally embedded in larger speech
complexes, sometimes many sentences long. By picking up only one of these phrases in

quotation, the quoting character highlights what is important to him,**® or what is the

12! Savran, Telling and Retelling, 30.
221 XX Gen 3:17 gives an indirect quote (see above, chapter 1 nn. 71-72).

'2 These verses present a longstanding problem in that Adam does not in fact die that day, but centuries
later (Ps 90:4, “for a thousand years are like yesterday” notwithstanding). Even if we accept an inter-
pretation wherein God meant that on that day Adam would become mortal, we may still understand why
omitting the much more particular prediction given in Gen 2:17 would be attractive to the narrator.

124 On the only fully exact quotations (John 4:10 and 18:6, 8), see below.

125 Although women feature in multiple scenes in the Fourth Gospel, only one (direct?) quotation is given
by a woman. At 4:20, the Samaritan woman quotes what she takes to be a general Jewish sentiment: “You

5 9

(pl.) say, ‘Jerusalem is the place where it is necessary to worship’.
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specific point of dispute.*? This focusing effect of subtraction also occurs when indi-
vidual clauses within a sentence or just a few words are presented in quotation. In the
example from Protagoras, Socrates eliminates individual words while focusing else-
where only to reintroduce them when he wants to discuss them. Still, we may note that he
expounds Simonides’ meaning one sentence at a time with a similar intent: to focus his
audience on the current point of dispute. While such a move directs the speaker’s
attention (as well as the audience’s) where it needs to be, it runs the risk of exposing a
misunderstanding due to a neglect of the original context. At one point Socrates draws
attention to the inadequacy of his own initial paraphrase of Pittacus (“It is bad to be
good”), an inadequacy evident in part due to the next line of the poem (341¢): “God alone
can have this privilege.” Simonides would not be claiming that God alone can reach a
state that is bad, so the context of the original statement argues against Socrates’ (joking)
paraphrase. As we will see, John uses subtractions, big and small, in both fashions: to
focus attention on an issue, sometimes while introducing a significantly different context
for the quotation, and to highlight inadequate understandings in characters who do not
take account of the context of the original statement.

We will tackle some subtractions that portray the quoting parties negatively, but
first a distinction should be made. Subtractions may take the form of either an abridge-
ement or an omission. At the word-by-word level, abridgements give an incomplete

rendering of the quoted statements, such as when the addressee (“Lord” in John 14:9;

12 Giinter Fischer, Die himmlischen Wohnungen: Untersuchung zu Joh 14,2f (Bern: Herbert Lang, 1975),
43 draws this conclusion, and adds that the accuracy of the quotations by Jesus’s enemies (e.g. the Jews in
7:36; 8:22), barring subtractions, only serves to highlight their misunderstanding.
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“Simon of John” in 21:17) or an initial command (“Go!” in 4:53) fails to appear in the
quotation. An omission likewise gives an incomplete quotation, but one that is more
intrusive: elements within the quoted speech act are eliminated. In the case of either
abridgement or omission, subtracting extraneous or irrelevant material from the quotation
exposes the true point of concern for the character quoting the original speech act. Unfor-
tunately, that true point of concern may not be where it ought to be.

As a first example of misguided subtraction, there are cases of both abridgement
and omission in the series of quotations that occurs in John’s story of the healing of a sick
man (5:1-18). Here Jesus heals the man through a series of three imperatives (5:8): “Rise,
carry your bed and walk!” When the Jews see the man carrying his bed around on a Sab-
bath, they question him. He responds (5:11): “The one who made me well, he told me,
‘Carry your bed and walk!””” The man has already drawn attention to the healing itself by
labelling the (at present) anonymous Jesus, “the one who made me well,” so the com-
mand to rise might be superfluous and has been eliminated.?” Perhaps more to the point,
the man has been accused of breaking the Sabbath by carrying his bed as he walks, and

the command to rise simply does not support his defense.'?® By highlighting that he is

127 As recognized by Noack, Tradition, 137 n. 303.

128 However, Harvey Falk (Jesus the Pharisee: A New Look at the Jewishness of Jesus [New York: Paulist
Press, 1985], 153-54) has argued that the scene reflects a rabbinic debate where the command to rise would
be important. In his reading, “the Jews” reflect the Shammaite position that the bed became mukzah (an
object that one does not intend to use on the Sabbath) after the healing and so could not be moved, while
Jesus reflects a position in which, since the state of mukzah developed after the Sabbath began, it could be
moved. There are two problems with Falk’s argument: first, the texts he uses as precedents are Talmudic
(Betsah 26b) or later (Shulhan Aruckh dates to the 16™ century) and reflect a debate involving 3™ and 4™
century rabbis. Considerably more work would have to be done to conclude that the argument was relevant
when John was composed. Second, the debate itself is over the states of various foods (an animal that in-
curs a blemish or a fig that completes the drying process on the Sabbath). The only moving of an object has
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only carrying his bed as he walks because Jesus told him to, he shifts the blame to Jesus
(effectively so, cf. 5:16). The Jews meanwhile are not yet concerned with the healing but
with the Sabbath violation, as is evident when they quote the man (5:12): “Who is the
person who told you, ‘Carry and walk’?” Whereas the man abridged Jesus’ statement by
eliminating the command to rise, the Jews have even omitted the object of the command
to carry. It is only the carrying and walking that offends them.*?* In this series of quota-
tions all references to the miracle have gradually been eliminated, since even the mention
of the bed drew attention to the man’s former illness. Jesus is no longer the one who
made him well but “the person who told” him to violate the Sabbath. In the eyes of the

Jews here, this in itself is a violation by Jesus, and they have refined the quotation down

to do with a firstling that falls into a pit and suffers a permanent blemish: under these circumstances, R.
Judah the Prince (3" century) says that it may be brought up from the pit and slaughtered while others dis-
agree because doing so would require someone to examine the animal to assess whether the blemish was
permanent or not, and this is forbidden on the Sabbath (Betsah 26a). So while the debate does focus on the
question of whether something can change status during the Sabbath (or a festival) and how/whether to
assess that, there are several steps of interpretation necessary between examining an animal on the Sabbath
(the real point at issue in Betsah) and subsequently moving it because it has changed status (so that it is
edible and non-sacrificial), and moving a bed, not because it has physically changed but because the
person’s ability to move it on the Sabbath has changed. The move away from references to the healing
itself argues that the change in status of the bed is not the point at issue, but initially the carrying of the bed
on the Sabbath at all, for which the healed man shifts blame to Jesus. For a more positive assessment of the
lame man than mine, see Klaus Scholtissek, “Miindiger Glaube. Zur Architektur und Pragmatik johan-
neischer begegnungs-geschichten: Joh 5 und 9,” in Paulus und Johannes: Exegetische Studien zur paul-
inischen und johanneischen Theologie und Literatur (ed. D. Séanger und U. Mell; WUNT 198; Tiibingen:
Mohr Siebeck, 2006), 75-105.

129 In the trial scene at the end of Achilles Tatius’ 2™ century novel Leucippe and Clitophon (8.1),
Thersander accuses a priest of housing a runaway slave (8.1.1-2, from the LCL edition): “And you have
here a slave-girl of mine, a harlot (o0 ANV éunv, yovaike pudyAov) who cannot be stopped from running
after men; see that you keep her safe for me.” In first person narration, Clitophon admits that he was
gravely affected by the words (npog 10) “slave-girl” and “harlot” (§00ANV kai yvvaiko péyiov), before
launching his defense. Clitophon has omitted the “my” from slave-girl, perhaps because she is not legally
Thersander’s slave, as he has indeed subtracted everything but the words causing him offense. For more,
see chapter 3 below.
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to the elements necessary in order to form an accusation against him.** As Jesus will
argue, the potential Sabbath violation is nullified by Jesus’ unique authority as the Son
who, like his Father, must work even on the Sabbath (5:17). That is, Jesus does not break
the Sabbath by working, and to focus on either the command to carry and walk or even
the healing itself as Sabbath violations is to misunderstand the identity and the mission of
Jesus.

Such misunderstandings continue during Jesus’ next visit to Jerusalem when a
statement that is repeated twice (with some variations) is quoted each time by the Jews.
The first case presents an abridgement:

John 7:33-34: Jesus then said, “I will be with you a little while longer, and then I

am going to the one who sent me. You will seek me, but you will not find [me];

and where | am, you cannot come.”

John 7:35-36: The Jews said to one another, “Where does this man intend to go

that we will not find him? Does he intend to go to the Dispersion among the

Greeks and teach the Greeks? What is this word that he said, ‘You will seek

me and you will not find [me]; and where | am, you cannot come’?”

The quotation is exact as far as it goes, but it only includes the second of two statements
given by Jesus. Initially Jesus claims that he will not be among them much longer be-

cause he is going to the one who sent him (7:33). By ignoring the context that Jesus gives

to the quoted statement, they are left guessing at what he might mean.*** When Jesus

139 For similar opinions, see Brown, John, 1:208 (“the wonderful healing has been lost sight of; only the
Sabbath violation is important to the authorities”); Haenchen, John, 1:247; Severino Pancaro, The Law in
the Fourth Gospel (Leiden: Brill, 1975), 14-15; and Martin Asiedu-Peprah, Johannine Sabbath Conflicts as
Juridicial Controversy (WUNT 2.132; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2001), 69.

P! See J. N. Sanders and B.A. Mastin. 4 Commentary on the Gospel According to St. John (New York:
Harper & Row, 1968), 211-12; Neyrey, John, 145.
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repeats a close variant of the saying in the next chapter,™*? another significant abridge-
ment occurs—one that Jesus immediately corrects:

John 8:21: Again he said to them, “I am going away, and you will search for me,
but you will die in your sin. Where | am going, you cannot come.”

John 8:22: Then the Jews said, “Is he going to kill himself, because he says
‘Where | am going, you cannot come’?”

John 8:23-24: He said to them, “You are from below, I am from above; you are of

this world, 1 am not of this world. I told you, “You will die in your sins,’ for

unless you believe that | am, you will die in your sins.
Again the Jews ignore the initial statement, although it is largely repetitious and perhaps
not worth recalling. However, it seems that Jesus at least does not trust that their abridge-
ment takes the entire speech complex into account because he draws attention to the fact
that they have overlooked his important substitution: they will die in their sin(s). His
focus was on their deaths, and yet their ironic misunderstanding focuses on his. They
have missed the larger point a second time because they have ignored the context of the
statement that they quote. In both cases the Jews are not completely incorrect: Jesus will
go to teach in the diaspora (through his disciples) and he will lay down his life, but these
facts must be understood in the context of who Jesus is and the nature of his mission if

they are not to lead his audience astray.**® As he responds Jesus first highlights the diff-

erences between himself and his audience, then corrects the mistake they made in ignor-

132 There is also a substitution in Jesus’ (non-quotative) paraphrase: “where I am” (8mov €ipi &y, 7:34)

becomes “where I am going” (6mov &ym vmdyw, 8:21). In both cases, the verb appears just before the
important phrase (“I am with you a little while,” 7:33; “I am going and you will seek me,” 8:21), although
oy also appears in 7:34. Barrett (John, 325), following the Syriac suggests re-accenting sipi to sip (“I
am about to go”), but his suggestion has not found much scholarly support.

'3 On the irony in both of the Jews’ responses, see Duke, Irony, 85-86.
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ing his substitution by reintroducing the statement himself that they, not he, will die in
their sins.

It should be emphasized again, though, that subtractions are not only used to
suggest limited or incorrect understanding, as can be demonstrated when Jesus quotes
what he says here to a new audience: the disciples. At his last meal, just after Judas has
left the group, Jesus tells the disciples (13:33): “Little children, I am with you yet a little
while. You will seek me, and just as I said to the Jews, ‘Where | am going you cannot
come,” I now also say to you.” Jesus gives exactly the same extracted quote as the Jews
did in 8:22, but he has not failed to understand himself or focused on the wrong matter.

Instead, his audience has changed.*3*

He begins by saying, “you will seek me,” but does
not continue either with “and you will not find me” (7:34) or with “and you will die in
your sins” (8:21) because his present audience, comprised exclusively of his more loyal
disciples, will find him (in fact they will follow him where he goes, 13:36) and will not
die in their sins but will have eternal life. Jesus subtracts the elements that are inappro-
priate given the new context even while recalling the former context where they were
appropriate. To the extent that the disciples (or the audience) may recall the earlier scene,
the omissions serve to contrast the disciples with the Jews.

One final example where Jesus quotes exactly a portion of a past statement de-

monstrates how the contexts of a statement, lexically identical in both quotations, can

1% Brankaer (“Citations internes,” 141) rightly recognizes the change of audience as a factor, and she adds

that it is no coincidence that Jesus repeats 8:21 (“where I go”) rather than 7:34 (“where I am”) since, while
the disciples cannot go where he is going at least right now, Jesus does not want to indicate an ontological
difference between he and the disciples (as she detects between Jesus and the Jews) and because Jesus’ ab-
sence is partially alleviated by the presence of the Paraclete (14:26).



101

influence how the statement is interpreted. After Jesus washes the disciples’ feet and
seems to interpret the act as a symbol of the full cleansing that will take place after his
death (13:1-11), he asks the disciples (including Judas Iscariot) whether they know what
he has done for them, (re)interpreting the footwashing ethically in terms of humility
(13:12-20).1 Jesus, as their teacher and master/Lord, has given them an example of the
type of humility that they should show to each other. At the center of this call to humility,
Jesus tells them (13:16): “Amen, amen, | say to you, a slave is not greater than his
master, nor is the one who is sent greater than the one who sent him.” While throughout
the footwashing scene and its interpretation as an example of humility, the betrayal and
crucifixion of Jesus are heavily foreshadowed, there is little indication of the persecution
of the disciples. If anything, Jesus seems to warn them not to get too full of themselves or
else an example of humility would not need to be provided.

Yet later on, after Judas Iscariot has left, the persecution of the disciples moves to
the fore. Jesus tells them that the world will hate them because they do not belong to it
(15:18-19) and then adds (15:20): “Remember the word that I said to you, ‘A slave is not
greater than his master’. If they persecuted me, they will also persecute you.” The logion
is no longer a call to humility, but an acknowledgement that the disciples will be perse-
cuted just like their master so long as they continue to follow him and to imitate him. By

repeating the statement, Jesus expands on its application and interpretation, including the

135 yon Wahlde (John, 2:590-99) catalogues the tensions between the initial interpretation (13:7-10) and
the subsequent ethical one (13:12-17), tracing the tensions to redactional layering. Moloney (John, 375)
and Lincoln (John, 371) voice dissent to redactional solutions, while Cornelis Bennema (“Mimesis in John
13: Cloning or Creative Articulation?” NovT 56 [2014]: 261-74) gives a fuller explanation of how the two
interpretations function together rhetorically. All acknowledge the shift in interpretation in 13:12.
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disciples in his persecution. This reinterpretation does not replace the one given to it in
chapter 13; the disciples are still expected to act humbly towards one another. In this
sense a slave is not greater than his master. However, the disciples will suffer as Jesus
suffers, and in this sense as well (and concurrently) the slave is not greater than his
master. A lexical change in the subtracted phrase was not necessary; the different con-
texts alter how we interpret the saying.*®

Importantly, the impact of the context of speech on its interpretation is felt in
John’s only truly exact quotations. Arriving exhausted at a well in the midday sun, Jesus
asks a Samaritan woman for a drink (80¢ pot meiv, 4:7). These are the only three words he
says to her. He and the woman are at a well; it is not unreasonable to assume that Jesus
actually wants water. Yet after the woman reminds Jesus of the typical social (specific-
ally, halakhic) barriers between them, Jesus himself calls attention to the unique context
in which this request was made because of who made it and what he can give her (4:10):
“If you knew the gift of God, and who it is who says to you, ‘Give me a drink (56¢ pot
netv),” you would have asked him and he would have given you living water.” That is to
say, she would have understood the request differently if she understood more about its
present context. Jesus is probably still physically thirsty, but he invites the woman to look

for a deeper significance in the statement by repeating it in the context of “living water.”

136 Although I have chosen to highlight the differences in the two contexts, they are significantly interlaced.
The slave/master imagery is introduced as early as 15:15. After 15:20, Jesus complains that those who will
persecute the disciples do not know the one who sent Jesus (15:21, tov népyavtd pe; cf. T0d Tépuyavtog
avtov in 13:16 and tov mépyavtd pe in 13:20) but promises that he will send (mépyw; cf. 13:20) the Para-
clete to them. Slave imagery is not present after the quotation; sending imagery is not present before it. The
similar transition from slave/master to sent/sender suggests that the reinterpretation of material from John
13 is more extensive than merely putting the one logion to a different use, and that a developed parallel has
been worked out between Jesus and his disciples.
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While the previous case was already short, the only other fully exact quotations
consist of just two words. Jesus, knowing he is about to be arrested, asks the soldiers
whom they are seeking; they answer, “Jesus the Nazorean” (18:3-5). Jesus identifies
himself with the words éy® &ipu. Although elsewhere in John the words £y® sip have
taken on a more significant aspect by invoking the divine name, here they only seem to
mean, “I am he,” i.e. Jesus the Nazorean (cf. the blind man’s identical phrasing in 9:9).
Yet the narrator re-quotes Jesus in the next verse to signify the effect that Jesus’ state-
ment has (18:6): “When he said to them, y® &ip, they stepped back and fell to the
ground.” Jesus’ utterance of the divine epithet (“I am”) seems, almost inadvertently, to
have physically affected his audience. It can be distracting when a man whom one is
about to arrest utters two words and knocks a crowd including a Roman cohort to the
ground, so Jesus re-focuses them by asking again whom they are seeking. They answer
again, “Jesus the Nazorean” (18:7). In his reply, Jesus quotes the previous speech act for
a third time (18:8): “I told you, ‘I am he’.” No effect on the cohort is mentioned, and
seemingly the brief phrase has reacquired its role of simple self-identification. Indeed
without the contextual clue about the cohort falling to the ground and the larger literary
clues provided by Jesus’ many predicated and absolute “I am” statements, we may never
have suspected that it played any other role than identifying him with the name, “Jesus
the Nazorean.” Still, in the context of Jesus saying these words, it has the force both of a

self-identification and of the divine name.
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Substitution in Greco-Roman and Jewish Contexts
Theon initially discusses paraphrase by substitution in simple terms, swapping out
one word for another (Prog. 140), for example replacing dodiog with maic or dvopd-
nodov.”*” However, the definition of substitution is soon expanded to include a meta-

138

phorical word in place of the proper word (and vice versa), ™ several words for one word

(and vice versa),**°

or even an alteration of the mood from interrogative to declarative
and so forth. For students who have become accustomed to paraphrase, Theon modifies a
contrastive statement from Demosthenes (18.119: “You admit that it is legal to accept
gifts, yet you indict as illegal the acknowledgement of gifts”) in a more declarative for-
mulation: “If you admit that it is legal to accept gifts, then you cannot say that the
acknowledgement of gifts is illegal.”**° Theon’s students, however, are discouraged from
this mode unless the sense can be maintained because the message lends itself to a for-
tuitous paraphrase (Prog. 142).

In changing the type of statement made and making it more direct, we may com-

pare Jesus’ self-paraphrase with Nicodemus. In what appears to be a non-sequitur, Jesus

responds to Nicodemus’ complementary greeting by saying:

7 One is reminded of the accounts of Jesus healing at a distance. In Luke 7:1-10 and Matt 8:5-13 Sodrog
and maig are alternately used for the centurion’s servant, while in John 4:46-53 the royal official’s son is re-
ferred to as vidg, maudiov, and maic. The use of synonyms in these cases seems to be for the sake of variatio.

1% Although Theon does not provide any direct examples, Aphthonius does in his Progymnasmata (4.16-
5.8) when he paraphrases a metaphorical saying by Isocrates (“The root of education is bitter, but its fruit
sweet”) in more literal terms: “The lover of education begins with toil but toil which nevertheless ends in
profit.” Text and translation in Hock and O’Neil, Progymnasmata, 224-27.

19 This in part justifies my decision not to look merely at the length of the sentence in classifying para-
phrases as subtractions or additions when changes in vocabulary are also present; see above.

10 The phrasing is reconstructed under influence of the text of Demosthenes as we have it since the
Armenian of Theon’s text is somewhat muddled here (see Patillon, Progymnasmata, 110 n. 570).
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John 3:3: “Amen, amen, I say to you [sing.], unless someone is born from above
(yevwmOi dvw0ev), he cannot see the Kingdom of God.”

Nicodemus fails to understand what Jesus is talking about both here and in the paraphrase
Jesus gives in 3:5 (“unless someone is born of water and of spirit, he cannot enter the
Kingdom of God”). On his third try, Jesus alters the mood of his statement to clarify his
meaning:

John 3:7: “You should not be amazed that I said, “You [pl.] must be born from

2 9

above (yevvnbijvat dvwbev)’.
Nicodemus seems to doubt even the possibility of being born again (cf. 3:4), and one may
guess that he feels, as a representative figure of the Pharisees, rulers, and Jews (3:1) and
teacher of Israel (3:10), that he has done all he has been asked to see the Kingdom of
God. Yet it is precisely as a representative of these groups (hence the plural “you”) that

141

Jesus assures him that he not only can but must be born again.”* While Jesus’ original

"I Carroll D. Osburn, “Some Exegetical Observations on John 3:5-8,” Restoration Quarterly 31 (1989):
129-38, here 135. On a more speculative note, very soon after Nicodemus’ next appearance (7:45-52), other
Jews will assert that God is in some way their Father (8:41). Since the verb in 3:3, 7 ambiguously refers
both to birth and to begetting, it is possible that—in John’s view—the Jews believe themselves to have
been in some way begotten from above already. In this case, Nicodemus’ fault is that he identifies spiritual
heritage with genetic or cultural heritage and so denies the possibility of changing one’s status in life, say,
if one were born a Gentile. Jesus’s paraphrase, with its emphatically placed pronoun, would counter this
notion by asserting that “you (too) must be born from above!” Interestingly, immediately before
Nicodemus’ third appearance (19:38-42), parental imagery appears again when Jesus’ mother sees him on
the cross and becomes the mother to the Beloved Disciple (19:25-27), presumably without the need for a
physical re-birth, and Jesus will spill blood and water from his side which, whatever else it might mean, has
been attached to birthing imagery (recently see Deborah Sawyer, “Water and Blood: Birthing Images in
John’s Gospel,” in Words Remembered, Texts Renewed: Essays in Honour of John F.A. Sawyer [ed.
W.G.E. Watson, J. Davies, and G. Harvey; JSOTSupp 195; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1995],
300-309, Barbara Reid, “Between Text & Sermon: John 7:37-39,” Interpretation 63/4 [2009]: 394-96, and
Caroline W. Bynum, “The Body of Christ in the Later Middle Ages,” Renaissance Quarterly 39/3 [1986]:
399-439, who points to Medieval depictions of Jesus giving birth to the Church on the cross or feeding the
Church from his wound [located at his breast], indicating that the association cannot be dis-missed as the
product of modern feminist interpretation). Arguably the teacher and ruler of the Jews under-goes a
curriculum on what it means to be truly begotten from above.
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phrasing is quite general, his paraphrase applies directly to Nicodemus and the people he
represents as an implicit criticism—one that will continue through the next few verses.'#?
Making sense and keeping in the character of the present narrative voice serve as
controls in substitutive paraphrase, evident in an example from Seneca the Elder. In the
Suasoriae (1.12), Seneca’s disputants list a series of imitations of the philosopher
Fabianus, essentially all paraphrases of his lines on Ocean. Not all of them are successful,
and Cestius’ contribution reminds them of a metaphrasis of Homer given by Dorion
which they consider to be “in worse taste than anything ever said since taste began to

»1%3 This gives Seneca’s characters the chance to comment on the difference

deteriorate.
between the extravagance and bombast of Dorion’s paraphrase when compared to the
restraint of Virgil. In describing the first attempt of Polyphemus to sink Odysseus’ ship,
Homer (Odyssey 9.481-83) gives the following sentence:

He hurled the top of a great mountain (6pgoc) which he had broken off
(dmoppri&oc), and he cast it (EBake) down in front of the dark-prowed ship.

Dorion’s paraphrase is brief by comparison:

He tears away a mountain (6pog drnoomndtat) from a mountain, and in his hand he
casts (BéAieton) an island.

2 Four of Jesus’ next five sentences are critical of “you” or “you all”: “you” do not know where the wind
comes from (3:8); “you” are a teacher of Israel yet do not know these things (3:10); “you all” do not re-
ceive our testimony (3:11); and if “you all” did not believe when Jesus told “you all” earthly things, how
will “you all” believe if he tells “you all” heavenly things (3:12)? Aside from the typical “Amen, amen, I
say to you” introductions to sayings, Jesus does not use second person pronouns or verbs before his para-
phrase in 3:7.

%3 A somewnhat loose translation of, Corruptissimam rem omnium quae umquam dictae sunt, ex quo
homines diserti insanire coeperunt, taken from William A. Edward, ed. and trans., Seneca the Elder:
Suasoriae (Newburyport: Bristol Classical Press, 1996), 44.
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In the Suasoriae, Maecenas judges this to be inflated and impossible. Meanwhile Virgil’s
claim that Polyphemus grabs “no small part of the mountain gives an impression of the
size of the rock without violating credibility (non inprudenter discedat a fide); after the
rock is cast, “one might think (credas) that the Cyclades were torn up and swimming on
the sea”; the addition of “one might think™ is said to allow for Virgil’s more indulgent

1%4 Dorion has adopted some of Homer’s language,** and his critics challenge

imagery.
neither the changes in specific vocabulary (e.g. “broke off” versus “tore away’’) nor the
abridgement of the sentence. Instead Dorion’s paraphrase is judged poorly by its content,
that is, in terms of the quality of the image that he creates: Dorion has Polyphemus do the
impossible by tearing up an entire mountain and (in an inconsistent string of images)
throwing a whole island, while Virgil’s paraphrase is praised for remaining grounded in
established narrative reality.

As far as reasons for paraphrasing in this manner, Theon claims essentially two
objectives (Prog. 141). The first goal is to become accustomed to writing in the style of

great writers, first through exact replication and then through modifying their texts while

keeping in character. At a more advanced stage, a student may be asked to paraphrase

144 Cf. Virgil, Aeneid 8.691-92 and 10.128. See n. 20 above.

15 The two descriptions share 8poc and Baiio, and Homer’s use of dmoppiyvop at least shares a prefix
with Dorion’s drocndw. Euripides, Cyclops 704 borrows Homer’s verb directly, and the next line incorp-
orates farlw, but he avoids “mountain” altogether, opting simply for “rock” (métpa). One might even
wonder whether Dorio’s vijooog (“island”) was phonetically linked to Homer’s vedg (“ship’) since the for-
mer ignores the ship, but Virgil’s use of the image of the Cyclades for the rock suggests that Polyphemus
tossing islands had become a trope.

19 It perhaps should be noted that while Dorio’s paraphrase is in the same language as Homer, Virgil
“paraphrases” in Latin (at least as the disputants view it). Again, this does not seem to be problematic for
the characters in the Suasoriae, so long as 1) the paraphrase is eloquently stated in Latin, and 2) the sense
of the paraphrase approaches or even surpasses Homer.
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Lysias, for example, in the manner of Demosthenes and vice versa. The second goal goes
along with the recognition that the great writers are not always perfect, and so the student
should look for opportunities to improve upon them and make the texts clearer and more
expressive.**’

Substitutive paraphrase occurs in many cases in the Hebrew texts surveyed by
Savran. These can be small changes (lexically at least), as in the case when Jacob’s sons
say that they were told to “leave” Benjamin with Joseph (Gen 42:33). In fact they were
told to let Benjamin “be bound in prison” (Gen 42:19). Apparently the sons want to
downplay the gravity of the situation to their disapproving father. Savran also gives an
example where Isaac paraphrases himself in order to shift the perspective of his original
statement, again in the service of tact. In Gen 26:7 Isaac asks his wife to say that she is
his sister because, he thinks, otherwise the men of Gerar “might kill me because of
Rebekah, because she is very beautiful.”**® When Abimelech catches him fondling his

wife, however, and asks why he said that she was his sister, Isaac claims, “Because I said,

147 Cicero (De or. 1.54-55) presents Lucius Crassus (d. 91 BCE) as arguing against the substitutive para-
phrase of verses and speeches—although he admits to having earlier practiced it in imitation of others
before him—because the most fitting words had already been chosen by the great orators. If he used the
same words he gained nothing; and if he used different words he only trained himself to speak poorly.
Instead he took to translating Greek speeches into Latin. Quintilian directly counters Cicero’s position on
paraphrase, arguing that we should vie with our predecessors as rivals (/nst. Or. 10.5.5-7). Outside of
Quintilian substitutive paraphrase is advocated in order to introduce or improve meter in poetry (although it
is late, see Maurus Servius Honoratus [5™ century CE], Commentary on Virgil’s Georgics 164), and pre-
sumably it could be used to clarify a line when translating poetry into prose (when the concern for meter no
longer limits choices in wording). However, this use of substitution has little bearing on John who is
paraphrasing prose in prose.

'*¥ The construction here is somewhat awkward. The narrator seemingly quotes Isaac’s fears directly: “He
said, ‘She is my sister,” for he feared to say, ‘She is my wife’ lest the men of the place kill me ("13777°)
because of Rebekah.” The first person singular continues throughout even after the statement that he fears
to say (“She is my wife”) is past. The problem is corrected in the LXX where the fears are rendered indirect
(dmokteivooy avTov).
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299

‘Lest I die because of her’” (Gen 26:9). The sense is the same in both statements, but
Isaac has wisely eliminated the agents of homicide since he is now talking with their
leader. He has extracted the problematic point from his original statement (11 words

149 shifting the focus from their potential actions (killing Isaac)

versus three in quotation),
to his own potential experience (being killed).
Substitution in the Gospel of John

Similarly in the Gospel of John, points of dispute taken from much longer argu-
ments are extracted and paraphrased in a few brief words. Above I noted how Jesus’ long
(four clause) statement on how true discipleship is liberating (8:31-32; in all, 22 words) is
summarized by the Jews with just two Greek words: “You will become free people”
(élevbepot yevioeobe, 8:33). The abridgements are significant, as is the paraphrase of the
verb which allows them to drop the cause of their freedom, i.e. the truth. We see similar
moves elsewhere, always in hostile situations. After Jesus declares that he has come so
that the blind might see and those who see may become blind (9:39), some of the Phari-
sees ask, “We are not also blind, are we?” (9:40; five words). In his reply, Jesus summa-
rizes their position (and, one guesses, accurately so) with one word, “We see” (BAémopeyv,
9:41) before telling them that their sin remains. A double case occurs in another tense

scene as the Jews are attempting to stone Jesus, as they say, “not for good works... but

for blasphemy (mepi fracenuiog), and because you, being human, make yourself God”

%9 1f we compare the indirect quote in LXX Gen 26:7 to the direct quote in 26:9, the imbalance is
maintained: 14 words (umote dmokteivooty adtov ol dvdpeg Tod tomov mepl Pefekiag 6t1 dpaia i dyet
nv) versus four (umote amoBdave o1 avThv).
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(10:33; in all, 17 words). Soon Jesus paraphrastically summarizes both their position and
his own:
John 10:35-36: “If he called them gods, to whom the word of God came, and
Scripture cannot be broken, do you tell the one whom God has sanctified and sent
into the world, “You blaspheme’ (BAoocenpueic) because I said, ‘I am God’s Son’
(viog Ogod gipr)?”
Again, Jesus accurately summarizes his opponents’ position in one word. Jesus also
summarizes his own message in language that he has not used exactly so far. He has
spoken of God as his Father and of himself as the Son, and he has claimed to be many
things using the phrase, “I am.”**® But he has never actually said, “I am God’s Son.” The
phrasing of the quotation is not precisely like John’s Jesus: there is no £¢y® and both
“Son” and “God” have no article, making it even a somewhat uncharacteristic paraphrase
of himself.*!
Yet this summary of his message (in three words) fits within his present argu-

ment. First, “god” has appeared without an article in both the charge by the Jews (10:33)

and in Jesus’ citation of Psalm 82:6 (in John 10:34). The line of the psalm continues,

130 The references to God as Father are quite numerous, but within this short conversation alone he has
already done so five times (10:25, 29 [2x], 30, 32) and will do so another four (10:36, 27, 38 [2x]). He has
not referred to himself as Son here, but has done so quite often in past conflicts with the Jews (see 8:35, 36
in the Tabernacles scene or the nine cases in chapter 5).

131 Although Jesus is reluctant to directly claim, “I am the Son of God,” others in the gospel are actually
quite prone to do so for him with a similar construction, either in the second person (“You are the Son of
God,” 1:49; 11:27) or in the third person (“He/Jesus is the Son of God,” 1:34; 20:31). “The unique Son of
God” is mentioned in 3:18, although it is unclear whether Jesus or the narrator is speaking here (see
Lincoln, John, 147 for discussion). Jesus also claims that the hour is coming when the dead will hear the
voice of the Son of God (5:25), and it is clear from the context that he intends an identification with him-
self. All of these carry an article both for Son and for God.
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“You are gods, you are all sons of the Most High.”***> Assuming his audience knows the
psalm, then on one level Jesus’ argument claims that—minimally—nhe has the status of
this class of being. One might hear his summary as, “I am a son of God” (read: either
judge or member of Israel, given the applications of this psalm that are evident else-

18__something less offensive in context and more appropriate to counter their

where)
argument.

This conclusion is supported by the last example of broad summarizing para-
phrase. After Jesus is convicted Pilate has the titulus written, “Jesus the Nazorean, the
King of the Jews” (19:19). The chief priests of the Jews complain to the Roman (19:21):

“Do not write, ‘The King of the Jews,’ but that he said, ‘I am the Jews’ king’ (Bacileig

i TV Tovdaiov).”* Although Theobald points to 18:37 as a precedent for the

132 See Brown, John, 1:409: “Jesus is interested not only in the use of the term ‘gods’ but also in the
synonymous expression ‘sons of the Most High,” for he refers to himself as Son of God in vs. 36.”

133 According to Keener (John, 1:828-29), the texts supporting the “judge” interpretation are quite late
(beginning with Rashi in the 11" century), but those supporting the interpretation of Israel as the gods at
least begin to appear earlier and more often (see Sipre Deut. 306.28.2; Lev. Rab. 4:1; Num. Rab. 16:24;
Pesig. Rab. 1:2; 14:10). There may be another nuance: the Jews may view Jesus as a second Antiochus
Epiphanes, an enemy of the temple who claims divine status, which is why they may be more sensitive to
his presence in the temple during the Feast of Dedication. The phrasing also allows the understanding, I
am a son of a god,” as Antiochus claimed. The statement fits Colwell’s construction (definite predicate
nominative that is nonetheless anarthrous and pre-verbal; see Daniel B. Wallace, The Basics of New Testa-
ment Syntax [Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2000], 115, 119), but even with this construction one can only take
the predicate as definite if the context demands it (as with the anarthrous “king of Israel” in John 1:49).
Jesus’ followers would argue that Jesus is the unique Son of the unique God, and so the context demands
“the Son of the God.” This is far less certain with an audience of hostile Jews in the Fourth Gospel. Such an
understanding would align with a third human interpretation of the gods of Psalm 82, that they are the
rulers of the nations. The polyvalency of Jesus’ phrasing may serve the differences in perception: the
disciple of Jesus hears “the (unique) Son of God” while the disbeliever hears “[a] son of [a] god,” some-
thing less savory in a monotheistic setting where the divine claims of Greek and then Roman emperors
historically accompanied subjugation and persecution. This, however, would not be the use to which Jesus
puts it in his argument at the story level.

'** On different ways of translating and punctuating this sentence, see the Appendix.
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quotation,**® Jesus does not claim to be the king there, but instead he indirectly quotes
Pilate: “You say that I am king.”**® The two scenes are connected—after all Pilate uses
the titulus to declare Jesus as the king*>—but none of Jesus’ “I am” statements involves
kingship. The quotation seems instead to be a paraphrase summary of his actions (especi-
ally the triumphal entry, 12:12-19) and of his positions.™® Although the presence or
absence of an article can carry a broad range of meanings and nuances, it may have to do
with John’s emphasis on Jesus’ uniqueness: he is not a king of the Jews, he is the King of
the Jews; he is not a son of God, he is the unique Son of God. Eliminating the article in
these quotations could signify that the Jews fail to understand Jesus’ uniqueness.*®

In all of the cases mentioned so far, the paraphrases are basically if only partially

accurate. Disciples will become free (only because the truth will free them), and Jesus is

155 Theobald, Herrenworte, 36-37; he does so, however, without comment.

13 To be fair, Pilate has asked Jesus if he is the King of the Jews (18:33), and Jesus indirectly quotes him
without an article (Bactledg eipw) as it is phrased here. Although it would not be the only time that some-
thing Jesus said in privacy is quoted later in public (cf. 12:34 and 3:14), the Jews are specifically excluded
from the conversation with Pilate because they want to avoid pollution before the Passover (cf. 18:28).

137 Some view Pilate’s affirmations of Jesus’ kingship positively (as seems to be the case in Brown, John,
2:918-20), but it seems more likely that Pilate uses it to antagonize the Jews (see Duke, Irony, 89 and
David Rensberger, “The Politics of John: The Trial of Jesus in the Fourth Gospel,” JBL 103/3 [1984]: 395-
411, here 402), at least at the story level.

1% Some of the chief priests may have heard (at the story level) about the attempts by the people to make
him king as well (cf. 6:15). The scene with Pilate in 18:33-38 may be helpful in this sense: Pilate asks Jesus
if he is the King of the Jews and Jesus wonders whether he says this on his own or if others suggested it to
him. Jesus then speaks casually about his kingdom. If rumors are going around that Jesus is acting in a way
that suggests a run for the crown, especially if Jesus has been speaking about a kingdom (cf. mentions of
the Kingdom of God with Nicodemus, a ruler of the Jews, in 3:3, 5), then their quotation essentially
summarizes these rumors while assigning them to Jesus himself.

191t is important not to push this point too far. The Son of Man is mentioned 12 times in John, and in 11
out of 12 both “Son” and “Man” carry an article (1:51; 3:13, 14; 6:27, 53, 62; 8:28; 9:35; 12:23, 34; 13:31).
In just one case, however, both nouns are anarthrous (5:27) with little indication that a difference in mean-
ing (such as “a son of man”) is intended.
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God’s Son and King of the Jews, even if he might add that he is the unique Son of God
whose kingdom is not of this world and so not limited to the Jews. These summarizing
paraphrases are used hostilely in tense scenes, and one fault that Seneca’s disputants
might find with the paraphrases is that they are too broad and ignore important specifics
about Christ, his sonship and his kingdom, in the context of the narrative.

That is not the case when the Jews substitute “taste death” for Jesus’ “see death”
(8:51-52). Both expressions are euphemisms for dying, simply and physically; the modi-
fication of the verb alone is incapable of changing the sense of the whole phrase. Instead,
the change helps to tip off the audience that a concurrent change in interpretation has
happened. Since the phrasing is so similar in many ways, how else is this imbalance in
understanding signaled in the text? First, the context of their greater argument demands
it: the quotation is presented as a contradiction of the simple fact that Abraham and the
prophets physically died. If Jesus could ward off physical death through his word, then
presumably he could prevent himself from dying, making him greater than Abraham.
Their attempt to stone him moments later suggests they suspect that he can in fact die and
so the claim that his word prevents physical death (as they understand it) is false. Second,
we examined above how the shifts in grammar and syntax that they impose on the sen-
tence keep the focus on the elements of their disbelief: How can Jesus’ word ensure that a
believer will never taste death? Although the shifts in grammar and in expression (seeing
death versus tasting it) are negligible taken one by one, taken together in context they
produce, like Dorio above, a poor paraphrase. Jesus’ statement has become bombastic

and incredible. He may not have signaled the fatal end of his mission very clearly thus far
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(ambiguous “lifting up” statements like 8:28 notwithstanding), but Jesus has never indi-
cated that he will never physically die. In fact, aside from the numerous hints about his
death that an informed reader would pick up on, the implied reader has been told explicit-
ly that Jesus will have to be raised from the dead (see 2:21-22)!

Another function of substitutive paraphrase may be to shift the perspective of the
statement, as was the case in an example above where Isaac rephrases “they might Kill
me” with “lest I die.”*®® The end result is the same, although in one case the focus is on
the men doing the killing and in the other it is on the man being killed. In the case of
Isaac it seems that tact was a major factor, but it does not always have to be. One trouble-
some quotation in the Fourth Gospel comes when Jesus tells the disciples who are about
to leave him:

John 6:65: “For this reason I have told you, ‘No one can come to me unless it is

given to him by the Father’ (00dgig duvaton EADETV TpOG pe Eav pun 1 dedopévov

avTd €k 10D TaTpdCg).”
Two previous verses repeatedly come up as precedents for Jesus’ quotation:

John 6:37: “Everything that the Father gives me will come to me (ndv 0 didwoiv
pot 6 matnp Tpog Eue féet).”

John 6:44: “No one can come to me unless the Father who sent me draws him
(00deic dvvaton ENOETY TPOG e €0V U O ToTnp O TEPUWOG PE EAKOOT adTOV).”

' For a non-biblical example, see Plato, Apology 29c¢, d. In the first case Socrates says, “If I were acquitted
(i Sropevéoiuny),” but moments later quotes himself as saying, “If you acquit me (&l o0V pe... dpiorte) on
these terms...” The first statement prefaces an argument that, if he is free, he will only keep “corrupting the
youth” through his teaching. The second exhorts the jury instead not to believe that a compromise is poss-
ible in which Socrates stops teaching and practicing philosophy: if you acquit me on these terms, you will
find yourself questioned by me on the street sooner or later.
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Several commentators argue for a mixture of both verses,'®* while others appeal to the
latter verse only.*®® The appeal of 6:37 seems to lie in its use of the same verb for “to
give,” but this is at best a very loose borrowing: in one verse something is given to Jesus,
in the other presumably something else is given to the one coming to Jesus. Instead,
viewing 6:65 as a reference to 6:44 is perfectly within the bounds of paraphrase. Indeed
the two statements start off identically (“No one can come to me unless...”); only the
second clause differs. In the first case Jesus describes the event from the Father’s point of
view: the Father will draw the believer in. In the paraphrase, Jesus describes the event
from the believer’s point of view: the call has been given to him by the Father.'®®

If the precise reasons for shifting the perspective of the statement are not entirely
clear, we can say at least that the shift correlates with a dramatic change in the purpose
that the statement is made to serve. That is, in the first instance it serves a positive

argument: no one can come to Jesus unless the Father calls him, but once the Father does,

1! Brown, John, 1:297; Lincoln, John, 238; Noack (Tradition, 144) acknowledges 6:37, but recognizes that
6:44 is closer.

162 B F. Westcott uniquely connects 6:65 to 6:37 alone (The Gospel According to St. John [Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1964], 110). Most connect 6:65 at least partially if not exclusively to 6:44, e.g. Keener, John,
1:695.

19 1 refer to “the call” as the gift of the Father tentatively. It is unclear what precisely is intended as the
subject of the neuter participle, but if it were specifically a call (kAficig) in view then we might expect a
feminine participle instead. However the same construction is used twice elsewhere in John, once at 3:27,
“no one can receive anything (o08¢ &v in the neuter) unless it is given (] Sedouévov),” and again at 19:11,
“You would have no authority (¢€ovsiav) against me whatsoever unless it was given (v dedopévov).” In
the latter case, a neuter participle describes a feminine noun (“authority,” strengthened by the feminine
obdepiav) that is given to Pilate from above. Perhaps there is an ellipsis and 11 or another subject should be
provided, but 19:11 suggests that John does not require a strict match in gender when using this construc-
tion, leaving the subject of “it is given” open. If a neuter noun is insisted upon in 6:65, épyouevov
(“coming”) or even mvedpo might fit nicely. The position of Karl O. Sandnes that 6:65 is “a slightly altered
quotation” of 3:27, spoken by the Baptist, is considerably problematic even if we may more probably say
that they reflect similar traditions (“Whence and Whither: A Narrative Perspective on Birth &vwBev (John
3,3-8),” Biblica 86/2 [2005]: 153-73).
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that person will be raised on the last day, will learn from God, and will have eternal life
(6:44-47). 1t makes sense that weight should be placed on the positive dimension: the
irresistible call of the Father. Meanwhile, more weight is placed on the negative aspects
of the statement in the later context, where Jesus has told some of his disciples that they
do not believe, something he has known from the beginning along with the fact that one
of his disciples will hand him over (6:64). For these reasons he has told his disciples that
no one may come to him unless it is given by the Father. Apparently, for Judas Iscariot
and the disciples who are about to leave him, it has not.

One final role of substitutive paraphrase is to clarify or specify the meaning of a
statement. In chapter 4 we will examine the progression of 1:27/1:30/1:15 in this light,
but here a simpler example will do. The formal conviction of Jesus takes place early and
behind the scenes in John, after the resuscitation of Lazarus (see 11:45-53). In this con-
text, Caiaphas declares to the Sanhedrin (11:50): “You do not consider that it is profitable
to you that one man should die for the people and that the whole nation should not perish
(cvpeéper Huiv va gig vOpmmog dmodévn vrep Tod Aaod Koi pr dAov T £0vog dmodA-
ntat).” His reasoning is quite clear: popular belief in Jesus is creating a threat from the
Romans to the temple and to the nation (10 £0voc), so it is better if he is eliminated.
However, the narrator modifies Caiaphas’ meaning along with his words when he com-
ments on the statement:

John 11:51-52: But he did not say this from himself, but being High Priest that
year, he prophesied, “Jesus was about to die for the nation (EueAiev Inocodg dmo-
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Bviokewy vmEp 10D £0voug),” and not only for the nation but so that the children of
God who have been scattered may also gather as one.*®*

185 especially

Much has been made of the substitution of “nation” for Caiaphas’ “people,
since, when the phrase is quoted a second time by the narrator, “people” is reinstated:

John 18:14: Caiaphas was the one who advised the Jews, “It is profitable for one
man to die for the people (copeépet Eva dvBpwmov dmobaveiv vep Tod Aaod).”

Origen applies “people” to the Jews and “nation” to the Gentiles, others “people” to the
theocratic body and “nation” to the civic body of the Jews, while Severino Pancaro’s

solution is that Caiaphas uses “people” with the traditional, septuagintal connotation of
Israel while “nation” is used by the narrator in reference to the Jews because the follow-

d.*®® Hence Jesus will die “not only for

ers of Jesus have become the new “people” of Go
the nation” (i.e. Jewish believers) but so that all the dispersed children of God may be ga-
thered. Allowing that some of these connotations are active in the paraphrase(s), “people”
and “nation” are placed in apposition in Caiaphas’ original statement; they are treated as

synonyms like seeing and tasting death. The alternation between them signals the differ-

ing perspectives of the character (Caiaphas or the narrator) making the argument.

1% 1t is unclear whether 11:52 should be considered a parenthetical explanation of the paraphrase (just so
we’re clear, not only for the Jewish nation) or as an addition, and thus included in the quotation marks. I
take it as the former. Noack (Tradition, 135-36) argues that the 6t is causal in 11:51: “he prophesied be-
cause Jesus was about to die...” Given the unusual phrasing, it is difficult to refute Noack conclusively.

1% Although “nation” is already present in Caiaphas’ statement—it is simply moved forward into the slot
originally filled by “people.” For a survey of various positions, see Severino Pancaro, “‘People of God’ in
St John’s Gospel,” NTS 16/2 (1970): 114-29. In addition to the nuances listed below, according to Pancaro
the two words have been viewed as pure synonyms (Barrett and Bultmann), the “people” as referring to
Jews and “nation” inclusively to all people (Lightfoot), and this is not even to enter into the debate of how
the “children of God” fits together with the two terms.

1% pancaro, “People of God,” 115, 121. Pancaro is followed more or less by Duke ({rony, 88), Lincoln
(John, 330-31), and Keener (John, 2:857).
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These perspectives are evident, at least in part, in two other modifications in John
11:51. First, Jesus is specified as the “one man” of the prophecy. Indeed, many scriptural
prophecies regarding figures whose identities were unclear at best in their original con-
text are applied specifically to Jesus in the Fourth Gospel in a similar fashion. John’s
application of a Suffering Servant oracle (cf. Isa. 53:1) to Jesus soon after this scene in
John 12:38 is a case in point.®” Second, that it is “profitable to you” that Jesus should die
is dropped entirely in the first DIQ. Given their unbelief, perhaps Jesus’ death is not pro-
fitable to them specifically at a salvific level. More to the point, the narrator is not con-
cerned with the political reasoning of one High Priest but with the christological truth that
Jesus died on behalf of others. In the story setting Jesus is going to do so quite soon: the
general, almost gnomic, “it is profitable that one man should die for the people” is made
into a direct claim: “Jesus (specifically) is about to die (within the week) for the nation.”
From a purely rhetorical standpoint, the narrator’s paraphrase is actually a poor one since
it goes well beyond Caiaphas’ intentions in making the statement. However, from a theo-
logical standpoint, the appeal to unintentional prophecy reverses the fault, making it so
that Caiaphas poorly paraphrases what God intended in bringing him to speak like this.
The narrator’s paraphrase more accurately draws out the meaning of the actual if unseen

speaker, namely God. In the second DIQ of 11:50, where the narrator simply wants to

17 Likewise, Jesus’ citation, “They hated me without cause” (15:25) seems to be from either Ps 35:19 or
69:4. Although both psalms are labelled “of David,” the figure in these psalms is anonymous and only
characterized in very general terms, so that this and other citations of Psalm 69 (cf. John 2:17; 19:28)
specify an originally general suffering figure as Jesus. Compare also the general oracle from Zech 12:10
cited at Jesus’ crucifixion (John 19:37). Interestingly in this last case—and anticipating a later discussion of
Johannine eschatology—most early Christian allusions and citations of Zech 12:10 (Rev 1:7; Barn. 7:9; and
Justin, Ap. 1.52.10-12; Dial. 64.7; 118.1) apply the seeing of the one they pierced to the parousia rather
than to the crucifixion (see Menken, Old Testament Quotations, 168-70). Apparently only John applies its
fulfilment explicitly within Jesus’ earthly mission.



119

remind the reader who Caiaphas is (18:14), much of the High Priest’s language is rein-
stated since the reference is to him and not to the prophetic nature of his speech. Further-
more, since Jesus has just been arrested it is clear to the audience who is going to die and
when. e
Conclusion

The changes John makes to statements when they are quoted are not haphazard or
purely stylistic. They are all well within the bounds of a school exercise that the author or
authors most likely learned as young students. If the Jewish or Jewish-influenced authors
needed any scriptural warrant in using DIQ in this manner, the Old Testament narratives
paraphrase through DIQ in a very similar manner to the Fourth Gospel. Looking at the
complicated and drawn out paraphrases of Simonides in Plato or of Homer in the anon-
ymous school-hand papyrus, those in John are rather simple by comparison. At the other
extreme, by looking at how these mild alterations modify the sense of the statement,
sometimes slightly, sometimes wildly, and in ways that the speakers would agree with,
we can also see that dismissing them as variety for variety’s sake likewise misses import-
ant observations about what is going on in these verses. John does have some preferred
variations, particularly with word order, but it will only use them when they are fortuitous
and do not interfere with characterization. Otherwise John is quite capable of quoting
exactly, if often only partially.

Taken together, a pattern emerges where the changes in wording align with the

changes in emphasis or meaning that are important to the speakers. Attending to these

'8 This would be a narrative explanation. See von Wahlde, John, 2:522-24, 759 for a redaction-critical one.



120

changes can tell us something about the characters and about how they seek to influence
the course of the arguments they are making in the Fourth Gospel. This will be the sub-
ject of the next chapter, which will focus on larger goals of thematic development and
characterization. We have not yet had the opportunity to examine all of the ways that
John uses paraphrase, especially substitutive paraphrase, to alter or to expose the meaning
of statements.*®® In particular, in the final chapter we will focus on how the temporal
reference of various statements is shifted between present and future. Yet we will see that
those cases all follow the parameters for paraphrase established in this chapter, so that the
question is not whether John modifies certain statements to shift their temporal frame-
work purposefully or responsibly, but why it does so.

One final note should be added. The paraphrases in John’s DIQ often follow an
inclusive, “both/and” hermeneutic. That is to say, when a statement is reinterpreted, the
reinterpretation does not replace the initial sense of the statement but adds to it. Some
examples have already been pointed out: Jesus’ use of “I am” in response to the Roman
cohort (John 18:5-8) is both a prosaic acknowledgement that he is Jesus the Nazorean
and (when used by him) an invocation of the divine name; Jesus’ citation of the aphorism
that a slave is not greater than his master (13:16; 15:20) is both a call to humility and an
inclusion of the disciples in his persecution. Conversely, misunderstandings often arise
when Jesus’ audience attempts to reduce what he says to only one meaning: Jesus does

mean that the Son of Man must die, as the crowds rightly infer (12:34), but he also means

1% Nor have we yet been able to explore John’s unverifiable quotations since the focus of this chapter was
on alterations made to previous statements. By definition, previous statements are not provided for unveri-
fiable quotations. We will examine this phenomenon further in the next chapter.
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that the Son of Man must be exalted; people must in fact be born again (3:3), but ignoring
the concurrent indication that this is accomplished only by being born through divine
initiative, i.e. by being born from above, leads to Nicodemus mistaking birth Gvw6ev for
an impossibility. In this case, Jesus uses DIQ (3:7) to correct the ruler’s mistake and to
re-broaden the application of the original statement so that its spiritual dimension is
underlined. The inclusive aspect of DIQ in reinterpreting past statements will become
important when we turn our focus to Jesus’ many statements regarding his departure(s)
and return(s). It is also important in regard to the frequent application of DIQ to state-
ments ascribed to Jesus and which appear to be traditional: John rarely denies the more
traditional interpretation—in fact, DIQ allows the Fourth Gospel to give voice to it—but

DIQ also provides a means to expand on the statement’s application and meaning.



CHAPTER 3
THE ROLES OF DIQ IN THE FOURTH GOSPEL

&l pév totvov fyoviouny og mepi TPAEEIC TIVE HLOPTNK®S, 00K GV 010¢ T NV 10&iv

VUV adTig Tapacyelv GAL dvaykoing eiyev sikalovtag Dudc &k Tdv sipnuévav

YIYVOOKEWY OTMG ETVYETE TTEPL TAOV TETPAYUEVOV" ENEDN OE TEPL TOVG AOYOVG

&yw TV aitiov, olpat pdAlov iV dueavieiv Ty dAn0stav.

If 1 were being tried for certain evil deeds, then | would not have been able to

produce such things for you to see, but you would necessarily have represent-

ations to distinguish from what has been said, however you arrived concerning

what has been done. But since | am charged concerning words, | think 1 will be in

a better position to show you the truth.

Isocrates, Antidosis 53-54

The role that paraphrase plays in each individual case of DIQ was the focus of the
last chapter, but here we will examine instead the roles of direct internal quotation in the
broader context of the entire gospel. Each case of verifiable DIQ gives a sort of repeti-
tion: the narrator presents a statement made by one of the characters, and either repre-
sents the statement himself, or has a character within the story re-present the statement.
Given the variance in the degree of paraphrase, some of these repetitions are stronger
than others. This makes DIQ a highly redundant feature. Certainly the redundancy is felt

by the 20" century scholars who complain of how tedious and inartistic the device is.*

Yet repetition and the redundancies it imposes are frequent in biblical literature, certainly

' See above, chapter 1 n. 24.
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so in John, as multiple studies have noted in the last few decades.? So DIQ may serve
broader purposes through its redundancy rather than in spite of it. In this chapter we will
examine DIQ as a redundant device to determine what John is doing with the device
generally. The repetitions, with regard to content, allow John to refine how the readers
understand certain sayings, eliminating some interpretations from consideration while
strengthening or even introducing others. The repetitions of the device itself commun-
icate additional information, especially in terms of characterization. However, much of
this could be done without using direct internal quotations specific-ally, so the second
part of this chapter will examine the particular literary motivations to use DIQ. Ultimate-
ly the ongoing trial motif in John, in which DIQ is presented either as testimony or used
to question the testimony of others, serves as the largest single factor for John’s use of
direct internal quotation.

Part I: Direct Internal Quotation and Functional Redundancy in John

Most of the earlier scholars who commented on DIQ in the Fourth Gospel did so
in the context of John’s proclivity for repetition.® The fact that so many of John’s internal
quotations are verifiable contributes to this, although it does not help to explain the sev-

eral unverifiable or highly paraphrased quotations. These we will have to treat as citations

2 Qutside of John, see Robert Alter, The Art of Biblical Narrative (New York: Basic Books, 1981), 88-113;
Eugene A. Nida, Style and Discourse: With Special Reference to the Text of the Greek New Testament
(Cape Town: BSSA, 1983), 22-33; Sternberg, Poetics, 365-440; Robert W. Funk, The Poetics of Biblical
Narrative (Sonoma: Polebridge, 1988), 156-61, 204-6. On John, in addition to the works surveyed in
chapter 1, see especially the work of Thomas Popp, Grammatik des Geistes: Literarische Kunst und theo-
logische Konzeption in Johannes 3 und 6 (Leipzig: Evangelische Verlagsanstalt, 2001) and “Die Kunst der
Wiederholung: Repetition, Variation und Amplifikation im vierten Evangelium am Beispiel von Joh 6,60-
71,” in Kontexte des Johannesevangeliums: Das vierte Evangelium in religions- und traditionsgeschicht-
licher Perspektive (ed. J. Frey and U. Schnelle; WUNT 175; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2004), 559-92 and
the essays in Repetitions and Variations in the Fourth Gospel.

? Recall that Schulze, Wilke, Stange, Bromboszcz, Abbott, Glasson, and Chang all study DIQ as a category
of repetition.
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below. Yet the earlier discussions rightly highlight how repetitive and therefore how
redundant the device is. Recent studies on redundancy in (biblical) storytelling have
argued that redundant repetition itself can help to transmit information.

In a foundational study of literary redundancy, Susan Suleiman examines its role
in producing realistic and readable texts.* “Readable” here is defined as a text that is
intended as serious, structured, and authoritarian, “written in the realistic mode and
seeking to persuade its readers of the validity or of the falsehood of a particular doct-
rine.” In contrast to the general impression that redundancy in literature is excessive or
superfluous, that it implies a text “is full of things that it could, and should, have done
without,” Suleiman uses a linguistic model of redundancy as her jumping off point.® In
language repetition is quite useful in eliminating “noise” in the transmission of inform-
ation so that “plural meanings and ambiguities are eliminated and a single ‘correct’ read-
ing [is] imposed.” In a contemporary context, think of the repetition of orders relayed
from a commanding officer to a subordinate or from a surgeon to her team, where repet-
ition reduces the chances of a miscommunication by confirming the intended message.

In literature repetition helps to establish the reliability of the narrator and of other

characters as their interpretations are repeatedly confirmed. In John this is achieved by

* “Redundancy and the ‘Readable’ Text,” Poetics Today 1/3 (1980): 119-42.
> Suleiman, “Redundancy,” 119-20; the specific object of Suleiman’s study is the modern roman a thése,
but she first creates a general typology of redundancies used in readable texts which she then applies to her

chosen genre.

% Suleiman, “Redundancy,” 120. Think of the repetitions of a first draft that are refined and eliminated as it
is edited.

7 Suleiman, “Redundancy,” 120.
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continually aligning the perspectives of the narrator and of Jesus.? It is also achieved by
repeatedly showing the narrator and Jesus give reliable quotations, while others repeat-
edly fail to give adequate paraphrases of statements made by Jesus, misunderstandings
that must be corrected. This is especially the case when the Jews quote Jesus exactly if
only partially: apparently within the range of meanings one might get out of “where I am
(going), you cannot come” (cf. John 7:34; 8:21), are the implications that Jesus is either
leaving the country or is going to kill himself (cf. 7:35; 8:22). John eliminates these inter-
pretations from consideration by having the already unreliable Jews (see 5:11; 6:41-42)
give voice to them and having Jesus correct them in his teaching.

It was not long before Suleiman’s observations were picked up by Meir
Sternberg and applied to repetition in the Old Testament narratives.® Sternberg incorp-
orates Suleiman’s model, in which “informational redundancy” helps to eliminate noise,
i.e. lowers the probability of alternative readings, but he rightly notes the differences
between purely verbal communications and literary discourse. The latter allows the
rigorous selection and arrangement of materials by authors, and the return to and reexam-
ination of texts by readers. Repetition can increase the predictability of the discourse so

that the reader begins to anticipate certain phrases and forms (e.g. genealogies, law codes,

¥ See Culpepper, Anatomy, 34-43, esp. 36: “Both Jesus and the narrator are omniscient, retrospective, and
ideologically and phraseologically indistinguishable.”

? Poetics, 365-440. Ronald D. Witherup developed Sternberg’s model in a pair of articles on Acts in which
he replaces “informational redundancy” with “functional redundancy” since “even in Sternberg’s own de-
scripttion the purpose of such repetition is not simply to impart information” (“Functional Redundancy in
the Acts of the Apostles: A Case Study,” JSNT 48 [1992]: 67-86, here 68 n. 4; see also “Cornelius Over and
Over and Over Again: ‘Functional Redundancy’ in the Acts of the Apostles,” JSNT 49 [1993]: 45-66). Both
Sternberg and Witherup choose their terminology to emphasize the positive roles that redundancy can play,
rather than being only a stylistic defect. Soon after, Janice C. Anderson applied the model to the Gospel of
Matthew (Matthew’s Narrative Web: Over, and Over, and Over Again [JSNTSup 91; Sheffield: Sheffield
Academic Press, 1994], esp. 38-43).
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etc.).*” However, Sternberg also highlights how repetition can be used to draw attention
to deviations:

Take the striking frequency and diversity of the Bible’s variations in repetition.
Far from enhancing, these diminish predictability and thus go against the very
raison d’étre of redundancy in ordinary communication.™
Variations interplay with repetitions not only to reduce the probability of reading super-
fluous meaning into a text but also to communicate additional information, such as a
character’s reliability or emotional state,* to give emphasis to a theme or to a scene,** or
to encourage a close reading.** | would add that redundancy can complicate or commun-

icate additional meaning about the content of what is repeated and not only its narrative

context. That is, by repeating the same message in variant language each time from a

1 Sternberg points to the strict correspondence between the narrator’s description of an event and a char-
acter’s as a means of attaching a sense of reliability to the character (Poetics, 387-89). As an example, in
Gen 16:4 the narrator claims that since Hagar “saw that she [Hagar] had conceived, her mistress became
contemptible in her eyes.” In the next verse, Sarai complains to her husband that “since she saw that she
had conceived, | have become contemptible in her eyes.” The repetition may seem superfluous as the same
information about Hagar could be communicated either without the narrator’s description or by having the
narrator refer anaphorically to Sarai’s statement: “Then Sarai told Abram this.” But as Sternberg concludes,
it helps the reader to judge positively the truth of Sarai’s impressions so that “the information that looks
redundant within one framework (the rendering of the world) finds its coherence within another (the judg-
ment of the world).” One might compare the non-quotative repetition in John 5:8-9: Jesus tells the man to
“Rise, carry your bed and walk,” and the narrator comments that, “immediately the man became whole and
he carried his bed and walked.” The repetition underlines the efficacy of Jesus’s word.

I Sternberg, Poetics, 371.

2 Sternberg traces Eve’s addition of “and you will not touch it” (Gen 3:3) to Yhwh’s command in 2:16-17
to her discontent while he traces Samuel’s omission of “Lord” from what Eli instructed him to say (1 Sam
3:9-10) to his awe before the Lord (Poetics, 393).

" Witherup (“Functional Redundancy,” 69) calls emphasis “the most obvious function” of repetition and
seems to view it as only a first step in examining the role that repetition plays in the text. While this may be
the case, we should nevertheless avoid glossing over the important fact that returning to a theme or speech
act over and over again forces the reader to reconsider it multiple times. This in turn lends a certain amount
of emphasis to whatever is being repeated, with greater frequency tending toward greater emphasis.
Witherup also points to other functions such as correspondence, contrast, climax, and irony.

'* Chang (Repetitions and Variations, 36-42) includes connection between themes or sections, emphasis,
structuring, retrospection, preview or foreshadowing, memory aid, and worship among the roles of repet-
ition.
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reliable source (such as Jesus) the text effectively eliminates certain interpretations while
expanding the range of valid interpretations of the message along a different axis. Ambi-
guity is increased in some ways, decreased in others according to the ideology of the
author. I will argue below (chapter 5) that this is what John does with messages regarding
Jesus’ departures and returns.

With regard to Sternberg, the necessity of a close reading is less important the
more local (or close by) the repetitions are:'* the greater the distance between them, the
more the storyteller relies on the memory, recognizability, or similarity of the narrative
elements for the repetition to be effective. More immediate and more frequent repetitions
are noticeable even in oral performance, as are their variations.™® In this sense, the intern-
al quotations in Acts better serve a reader who has the opportunity to return to scenes
many chapters apart and compare different versions of whole stories (see below), while
those in John are better suited to a listener who can hear the variant quotations, often of a
single sentence or clause, one right after the other.'” Consider the comments of Hellen

Mardaga:

'3 For a discussion of the problems presented by locality in repetition, especially as it differs between oral
and textual communications, see Barbara Johnstone et al., “Repetition in Discourse: A Dialogue,” in
Repetition in Discourse: Interdisciplinary Perspectives (2 vols.; ed. B. Johnstone; Norwood: Ablex
Publishing, 1994), 1:1-20, here 4-5.

' On the role of frequency, we might instead point to Matthew: having already used “Kingdom of Heaven”
seven times in the first five chapters, it is immediately noticeable that Matthew switches to “Kingdom of
God” in 6:33 despite the fact that it has been over 60 verses since the last time “Kingdom of Heaven” was
used (cf. Matt 5:20). This is perhaps why Matthew’s more typical phrase appears instead in several cita-
tions of 6:33 from the Church Fathers and a later lectionary (/ 858, 12" century).

'" Noack (Tradition, 134) views the use of direct quotation (and direct speech generally) as a hangover
from the oral stage of transmission. Likewise Victor Bers (Speech in Speech: Studies in Incorporated
Oratio Recta in Attic Drama and Oratory [Lanham: Rowman & Littlefield, 1997]) examines direct quo-
tation as a performative device.
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John’s use of repetition (variation and amplification) not only serves the reading

of a written text by an individual or a group. It also serves the reading of a written

text aloud to a listening community. Studies on orality have shown that repetition

s_timu_lates the mer_nor%g3 not only of the reader of the written text but also of the

listening community.
Mardaga analyzes the “lifted up” sayings, spread out over the first half of the gospel
(3:14; 8:28; 12:32-34), through the lens of Quintilian’s Institutio oratoria. Yet each of the
examples of repetition and amplification that Mardaga gives from Quintilian follow each
other immediately, in the next sentence or clause—including a case of direct internal
quotation.’® Since Quintilian specifically writes about cases of oral rhetoric where local
repetition would be more useful, while Mardaga writes about a text, even if a perform-
ative one, where infrequent and less local repetitions are still useful, we might say that
Quintilian supports the point being made here.

The Fourth Gospel’s use of inexact quotation does not set it apart from the Syn-
optic Gospels or Acts, all of which demonstrate similar freedom in citation (see Table 5
below). What does set the Fourth Gospel apart is that its quotations are frequent, often
verifiable, and, especially, local. It is not so much that John presents trustworthy char-
acters like Jesus or the narrator quoting inexactly; this is the norm. Instead there are many

more quotations (more than twice as many as Acts, John’s closest competitor and a

significantly longer text), the original speech acts are available for inspection (unlike is

'8 “The Repetitive Use of Dyow in the Fourth Gospel,” CBQ 74/1 (2012): 101-117, here 101-2.

" Mardaga, “Repetitive Use,” 102-5. The case of DIQ (a paraphrase using subtraction and transposition)
that she cites from Quintilian is an example of ploce, wherein the first word is repeated last after a long
interval (Inst. Or. 9.3.40): “Yours (vestrum) is the work which we find here, conscript fathers, not mine
(non meum), a fine piece of work too, but, as I have said (ut dixi), not mine (non meum) but yours
(vestrum).” Even with the “lifted up” sayings there is still local repetition, in the first case through the use
of analogy (the Son of Man must be lifted up like the bronze serpent was lifted up, 3:14), in the third
through the use of DIQ, so that Jesus arguably prepares the listener for the recollection of 3:14 first by
making a statement that also uses dyow (“when I am lifted up,” 12:32) before having the crowd quote him
using phrasing closer to the earlier verse (“the Son of Man must be lifted up,” 12:34).
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frequently the case in Matthew, where almost all the DIQ are unverifiable), and they are
presented one after the other. In Acts the closest verifiable quotations are 25 verses apart
(Acts 10:6, 31), with most of the rest appearing several chapters apart. Meanwhile John
has 14 quotations that appear in the next verse (see Table 1)!1?° These features make
John’s paraphrastic use of DIQ conspicuous, but not abnormal. Additionally, the quo-
tations particularly in Matthew and Acts mostly arrive in clusters, either as a repetitious
rhetorical device (Matthew) or in the retelling of whole stories (Acts). John’s DIQ are
surely clustered more heavily in certain chapters, as we will see either in the service of
testimony or of teaching, but they are nonetheless spread more generally throughout the
gospel.
A Case Study in Redundancy: Where Jesus Is Going

Repetition often requires multiple iterations to work, and here we have to differ-
entiate between the repetition of DIQ as a device (i.e. the formal aspect), and the repet-
ition of a particular statement or theme using DIQ (i.e. the content). Here we will use a
case of the latter as a means to instruct us about the role of the former. The fact that the
device is used so often makes it predictable in certain ways. As we will examine below,
the Jews are nearly always the hostile party who quote others directly, and this consistent
character trait makes their use of DIQ predictable: as soon as they are introduced into a
scene, we can expect them to quote someone, and that quotation will signal their limited

understanding of Jesus’ words and mission.?! Yet despite having several dialogue scenes

2% Proximity is a major factor in the scribal tendency to harmonize quotations as well. See the Appendix.

*! This use of “the Jews” is especially glaring in John 9: initially “the Pharisees” lead the trial against the
man born blind (cf. 9:13-17), but after “the Jews” appear (9:18) they immediately (and proleptically, cf.
9:20) quote the man’s parents (9:19, “...whom you say, ‘he was born blind’?”), initially to demonstrate that



130

with Jesus, the disciples never quote him until late in the farewell discourse, in an excess-
ively repetitive back-and-forth regarding a topic that has already confused the Jews:
Jesus’ imminent departure in “a little while” (uikpov):

John 16:16-19: “A little while (ukpdv)?® and you no longer see me, and again a
little while (pucpov) and you will see me.”

So his disciples said to one another, “What is this that he says to us, ‘A little while
(wkpov) and you do not see me, and again a little while (uipov) and you will see
me’ and, ‘Because | go to the Father’ [cf. 16:10]?” Then they were saying, “What
is this [that he says], the ‘little while (uukpov)’? We do not know what he is
saying.”

Jesus knew what they wanted to ask him, and he said to them, “Are you dis-
cussing ({nteite)® with each other because I said, A little while (picpov) and you
do not see me, and again a little while (uuxpov) and you will see me’?”

Although the entire departure sequence confuses them, the disciples draw particular
attention to the “little while,” the temporal dimension, within this brief interchange by
forcing a sevenfold repetition of the word and by isolating this element of the quotation
specifically for consideration.? The intense focus on pucpdv helps to recall the first time
it appeared:

John 7:33-34: So Jesus said, “I am with you yet a little time (£t1 ypdvov pikpov)

and | go to the one who sent me.?® You will seek me and you will not find [me],
and where [ am you cannot come.”

the man was not born blind. When the testimony of the parents forces them to accept that he was, they want
to prove that Jesus sinned in healing him (notice that their question is not who healed him, but Zow he was
healed). Meanwhile the audience knows that either position is a misunderstanding of the true situation.

*2 Only the word pikp6v appears throughout in this scene; &t ypdvov pikpov in full appears in John 7:33
and 12:35.

> The use of {ntéw in this sense is unique in John. Bultmann (John, 577 n. 7 and 177 n. 3) and George L.
Parsenios (Rhetoric and Drama in the Johannine Lawsuit Motif [WUNT 258; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck,
2010], 50-51 n. 10), however, rightly recall the dispute ({nnoig, 3:25) between the Baptist’s disciples and a
Jew regarding purification/baptism.

* Hartwig Thyen, Das Johannesevangelium (HNT 6; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2005), 669-71.
% In fact, the connections to 7:33-34 began several verses earlier. In 7:33, Jesus says that affer the little

while, “I go to the one who sent me” (bndym npog tov népyavtd pe). In 16:5, he tells the disciples, “Now 1
go to the one who sent me” (viv 8¢ Omarym pog Tov TELyavTd pe). Although Jesus’s claim that he goes is
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As we have already seen, the Jews quote the second sentence in support of the inter-
pretation that Jesus will go to teach in the Diaspora (7:35-36). A similar scene plays out
in 8:21-24, when Jesus says again (médAw) that he is going and the Jews quote him
(exactly if only partially) in support of a new interpretation: that he will kill himself.
The language returns®® at the beginning of the farewell discourses when Jesus tells
the disciples (13:33), “Little children, I am with you yet a little while (£t1 pukpov ped’
vudv ein)” before quoting what he said to the Jews in 8:21. Here it is Peter’s turh to
misunderstand, first by asking where Jesus is going.?” Jesus paraphrases (without quot-
ing) what he has already said: “Where I am going you cannot follow (dkolovOfjcar) me
now, but you will follow later” (13:36). Peter, still not getting it, asks why he cannot
follow Jesus now when he is willing to lay down his life for Jesus (13:37).% Jesus’
response, with predictions of Peter’s denials, highlights that he has misunderstood his

master’s departure language: it is Jesus’ time to lay down his life, not Peter’s.? In other

not rare, nor are references to God as “the one who sent me,” John 7:33 and 16:5 mark the only two occas-
ions that they are used together.

%6 «yet a little while” also appears in 12:35, just after a crowd questions how Jesus can say, “the Son of
Man must be lifted up,” since they have heard from the law that “the Christ remains forever” (12:34). The
crowd has misunderstood him on temporal grounds: there seems to be a contradiction in Jesus’ claim to be
lifted up (killed, according to the narrator, 12:33) soon (12:35), and the notion that the Christ remains for-
ever (12:34). Like many of the misunderstandings, the solution is inclusive: Jesus as the Christ will both be
crucified/exalted in a little while and remain forever.

*" Like the Jews, Peter has missed that Jesus is “going fo the one who sent me” (7:33; cf. 16:5). Asking this
question also associates Peter with the Pharisees who do not know where Jesus is going (8:14).

% As Brown points out (John, 2:616), the change of vocabulary (“come” to “follow”) and the introduction
of “later” (botepov) becomes important in Peter’s restoration scene (21:15-19), where Peter’s death is
alluded to (with a clarification of “later”: étav ynpdong) and Jesus gives him the definitive command,
“follow me” (cf. also 21:22).

¥ It is possible that having Peter specifically draw his sword at Jesus’ arrest by @ Roman cohort illustrates
his misunderstanding as well (Brown, John, 2:812): either he expects heavenly assistance (which is not
coming) or he expects to die at their hands (when, as he should know, it is not his time).
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words, while Jesus tries to draw the disciples closer to him by avoiding negative clauses
from his earlier statements (“you will not find me,” or “you will die in your sin’) and at
least allowing that they will follow him one day, Peter resists just as the Jews did. In
doing so, he is characterized closer to them than to Jesus.

By the time we overhear the cluster of fumbling quotations in 16:16-19 we have
been trained by the repetitive use of DIQ—in particular regarding this exact issue—to
interpret them as signaling misunderstanding. Soon after, the disciples’ boldly declare
(16:29-30): “Now you speak plainly and you do not speak in any figure of speech! Now
we know (oidapev) that you know all things... We believe in this, that you have come
from God (amo Beod £E7AOec)!”* By having repeatedly emphasized that the disciples will
only understand these things later (cf. also 13:7), the reader might sympathize with Jesus’
doubt more sharply when he asks (16:31), “Do you believe now?” In the next verse he
predicts that they will soon be scattered, leaving him alone.

This ongoing cluster of quotations spanning ten chapters works just as Suleiman
understands repetition. Along the way John eliminates from consideration the interpret-
ations 1) that Jesus meant to leave Judea and teach among the Greeks (in the flesh), 2)
that he wanted to commit suicide, and 3) that Peter or any other disciple should have died

with or for Jesus.®! Yet it also functions as Sternberg and Witherup understand repetition:

3% Compare Nicodemus (3:2), “Rabbi, we know (0idayev) that you are a teacher come from God (émd 00d
émAvbog).” However positively we might view Nicodemus, at this point he is at best at the beginning of
his journey toward understanding. That the disciples are still at the same, much earlier level of under-
standing does not speak well of them, especially since now Jesus is trying to communicate where he is
going and when he will return, not where he is from.

31 Any of these ideas are theoretically plausible in the first century, although undocumented elsewhere. On
the third issue, see Jesus’ predictive citation of Zech. 13:7 (16:32; cf. Mark 14:27 // Matt 26:31) that the
sheep will be scattered, and the denial predictions, as well as the accusation by Celsus against Jesus’ disc-
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the formal similarities with the Jews highlight the lack of understanding of the disc-
iples, 3 an incomprehension that reaches its climax in the excessive repetition of 16:16-
19, while the differences in content clarify that the disciples at least have the hope of
understanding Jesus’ predictions after their fulfillment.®® When we return to these verses
in chapter 5, we will also see that John uses repetition to modify our understanding of
their content as well, shifting the emphasis between Jesus’ returns in resurrection, the
church, and parousia as it progresses.
Part I1: Direct Internal Quotation and the Johannine Trial Motif

Even if we agree that DIQ serves the sort of redundant functions just examined,
the question remains: why repeat through direct quotation specifically? Repetition with-
out quotation allows for paraphrase and the nuancing of a particular idea, as it does in
John 6:40, 54, where both “everyone who sees the Son and believes in him” and “the one
who eats my flesh and drinks my blood” have eternal life, “and I will raise him on the last

day.” Likewise, when Jesus tells a crowd, “you are seeking to kill me” (7:19), they can

iples (plural) of giving him up beforehand (4g. Cels. 2.9; n. 161 below). Although the Fourth Gospel is still
critical of Peter, the misunderstanding scene in John 13 and Peter’s haste to fight the Roman attackers in
John 18 may serve to defend him against accusations of cowardice.

32 Cf. Bultmann, John, 577: “The disciples are as far from understanding what Jesus has said about his
departure as the Jews had been earlier (7.36).”

*3 John sets up a pattern in which none of the predictions by or about Jesus are understood in the story
world until after they are fulfilled (cf. for example John 1:31, 33 [on the coming one whom John did not
know until the predicted Spirit descends on him], or 11:4, 11, 23 [on the resuscitation of Lazarus; cf.
11:39]), while all predictive statements by other characters are either wrong (e.g. 11:56, “he [Jesus] will not
come to the feast” when in fact he must) or at best only ironically true (e.g. 7:27, “when the Christ comes,
no one will know where he is from” because they know Jesus is from Galilee, yet do not know that he is
from the Father/above). The consistent fulfillment of Jesus’ predictions show that they are trustworthy, so
that the audience may also trust the predictions that go beyond the narrative, such as his promises to raise
believers on the last day. Nonetheless the narrative is keen to guide the audience’s interpretations of these
predictions so that it does not make the same mistakes as the story world characters.
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simply respond, “Who is seeking to kill you?” (7:20). They do not need to quote him to
refer to his previous speech act. Citing the speech act directly must play its own role.
Given the frequency of narrative asides, interruptions, and so-called aporias in
John, we might expect DIQ to appear in cases of repetitive resumption—that is, repeating
a few lexical elements to help the audience recall where the narrative left off prior to an
interruption. However, outside of a handful of cases (see 4:29, 39; 8:21-22, 24; 18:5, 8),
repetitive resumption does not seem to have been a major motivator for using D1Q.**
Whereas the model of repetitive resumption comes out of the redaction-critical camp
because it seems to point to the chaotic nature of the Fourth Gospel,* advocates for the
structural unity and coherence of John are more likely to point to repetition as a struc-
tural marker in the gospel’s overall design.*® Perhaps inspired by the many chiasms in 1
John, scholars most often seek out chiastic designs to explain the present form of the

gospel.” If any have happened on the truth, then DIQ does not seem to have played a

3% On John 18:5-8, see chapter 2 above. On the other cases, see von Wahlde, John, 2:190, 387. It may be
possible to view the Baptist’s self-quotation in 1:30 as picking up where he left off (1:27) after the two-day
structure was imposed on his testimony, in a similar way that he repeats his declaration of the Lamb on the
third day (cf. 1:29, 36).

%3 See James M. Robinson (and Helmut Koester), Trajectories through Early Christianity (Philadelphia:
Fortress, 1971), 244-45; Schnackenburg, John, 2:44-46; M.-E. Boismard, “Un procédé rédactionnel dans le
quatriéme évangile: La Wiederaufnahme,” in L ’Evangile de Jean: Sources, rédaction, théologie (BETL 44;
ed. M. de Jonge; Gembloux: J. Duculot, 1978), 235-41.

% Structural unity, i.e. a coherent and marked literary design, is a separate issue from authorial unity,
which was the source of DIQ alleged by several of the scholars surveyed in chapter 1, who argue for DIQ
as a literary tendency of the sole author. A single but haphazard author can produce an incoherent text, and
a text derived from multiple hands or sources can be constructed in a careful and highly structured manner.
The latter is likely the case with the Fourth Gospel, although whether DIQ serves as one of John’s repet-
itive literary markers is doubtful.

37 See J.J.C. Willemse, Het vierde evangelie: Een onderzoek naar zijn structuur (Hilversum: Brand, 1965);
John W. Welch, “Chiasmus in the New Testament,” in Chiasmus in Antiquity: Structures, Analyses,
Exegesis (ed. J.W. Welch; Hildesheim: Gerstenberg, 1981), 211-49; E.C. Webster, “Pattern in the Fourth
Gospel,” in Art and Meaning: Rhetoric in Biblical Literature (ed. D.J.A. Clines, D.M. Gunn, and A.J.
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significant role: the device undermines the structures detected more often than it supports
them.*® The Gospel of John is so repetitive in general that these sorts of structures are
easy to find yet difficult to disconfirm, hence the wide variety of chiasms put forward.*

Yet verifiable internal quotation, because it is repetitive, can signal the structural
unity of the text in some places. Each of the scenes in which the Baptist appears is tied
together in part through DIQ (cf. 1:1-18, 19-34; 3:22-30), creating a coherent portrait of
his testimony, and the use of DIQ contributes to parallels between the Nicodemus and
Baptist material in the third chapter.*’ Direct internal quotation (in 3:7 and 4:10) is one of
several features that invite a comparison between Nicodemus and the Samaritan

woman.** Additionally the device helps to form an inclusio around the first farewell

Hauser; JSOTSup 19; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1982), 230-57; Peter F. Ellis, “Inclusion,
Chiasm, and the Division of the Fourth Gospel,” St. Viadimir’s Theological Quarterly 43/3-4 (1999): 269-
338, building on work from his earlier The Genius of John: A Composition-Critical Commentary on the
Fourth Gospel (Collegeville: Liturgical Press, 1984); George Mlakuzhyil, The Christocentric Literary
Structure of the Fourth Gospel (Rome: Editrice Pontificio Istituto Biblico, 1987).

** Within Ellis’ very detailed structure, six cases of DIQ contribute positively to chiasms while at least nine
cases are ignored by Ellis because they undermine the chiasm he finds despite ample repetition (John 4:10,
53;5:12; 8:33; 9:11; 10:36; 11:51-52; 16:19; 18:6, 8).

%% Consider only the center of the macro-chiasm: Willemse finds it in John 9:1-7, Ellis in 6:1-15, and
Webster in the four chapters from 9:1-12:50. Fernando Segovia’s comments on Mlakuzhyil’s arrangement
might easily apply to any of the studies: “The overall proposal... is also quite problematic and unconvinc-
ing. In many cases... the delineation of the proposed structural units, whether major or minor, is highly
debatable and not at all as objective as claimed. In many cases, furthermore, the proposed chiastic arrange-
ments appear quite forced” (“Review of The Christocentric Literary Structure of the Fourth Gospel,” CBQ
51 [1989]: 749-50). A similar problem, among many others, attends the pentagramic model advocated by
John J. Gerhard (The Miraculous Parallelisms of John: A Golden Mold of Symmetric Patterns [Tangerine:
Orlando Truth, 2006]).

0 Although his argument that the Baptist continues to speak through 3:36 is not quite convincing, Jeffrey
Wilson demonstrates the parallel structures of 3:1-21 and 3:22-36, where 3:5-8 (containing Jesus’ self-
citation in 3:7) parallels 3:28-31 (containing John’s self-citation in 3:28, although Wilson surprisingly
omits 3:28 from consideration) (“The Integrity of John 3:22-36,” JSNT 10 [1981]: 34-41).

*! Mary Margaret Pazdan (“Nicodemus and the Samaritan Woman: Contrasting Modes of Discipleship,”
BTB 17/4 [1987]: 145-48) compares the two scenes in terms of characterization, but highlights similarities
in structure. John 3:2-10, which develops the polyvalent “birth dvm8ev” (in part through Jesus’ self-citation
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discourse (14:28/14:3-4).** Again, however, DIQ as a structural marker does not seem to
have been a terribly frequent motivator to use the device on its own.

A more promising repetitive structure is the “riddling session” detected by Tom
Thatcher.”® The idea of Johannine riddles was advocated by Herbert Leroy, who found
eleven riddles of Jesus, all involving double entendre of some sort that the secondary
characters misunderstand by supplying the wrong referent (e.g. “living water” as flowing
water), but for which informed readers could supply the correct one (“living water” as a
spiritual gift).** Seven of Leroy’s eleven riddles involve DIQ.* While Leroy approached
riddles from a form-critical perspective, Thatcher approaches them through the perspec-
tive of folkloristics. Doing so allows him to broaden his definition of what constitutes a

riddle and provides a new, repetitive device to explain how misunderstandings are strung

in 3:7), is placed in parallel with 4:7-15, which develops the polyvalent “living water” (in part through
Jesus’ self-citation in 4:10).

*2 Jesus quotes himself in 14:28 as saying “I go” (Vméy®) and “I come to you” (épyopar Tpdg dudc); he says
the former only in 14:4, and although he says “I come again” (wéAtv £pyopon) in 14:3, he says “I come to
you” precisely in 14:18. The quotation is not the only marker of inclusio: stronger is the exact repetition of
“do not let your heart be troubled” in 14:1, 27. A chiastic structure has been detected in the farewell dis-
course (13:31-17:26) where 14:1-31 pairs with 16:4b-33, to which these terms could contribute (cf. the use
of bmdymw in 16:5, 10, quoted in 16:17), but Brown cautions, “in the discovery of this chiastic pattern we
may be dealing more with the interpreter’s ingenuity than with the final redactor’s intent” (John, 2:597).

* Thatcher explores this idea in two books (The Riddles of Jesus in John: A Study in Tradition and Folk-
lore [SBLMS 53; Atlanta: SBL, 2000] and Jesus the Riddler: The Power of Ambiguity in the Gospels
[Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2006]), and in two essays: “The Riddles of Jesus in the Johannine
Dialogues,” in Jesus in Johannine Tradition (ed. R.T. Fortna and T. Thatcher; Louisville: Westminster
John Knox, 2001), 263-80 and “Riddles, Repetitions, and the Literary Unity of the Johannine Discourses,”
in Repetitions and Variations in the Fourth Gospel: Style, Text, Interpretation (BETL 223; ed. G. Van
Belle, M. Labahn, and P. Maritz; Leuven: Leuven University Press, 2009), 357-77.

* Ritsel und Missverstindnis: Ein Beitrag zur Formgeschichte des Johannesevangeliums (BBB 30; Bonn:
P. Hanstein, 1968), 1-2. See above, chapter 2 n. 2 on Johannine double-entendre.

45 They are 1) 3:3, 5; 2) 4:10-15; 3) 6:32-35, 41-42; 4) 7:33-36; 5) 8:21-24; 6) 8:31-33; and 7) 8:51-53.
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together, one after the other: the riddling session.*® Riddles allow the riddler to challenge
normal ways of thinking by prompting the listener to detect the proper surplus of mean-
ing in the words of the riddle over their more obvious meaning.*” Paraphrastic DIQ is
perfectly suited both to test potential interpretations (“Are you really saying...?”) and to
reinterpret the statement in answers (“No, what I really meant was...”). Thatcher finds
over 40 riddles in John, perhaps 15 of which involve DIQ.*® This is a substantial amount
of quotations, but there are limitations, such as the riddling session’s inability to explain
unverifiable quotations or cases where the quotation is distant from the original state-
ment.* The main advantage of Thatcher’s model is in providing agonistic and performa-
tive circumstances to help explain the speech patterns in John.* Both features are impor-
tant in the use of testimony, which can explain an even greater number of quotations.

In an examination of oratio recta in Greek literature, Victor Bers recognizes that
an air of authenticity is often the rhetorical intent of direct quotation, which carries a

“stronger flavor of undiluted mimesis.”* The sense of authenticity given to direct speech

* Thatcher, “Riddles,” 365. Each riddle is followed by confusion and an answer.
*7 Thatcher, “Riddles,” 366.

8 The sessions are mainly in John 4; 6; 7-8; 10; 11; and 14. The cases involving DIQ are 3:3; 4:7; 6:36-40;
7:34; 8:21, 24, 31-32, 51, 9:39; 11:25-26 (?); 13:10, 33; 14:7; 16:16; 21:22.

* See below, chapters 4 and 5, for more on disjointed cases of misunderstanding.
%% Thatcher, “Riddles,” 357-58.

3! Bers, Speech in Speech, 3; importantly, Bers allows that the perception of direct quotations as “endowed
with unusual authenticity is, of course, naive.” See also p. 15: direct speech “is not only ‘highlighted’ in a
general sense, but also suggests a greater attention to the precise wording of the ‘original’.”” On the authent-
icating role of direct speech in biblical literature, see Arnim D. Baum, “Zu Funktion und Authentizitéts-
anspruch der oratio recta: Hebréische und griechische Geschichtsschreibung im Vergleich,” ZAW 115
(2003): 586-607 and Philipp F. Bartholoma, The Johannine Discourses and the Teaching of Jesus in the
Synoptics (TANZ 57; Tiibingen: Francke, 2012), 69-82.
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is probably why certain texts gravitate toward it, such as a report from a lawsuit (49 CE)
where direct speech is repeatedly introduced without embellishment:

P. Oxy. 37.4-8: Aristocles, advocate (pritwp) for Pesouris: “Pesouris, for whom |
speak... picked up a boy foundling, named Heraclas, from the gutter.”?

Other times a bit of introduction is warranted, as in the report of a legal decision from the
second or third century CE:

P. Oxy. 40.4-7: Psasnis came forward and said (ginrdvtoc), “Being a doctor by
profession, I treated these people who have given me a public burden.”™

Even with a recorder present it is unlikely that the text represents the actual words spoken
on the occasion unless a written statement (which was read verbatim) was also presented
and copied.> Instead the words most likely represent paraphrased statements to which the
litigants could agree, presented in the text however as their actual words. Second, it may
be noticed that the texts in question are reports of legal proceedings where the air of

authenticity would be important when citing a witness or a litigant.> Indeed, the Gospel

>? Translations of the Oxyrhynchus papyri are my own. Greek texts and dates taken from B.P. Grenfell and
A.S. Hunt, eds., The Oxyrhynchus Papyri (80 vols.; London: Egypt Exploration Fund, 1898-2008).

33 See, for example, a legal report from 136 CE (P. Oxy. 707): Sarapion, the advocate for Plutarchus, said
(glmev): “Plutarchus leased...” Another report from 115 CE (P. Oxy. 706) presents almost a dialogue:

EIEE)

«¢...according to the law.” And he said (ginev) to Damarion, ‘...and I pay if he should blame you’.
>* Another legal report (146 CE) ascribes direct speech to “the priest and recorder (dmopvnuatéypopoc)”
only (P. Oxy. 1102) while summarizing responses from the litigants, which may be evidence that the priest
could confidently record his own statements but did not feel confident recording the words of the litigants
directly. However the partial document records just the priest’s delivery of a verdict and several amend-
ments based on the litigants’ responses, so perhaps only his words were relevant at this point in the text.

> That witnesses can slip into direct quotation of each other is evident, for example, in the Tabulae Hercul-
anenses from 74 CE, where a witness claims: “There I heard Stephanus, Petronia Themis’s husband, say to
Vitalis, “Why do you act against the daughter, since we consider her the same as a daughter?’” (ibi me
audisse dicen/tem Stephanu(m) [mariJtfum] / Themidis Petroniae / Vitali quid invides fi]/liae cum eam
nos / filiae lo[co fa]ciamus), or in the later Gesta apud Zenophilum (320 CE): “T heard from the mouth of
the Bishop himself: ‘I was given a silver lamp and a silver casket, and these I gave up’” (ore ipsius episcopi
audiui: data est mihi lucerna argentea, et capitulata argentea, et has tradidi; translations from Rolando
Ferri, “Witness and Lawyer in the Roman Courts: Linguistic Strategies of Evasiveness and Intimidation in
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of John’s role as a forensic document, presenting directly the testimony of the Beloved
Disciple and the testimony of its characters through narration, is the most important
reason to present citations as direct quotes. However, it may be helpful to briefly examine
how John fills the role of a forensic document before turning to the ways in which DIQ
supports that role.

The passion narrative of the Fourth Gospel is odd in that it quietly skips over
Jesus’ trial before the Sanhedrin (cf. 18:24, 28). Instead, trial material is spread through-
out the gospel, creating a well-recognized lawsuit motif that gives many of the scenes in
John its flavor.*® Questions asked in Jesus’ trial before the Sanhedrin in the Synoptics
appear instead in scenes of conflict with the Jews many months prior to his arrest.>” Legal
vocabulary related to testimony, judgment, and truth colors these scenes:*®

[Juridicial terms and arguments are notably frequent in the [Johannine] Gospel

and Epistles—the Christ who is sent, witness, judge, judgment, accuse, convince,
Paraclete. Even terms of a rather mystical character, like light and truth, reveal if

Roman Trial Debates,” Incontri di Filologia Classica 12 [2012-2013]: 57-99). It is not only court docu-
ments where direct citations are abundant, but any situation where the authenticity of speech needs to be
underlined, as for example in the proceedings of a senate meeting (P. Oxy. 1103) or the record of a public
assembly in honor of a praefect’s visit (P. Oxy. 41).

%6 As an incomplete bibliography of literature on this subject, see Théo Preiss, “Justification in Johannine
Thought,” in Life in Christ (Naperville: A.R. Allenson, 1957), 9-31; Josef Blank, Krisis: Untersuchungen
zur johanneischen Christologie und Eschatologie (Freiburg: Lambertus, 1964); Pancaro, Law in the Fourth
Gospel, A.E. Harvey, Jesus on Trial: A Study in the Fourth Gospel (London: SPCK, 1976); Jerome H.
Neyrey, “Jesus the Judge: Forensic Process in John 8:21-59,” Biblica 68/4 (1987): 509-42 and “The Trials
(Forensic) and Tribulations (Honor Challenges) of Jesus: John 7 in Social Scientific Perspective,” BTB 26/3
(1996): 107-24; Andrew T. Lincoln, Truth on Trial: The Lawsuit Motif in the Fourth Gospel (Peabody:
Hendrickson, 2000); Parsenios, Rhetoric and Drama; Per Jarle Bekken, The Lawsuit Motif in John'’s
Gospel from New Perspectives: Jesus Christ, Crucified Criminal and Emperor of the World (Leiden: Brill,
2015).

37 See Raymond E. Brown, “Incidents that Are Units in the Synoptic Gospels but Dispersed in St. John,”
CBQ 23/2 (1961): 143-60, esp. 148-52 and below, n. 155.

%% According to Lincoln (Truth on Trial, 12-13), paptopia occurs 14 times (four times in all Synoptics
combined), poptopém 33 times (twice in the Synoptics), kpive 19 times (six in Matthew, six in Luke),
kpioig 11 times (four in Luke, 12 in Matthew), and words related to truth 30 times compared to 11 in the
Synoptics.
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considered from this standpoint a very marked juridicial emphasis: truth is con-

trasted less with error than with falsehood, and less with falsehood in general than

with false witness.>®
The gospel begins by repeatedly referring to the testimony of John the Baptist (see 1:7-8,
15, 19, 32, 34)% and ends by referring to the testimony of the Beloved Disciple, marked
as the authority behind the gospel (21:24; cf. 19:35?): “In the theological vision of the
Fourth Gospel, therefore, the entire life of Jesus is a legal drama that begins and ends
with the testimony of reliable witnesses.”"

The implied author’s role as a witness is also important in understanding how the
gospel presents the conflicts of Jesus and the Jews: “It is as if John, like an advocate, re-
opens the case of Jesus, drawing on new evidence provided by divine testimonies and the
legal precedents of the Law, which are appropriate in order to plead for a new assessment
of the case.”®” The gospel’s function as testimony to its audience allows the narrator to

testify, to comment on testimony, and to present a case against Jesus’ opponents. On the

model of the heavenly lawsuit found in Isaiah 40-55, Andrew Lincoln presents the trial as

% Preiss, “Justification,” 11.

5 Not to mention confession (6poroyém, 1:20 twice). John 1:15 introduces the Baptist’s self-citation with
“he testifies (naptopel)... and has cried out (kékpayev).” Harvey (Jesus on Trial, 23 n. 7) highlights the
confluence of poaptupém and kpdlm in Demosthenes (18.132), Plutarch (Cato the Younger, 58.1), and P.
Oxy. 717 (late first century, in a forensic context and &v 1@ cuvedpi®) as well as P. Oxy. 2353 (kpaldpeva
Packel; Kai &ymd eaokm). See also Rom 8:15-16, and below on Acts 23:6; 24:21. Additionally, E.D. Freed
(“Jn 1,19-27 in Light of Related Passages in John, the Synoptics, and Acts,” in The Four Gospels 1992
Festschrift Frans Neirynck [BETL 100; 3 vols.; eds. F. van Segbroeck, C.M. Tuckett, G. van Belle, and J.
Verheyden; Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1992], 3:1943-61, here 3:1951) points out that the
construction “give answer” appears only in John 1:22 and in Jesus’ trial in 19:9.

81 parsenios, Rhetoric and Drama, 2. See also Dorothy E. Lee, “Witness in the Fourth Gospel: John the
Baptist and the Beloved Disciple as Counterparts,” 4BR 61 (2013): 1-17.

62 Bekken, Lawsuit Motif, 2. On the same page Bekken makes the important point that the trial is not the
only goal of the Fourth Gospel regarding Jesus, where “his execution as a crucified criminal was remoulded
and explicated in a positive way, in order to become an apologia for the scandal of the cross and at the
same time a bold gospel about Jesus” (emphasis added).
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running throughout the gospel while George Parsenios, on models taken from Greek
rhetoric and tragedy, understands much of the gospel as a legal investigation ({nnoic)
leading up to the depiction of Jesus’ actual trial before Pilate.®® Per Jarle Bekken, mean-
while, understands John as a “crimes-legal proceedings-execution” report, with analogies
in Jewish historiographical writings and in Greco-Roman texts.** For us, the particular
generic aspirations of the authors are less important than the pervasiveness of the lawsuit
motif in the Fourth Gospel.

Direct internal quotation is one way that John incorporates the trial motif through-
out the gospel. Or, put another way, presenting Jesus’ life as constantly on trial provides a
major motivation for using DIQ frequently and consistently throughout the gospel, but
especially in forensic scenes. To demonstrate this, we will look at some examples of how
DIQ is used in trial narratives and other forensic settings in four relevant areas of liter-
ature. First we will look at the forensic defense, using Plato’s Apology as our primary
case study. Second we will look at trial scenes in Greek novelistic literature, this time
using Achilles Tatius’ Leucippe and Clitophon. Finally we will turn to the biblical texts,

briefly returning to the use of DIQ in juridicial settings in the Septuagint before exam-

% Parsenios builds on the work of E.J. Bickerman, “Utilitas Crucis,” (in Studies in Jewish and Christian
History [AJEC 68/2; 3 vols.; Leiden: Brill, 2007], 726-93, translated from RHR 112 [1935]), and is
followed in his generic assessment by Myers, “Juridicial Rhetoric,” 425-26. Parsenios compares John,
especially its use of seeking and finding, to Sophocles’ Oedipus Tyrannus. The Greek tragedians were
particularly averse to direct quotation even in trial narratives, Sophocles more so than others (see Bers,
Speech in Speech, 44-46), but even here direct quotations appear (cp. Oed. Tyr. 715-16, 29-30) and indirect
quotations are abundant.

5 Bekken, Lawsuit Motif, 1, 7-11; he follows Adela Yarbro Collins (“The Genre of the Passion Narrative,”
ST 47 [1993]: 3-28) and Peder Borgen (“The Scriptures and the Words and Works of Jesus,” in What We
Have Heard from the Beginning: The Past, Present, and Future of Johannine Studies [ed. T. Thatcher;
Waco: Baylor University Press, 2007], 39-58) in this, but draws mainly on trial scenes in the works of Philo
to explain the importation of theological motifs into a trial setting.
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ining how DIQ tends to appear more frequently in forensic contexts in the other literature
of the New Testament.
Direct Internal Quotation in Forensic Defenses: Plato’s Apology

The citations in Plato’s Apology actually begin with an unverifiable and indirect
quotation. Socrates acknowledges to the jurors that they have been told the lie: “You
should be careful not to be deceived by an accomplished speaker like me” (17ab).65 His
accusers probably said something along these lines since orators occasionally pretended
that they were unembellished speakers (as Socrates does here) while emphasizing the
preparation and rhetorical skill of their opponents (as Socrates’ opponents have
apparently done).® The “lie” is also quite similar to one of the present charges against
Socrates: that he makes the weaker argument stronger. There is some scholarly dispute
regarding this latter charge since Socrates never counters it specifically.®’ It is possible,
since the charge impacts how the jurors will hear his defense, that Socrates anticipates
and counters it with a prolonged denunciation of his own rhetorical skill (17a-18a).

As for the charges, Socrates quotes them on several occasions. They come from
two fronts: the old slanders that may prejudice the jury and the present accusations

brought by Meletus and Anytus. Socrates does not move neatly from one to the other.

% English translations, sometimes modified for clarity, from Plato: Five Dialogues (trans. G.M.A. Grube;
Indianapolis: Hackett, 1981).

% Cf. Lysias 19.1.2; Isacus 10.1 for similar contrasts, although lacking direct quotations.

57 Alexander Sesonske (“To Make the Weaker Argument the Stronger,” JHP 6 [1968]: 217-31) unsatisfact-
orily argues that the charge is never answered because it is essentially true, at least from the perspective of
the Athenians. That is, Socrates more or less admits (at the story level) his guilt on this charge in the eyes
of the Athenians while implicitly distancing himself (at the narrative level) from the Sophists, of whom the
charge is true from Plato’s perspective. Thomas C. Brickhouse and Nicholas D. Smith (Socrates on Trial
[Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1989], 68) argue more convincingly that Socrates cannot argue
directly and effectively that he fails to argue effectively, so he sprinkles evidence counter to the charge
throughout his defense, beginning as early as 17d.
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Instead he overlaps the old slanders with the present accusations, which helps to give the
present ones an air of rumor and gossip:
18bc: But these earlier ones, gentlemen, they got a hold of most of you from
childhood, persuaded you and accused me quite falsely: “There is a certain
Socrates, a wise man, a thinker® about the things in the sky and investigates all
things below the earth (td te petéopa povTioTg Kai Ta VO YiG TavTo Aveln-
mK®g) Who makes the weaker argument stronger (tov fittw Aoyov kpeittm
TolHVv).”
19bc: As if they were my actual prosecutors, it is necessary to ‘read’ their sworn
accusations: “Socrates is guilty and busies himself investigating the things below
the earth and the heavenly things (repiepydletar {ntdv Té t€ VIO YTic Kol
ovpavia) and making the weaker argument stronger (tov fjtt® Aoyov kpeitt®
now®v), and teaching these same things to others (&Ahovg tavta Tadta
dwdokmv).”
Notice that while the first charge of investigating natural phenomena is paraphrased
significantly in the later citation, the second, stereotyped charge (of making the weaker
argument stronger) is repeated exactly.®® Meanwhile Socrates adds a third charge of
teaching these things to others, drawing in one of the accusations made against him by
Meletus, that he corrupts the youth through his teaching (cf. 23d). It is a reasonable ploy:

if he has been slandered in this way for years without being found guilty of any crime,

how can they convict him now?

% The noun (povtioTyc), probably used pejoratively, does not appear in later citations of the charges and
may be Socrates’ own paraphrase anticipating the mention of Aristophanes, who introduces Socrates in a
“thinkery” (ppovtiotipilov; Clouds, 94) (Paul A. Miller and Charles Platter, Plato’s Apology of Socrates: A
Commentary [Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 2010], 25).

5 Aristotle (Rhet. 1402a) and Isocrates (Antidosis, 15), both of whom are familiar with the Apology, present
the saying nearly identically to Plato (although Isocrates in the plural). Meanwhile Aristophanes, who
precedes Plato, uses much of the same vocabulary directed at Socrates without citing the saying directly,
although he presents the idea as something commonly voiced; see Clouds, 112-13: “They say (poaciv) there
are both arguments with them, the stronger, whatever it is, and the weaker. Of these different arguments the
weaker, they say (pact), wins while speaking unjustly” (cp. 882-85).
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Socrates doubles down on this ploy when he quotes the old slanders a third time:
23d: But, so as not to appear at a loss, those accusations that are at hand against
all philosophers, these things they say: “things in the sky and things under the
earth” (ta petémpa kol Ta V7O Y1), and “not acknowledging gods” (Beovg un
vopuilew), and “making the weaker argument stronger” (tov §1t® Adyov KpeitT®
TOLETV).
The first charge is dismissively shortened but closer to the original wording, and the
second appears only with a change in verb form. But a third accusation is sandwiched in
merely as one that is always at hand to throw at philosophers, namely not acknowledging
the gods. This also happens to be one of Meletus’ accusations against Socrates.

Indeed Socrates has an eye on the present accusations throughout his defense. He
takes on the charge of teaching, introduced only in the second citation, before any of the
others (19d-23b). Then, just before he quotes the old slanders for the third time, Socrates
discusses the tendency of young men to imitate him in questioning others. The self-
important men whom they question, thinking themselves wise, get angry at Socrates

rather than the young men and certainly not at their own lack of wisdom:

23d: And they say, “That Socrates is a pestilential fellow and he corrupts the
young (dtapBeipetl Tovg véouc).”

The latter is one of Meletus’ charges against him, here presented as the common reaction
of the arrogant. In every case after this where Socrates quotes the present charges (24b, c,
d; 25d; 26b)—that he corrupts the youth, fails to acknowledge the gods that the city
acknowledges, and introduces new spiritual beings—he quotes them indirectly.” Giving

the charges a direct voice here allows Socrates to blend accusations with gossip: what

" In Xenophon’s Apology the charges against Socrates are quoted directly by Hermogenes (through Xeno-
phon, Ap. 10; cp. John 6:41) and by Socrates (4p. 12). However, Socrates later quotes the charges, attrib-
uted to Meletus, indirectly (4p. 19).
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Meletus presents as formal charges are really the petulant reactions of the arrogant and
unwise.” Socrates makes one exception to his string of indirect citations: in 27a he
paraphrases Meletus directly as saying, “Socrates is guilty of not acknowledging gods,
but also of acknowledging gods.”

The charges against Socrates do not pertain to bad acts so much as bad speaking
and the effects it has on others.”? Accordingly, Socrates focuses in his defense on the
words of his opponents, countering them with his own citations. In addition to those
already discussed, Socrates indirectly quotes the oracle of Delphi regarding him (21a),
and offers (directly) a more humble paraphrase of it (23b);"® he directly quotes a con-
versation with Callias to demonstrate that there are teachers available who take fees, if
that is worthy of a trial (20a-c); he quotes Homer to counter the idea that he should regret
putting himself in mortal danger (28b-d; cf. also 34d) as well as his accuser, Anytus
(indirectly), who said that Socrates must be executed now that he has been brought to
trial (29¢);"* and he quotes proverbs to support his claim not to be bothered by death

(40c, e). Socrates also quotes himself, both what he has just said (cf. 29¢, d; 31c and 33c¢)

7! Before he gets to the charges, Socrates directly (if paraphrastically) quotes in 24a and 28a a claim he
made in 19a. Socrates mockingly quotes Meletus as calling himself “the good and patriotic” (24b), al-
though indirectly, before citing the charges that he has brought, continuing the personal attack on his
accuser. Socrates will also twice claim that Meletus does not actually care about any of this (24c; 25c¢),
each time followed by an indirect self-citation that he has proven what he said (24d; 26ab).

> As Socrates points out (33d-34b), the true focus is on what he has said since the accusers have yet to
produce any actual witnesses that he has corrupted the youth.

3 Presumably the same oracle is quoted indirectly by Xenophon (4p. 14), although there Socrates is free,
just, and prudent rather than wise. Compare the variance in the Baptist’s oracle about the coming one,
examined in chapter 4 below.

™ John also uses (or has the characters use) OT citations to justify the actions of its characters, even if it
endangers them, in 1:23 (Isa. 40:3); 2:17 (Ps 69:9); 12:14-15 (Zech 9:9); 13:18 (Ps 41:9); 15:25 (Ps 35:19
and/or 69:4); 19:28 (Ps 69:217?).
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and an example of his teaching (30b, unverifiable).” It is not a winning strategy; he dies
after all. Then again, so does Jesus. Both the Apology and the Fourth Gospel manage to
turn the trial around on their protagonists’ accusers, ironically demonstrating their guilt
while successfully defending the innocence of Socrates and of Jesus respectively.’® What
Socrates’ defense highlights, filled as it is with quotations, is how important words have
to be in a trial focused on the effects those words have on others.

We can see the same tendency to call past words as witnesses in other cases of
defensive rhetoric. Isocrates, for example, writes a self-defense of his life and character in
Antidosis, for which he assumes the fiction of a trial in order to make all of the points he
wishes to make against his enemies (8). Like Socrates, Isocrates claims that he is charged
with making the weaker arguments the stronger and with corrupting the youth. Since the
‘charges’ relate to the quality of his speech, at three points he quotes directly and at
length from past speeches—giving them the proper context and clarifying points after
each quotation—to counter the charges (see 59; 66; 73). Prior to the first quotation,
Isocrates describes the advantages of quotation in such a trial (53-54, quoted in full at the
head of the chapter): “If I were being tried for some criminal acts, then I should not have
been able to produce such things for you to see... But since | am charged concerning

words, | think | will be in a better position to show you the truth.”’’ Selectively quoting

5 The teaching in 30b is otherwise unknown, but similar to Laws 631bc; cp. John 14:2.

7 This is a well-noted use of the trial motif in John; e.g. see Parsenios, Rhetoric and Drama, 67; Bekken,
Lawsuit Motif. For this line of argument with Plato, see Dougal Blyth, “Socrates’ Trial and Conviction of
the Jurors in Plato’s Apology,” Philosophy & Rhetoric 33/1 (2000): 1-22.

77 Isocrates also apologizes to his audience in case they have heard the quoted extracts often, but it would
not do to create new speeches to counter charges regarding his old speeches (55). In other words, the dis-
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his own orations allows Isocrates to counter the accusations regarding his speech by
calling his words as witnesses to his innocence, in the same way that the written state-
ments of proper witnesses are read aloud to the jury in a normal trial.
Direct Internal Quotation in Novelistic Trial Scenes: Achilles Tatius’ Leucippe and
Clitophon"®
The focus on speech, including DIQ, carries into fictional, prose depictions of
trial scenes in Greek novelistic literature as well. Trial scenes are an almost necessary
trope of ancient novelistic literature.”® Furthermore it may be that this literature is not
terribly distant from John’s Gospel within Greek culture. Jo-Ann Brant, for example,
makes the following observation:
The abandonment of a child by a father, tension between the adoptive parents’
desires for and authority over the foster child, confusion regarding the child’s true
identity given telltale signs of noble descent, the play between the hoped-for

wedding and the ever present danger of death—these are ingredients of the
ancient Greek novel. These are also elements of the Gospel of John.®°

pute over his words motivates him to present them before commenting on them. The same situation may be
in play in John.

78 Although the dating of Achilles Tatius’ novel is disputed, it was probably written at least a few decades
after the Gospel of John, sometime in the middle of the 2™ century. However, the proximity of Tatius to
Christian traditions is signaled not only by Christian legends regarding the author in the Suda, in which he
converts and becomes a bishop, as well as Christian elaborations of his novel where a married Leucippe is
barren until she is baptized by a monk (PG 116 col. 94). It also seems that Tatius may have been familiar
with Christian practice, namely the Eucharist, which is likely parodied in the 2™ book of Leucippe
(Courtney J.P. Friesen, “Dionysus as Jesus: The Incongruity of a Love Feast in Achilles Tatius’ Leucippe
and Clitophon 2.2,” HTR 107/2 [2014]: 222-40).

" Leucippe features two trial scenes (7.7-16; 8.7-15), the latter of which we will examine here. Chariton’s
Callirhoe (1* century) features four trial scenes (1.4-6; 3.4; 5.4-9; 5.10-6.2); Xenophon of Ephesus’
Ephesian Tale @™ century) features one long trial scene (3.12-4.4), as does Longus’ Daphnis and Chloe
(2™ or 3" century; see 2.12-19); and the Aethiopica of Heliodorus (2™ or 3™ century) features six trial-type
scenes (1.9-14, 14-17; 2.8-9; 4.17-21; 8.8-15; 19.9-17, 34-38). Additional trial scenes can be found in Latin
prose fiction as well, such as the Satyricon of Petronius (1% century; see 107-109) and the Metamorphoses
of Apuleius (2™ century; see 10.6-12). For more on the trial scenes, see Saundra Schwartz, “Clitophon the
Moichos: Achilles Tatius and the Trial Scene in the Greek Novel,” Ancient Narrative 1 (2001): 93-113.

% “Divine Birth and Apparent Parents: The Plot of the Fourth Gospel,” in Ancient Fiction and Early
Christian Narrative (ed. R.F. Hock, J.B. Chance, and J. Perkins; SBL Symposium Series 6; Atlanta:



148

Brant does not trace the similarities to direct influence, as if John deliberately imitates the
novels (especially since many of them were written decades or centuries after the Fourth
Gospel). Instead, “both Gospel and novel emerge as examples of an anticanonical genre
that continually push against the constraints of literary conventions, some of which they
share, while drawing from a literary ferment, parts of which they share.”®! Brant presses
the comparison in order to interpret the elements she lists, not as symbols of a cosmic
plot of descent and ascent, but as “integral to the development of the plot and to the
reception by its reader,” because they are familiar narrative elements.®? | do not want to
press the comparison any further than the observation that novelistic trial scenes are prose
descriptions of forensic procedures embedded in a larger narrative that often incorporate
actual courtroom practices and rhetoric:®® adding to the realism of the scene creates a
greater dramatic shock when the expectations of a trial are subverted, e.g. the defendant
protests against one crime by confessing to a more serious one, or the supposed murder
victim suddenly appears in court. The authors and communities behind the Gospel of
John may have read some of the earlier novels, or may have had experiences in the
courtroom to draw on as trial elements were integrated into the narrative of the gospel.
The trial of Clitophon in the final book of Achilles Tatius’ Leucippe and
Clitophon provides a number of examples of DIQ. The narrative situation is rather com-

plex, but essentially Clitophon has been framed for the murder of his abducted love,

Scholars Press, 1998), 199-217. See also within the same volume, Ronald F. Hock, “Why New Testament
Scholars Should Read Ancient Novels,” 121-38.

81 Brant, “Divine Birth,” 201.
82 Brant, “Divine Birth,” 211.

% See Schwartz, “Clitophon the Moichos,” 101 and the secondary literature she discusses.
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Leucippe (whose sacrificial death was faked by others), and he has been accused of
adultery with Melite, the wife of Thersander. Clitophon, who narrates, thinks he has
found sanctuary in the Temple of Artemis and is about to relate the story to the priest:
We were just about to sit down and discuss these things, when Thersander rushed
into the sanctuary, bringing some witnesses (uéptvpac); and he shouted at the
priest with a great voice: “I testify (paptopopon) before these [witnesses] that it is
not proper that he should be taken out (é€oupt}) of bonds and of death, a man
condemned to die (kateyvoopévov. .. amobaveiv) by law.” (8.1.1)%
What is important for us is that Thersander includes an implicit charge against the priest
of Artemis, that he has improperly given sanctuary to a convicted man.®
Later a proper trial begins to determine the truth of Thersander’s accusations
(8.8.1). Thersander initiates the proceedings, making the case that the council had already
condemned Clitophon to death and that the verdict should still stand.®® He avoids the
actual charge since it is demonstrably false: the supposed murder victim (Leucippe) is
alive and in the courtroom. Compare the Jews at Jesus’ trial, who initially try to avoid the
question altogether when Pilate asks what charge they bring against Jesus (18:30): “If he
were not an evil-doer, we would not have handed him over to you.” At one point in
Leucippe, Thersander even has the previous decision read aloud to the council (8.8.5).

Like the function of DIQ that Childs detects in OT narratives, Thersander uses the words

of the council to highlight the contradiction between their previous judgment and the

% My translation; Greek text taken from the LCL.

% As Thersander himself says (8.8.9-10), the altars of the goddess are for the unfortunate, not for the
convicted. See above, chapter 2 n. 134 for another quotation from Clitophon as narrator, and compare the
cases of DIQ by John’s narrator.

% In Clitophon’s earlier trial (7.7-16), Thersander’s speech is only briefly summarized (7.7.1) while the
reader is able to hear Clitophon’s defense directly. However, as Clitophon tries to extract himself from the
charge of adultery he ends up confessing to the murder of Leucippe in order to be executed and join his
love in death. Doing so tends to downplay the adultery and to show how Clitophon’s words get him into
trouble, setting him up for the second trial.
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present state of affairs.®” Thersander then turns to the priest to hear what he has to say
since he sets himself up as a god next to Artemis®® by acting against what the council had
previously decreed:
“What do you say, O most revered and moderate priest? In which sacred laws is it
written to seize from conviction (katadikng) and to loose from bonds (tdv
deopudv amoivev) those who are condemned (kateyvmopévoug) by the council
and magistrates, those who are given over to death and bonds?” (8.8.6)
He continues to focus on the conflict between the asylum given by the priest and the
previous decision of the council and the magistrates. Later drawing a contrast with
Artemis who has never let loose (Aé\vkev) nor freed (nAevBépwae) from punishment

someone already given over to death, Thersander claims:

“But you free the bound (tovg deBévtag élevbepoic), and you let loose the
convicted (tovg kartadikovg amolveig).” (8.8.10)

Thersander maintains the image of Clitophon in chains while transitioning to the present
tense and the plural to make it appear as if the priest disregards justice wantonly and
often.

When the priest quotes Thersander in his response, he will counter the impli-
cations that he frees anyone who enters the temple: he did let go (aorist verb) one
condemned man (singular noun). The priest quotes the charges directly three times over

the course of his response. First:

%7 See above, chapter 1 n. 70. In his first trial, paraphrastic DIQ is used to highlight a contradiction between
Clitophon’s confession and his present actions (7.9.7): “‘I loved Melite,” he says, ‘and therefore I killed
Leucippe’ [cp. 7.7.5]. How then does he accuse Melite, whom he loved, of murder and now wishes to die
for Leucippe, whom he killed?”

% There are interesting echoes of John here—that Jesus makes himself (equal to) God (5:18; 10:33), and
that the Jews neither honor him (5:23; 8:49) nor worship him as they should (4:21-24; 9:38). According to
Thersander, the priest should go ahead and put himself entirely above humanity (6Awg dvBpomov ceavtov
Myod), and be worshipped (npockuvvod) with Artemis since he is snatching away her honor (tynv).
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“Permit me to speak to you about what I have been charged with. ‘You let loose

29

(ékocsasgg),’ he says, ‘the one condemned to death (tov Bavdtov kateyvoouévov)’.
(8.9.7)

In the first case, Thersander complained that Clitophon should not be taken out of
(é€a1p)) chains; in the second and third, he accused him of letting a condemned man
loose from (dmoAvewv) those chains. The priest makes no mention of chains, most likely to
avoid the image of Clitophon in bonds, allowing him to adopt the verb that Thersander
had previously used only in reference to Artemis. He, acting on the goddess’ behalf, has
simply freed a condemned man who, as the priest will argue, is innocent and who was
principally condemned by Thersander, not the council (8.9.9-10).
“And now he cries repeatedly, “You let loose a convicted man who was given
over to death (katdducov Elvcoag Oovat tapadobévta)’. How, ‘to death
(Bovatw)’? ‘Convicted (katadikov)” of what?% Tell me the capital charge! ‘For
murder he has been condemned (énl dvo katéyvwotar),” he says. So he
murdered? Tell me who it is? She whom he killed and whom you were saying
was slain,” you see her living! And you would not dare to still accuse him of
murder!” (8.9.12-13)
The focus on speech here is intense. The priest still avoids mention of the chains—
Clitophon is given over exclusively to death, one that comes rather from Thersander’s

malice than the council. According to Tim Whitmarsh, “in a Greek court, a man could be

prosecuted for sycophantia (‘sycophancy’), i.e. bringing a suit against someone out of

% The priest also indirectly quotes here the charge that he acts as a tyrant (cf. 8.8.8).

% Bers (Speech in Speech, 6) acknowledges that a short phrase or single word may reproduce elements of
previous speech. Here the retention of their cases argues that “to death” and “convicted” are quoted.

*! The quotation here is indirect: fjv dmékteve koi EXeyec avnpiicdar.
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malicious intent rather than genuine grievance or public interest,” and the priest deflects
the charges against himself by suggesting that Thersander is guilty of this crime.*?

The priest then focuses neither on the prisoner’s being handed over nor on his
own liberation of the prisoner, but on the conviction to death by re-quoting these words
directly. Only now is the actual charge against Clitophon reintroduced (“for murder”),
emphatically at the head of the statement which the priest credits to Thersander himself.
In the present context, Thersander has consistently avoided the actual charges because
they are demonstrably false, relying instead on the mere fact of conviction. But he was
the one who originally called for Clitophon’s death on charges of murder. The priest, by
quoting Thersander as saying that Clitophon has been condemned for murder—and quo-
ting him indirectly a moment later as saying that she (who is present) has been slain—
emphasizes the contradiction between the man’s argument and the truth.

The trial of the priest of Artemis before the council has to do with acts rather than
words or teaching, but the war of words over the charges at the beginning of the trial
highlights how important it is to establish precisely what is at stake.*® The priest wants to
clear himself of the charge that he lets any convict loose who enters the sanctuary,

apparently of his own free will. He modifies the charges to reflect that he has let loose

%2 Leucippe and Clitophon (trans. Tim Whitmarsh; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001), 160. Notice
that when Thersander speaks, Clitophon is condemned by the council and magistrates, a fact that the priest
avoids. Instead, prior to the quotations, he suggests that Thersander has assumed every role in the legal
process over Clitophon, including that of the chief councilor (8.9.9-10). John uses a similar (although
narrative) ploy against the Jews in Jesus’ trial, depicting his conviction more as the will of his accusers at
the earthly level and of his Father at the heavenly (cf. 19:11) than the will of Jesus’ ostensible judge, Pilate.

% For DIQ in other fictional trial scenes, see Leucippe and Clitophon 7.9.7; Callirhoe 5.7.4, 6-7; Daphnis
and Chloe 2.16.3. The embedding of speech is deep in Aethiopica 1.15-16 as the guilt of Demaeneta is
revealed, where she is quoted by the servant Thisbe, who is quoted by Charias, who is quoted by Cnemon.
Thisbe, coming to Aristippus to accuse herself of framing his son, quotes herselfin 1.16.2 (cp. 1.11.4).
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one convict condemned for a crime that he quite obviously could not have committed.*
Yet the priest also turns the charges against Thersander so that he manipulates the council
to act against the goddess (through her representative) and to kill a man who is innocent
of the charges, out of personal malice. To make this case, the priest uses Thersander’s
own accusations as evidence against him.
Direct Internal Quotation as a Forensic Marker in the Old Testament

Lincoln, in Truth on Trial, examines the Fourth Gospel’s lawsuit motif in light of
the Old Testament, or more specifically, the Septuagint. He views the conflict between
Jesus and the Jews as an ongoing covenant lawsuit, particularly modeled on the language
and themes of LXX Isaiah 40-55.% Within the trial scenes of deutero-Isaiah, God calls on
the idols and the Israelites to speak/testify (41:1, 21-23; 43:9-10, 26; 44:7; 45:21) and it is
asserted that God has proclaimed (43:12; 44:8; 45:19-21) while the idols have not (41:26-
27), but unfortunately the content of God’s past speech is rarely recounted.*® Prophetic
messages fill the scenes, and in that sense portray Isaiah as presently quoting God, but

past speech acts are either presumed or at best implied in God’s lawsuit against Israel.

% That Clitophon did commit adultery has yet to be addressed and will be taken up later.

% As Lincoln points out (7ruth on Trial, 38-40 and throughout), these passages share the following pre-
occupations with John: testimony, judgment, truth, glory, and “I am” statements (41:10; 45:22; 46:9; 48:12
[2x], 17; 51:12), particularly unpredicated and absolute cases (43:10, 25 [2x]; 45:18; 46:4; 51:12). The first
scriptural citation of the gospel is on the lips of a witness quoting Isa 40:3 (John 1:23).

% LXX Isa 44:26-27 has God declare, “I am... the one who says to Jerusalem, “You will be inhabited” and
to the cities of Judea, “You will be built up’... the one who says to the abyss, ‘You will be laid waste’.”
These seem to be intended or characteristic speech acts. At 49:3, 6, Isaiah does quote something God said
to him (ginév pov) rather than something God says (Aéyet) as in the many instances of, “Thus says the
Lord.” A saying ascribed to Zion is quoted in 49:14 (cp. imputed in the present tense to Israel, 40:27). The
many allusions to the Song of Moses (Deuteronomy 31-32) allow the possibility that it provides the content
of God’s past speech (Thomas A. Keiser, “The Song of Moses a Basis for Isaiah’s Prophecy,” VT 50/4
[2005]: 486-500); however, Isaiah does not have God quote the song directly. The connection to the song is
seen in Mekhilta de Rabbi Ishmael (Pisha 12), which posits Deut 32:39 as the content of what is “spoken

from the mouth of the Lord” in Isa. 40:5.
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Lincoln’s argument for the influence of Isaiah on John is persuasive, but the covenant
lawsuit does not seem to provide an adequate model for John’s use of DIQ.

Instead, and perhaps more appropriately, it is in the narrative books where we find
closer comparisons to John’s forensic use of DIQ.Y In one case Solomon sentences
Shimei to house arrest in Jerusalem. In particular, he says (3 Kingdoms 2:37), “‘[if] you
cross the winter-flowing Kidron, you will know for certain that you will certainly die
(ywookov yvoor 6t avate anobaviy), your blood will be on your head,” and the king
swore to him that day.” Three years later when Solomon hears that Shimei has left
Jerusalem and returned, he asks Shimei (3 Kingdoms 2:42): “Did | not swear to you by
the Lord and call you to witness (érepaptopaunv) saying, ‘On whatever day you might
go out from Jerusalem and go to the right or to the left, you will know for certain that you
will certainly die (ywdokov yvdon 6t Oavate darnobavii)’?” Solomon does not cite pro-
phetic oracles as Isaiah does, only an isolated, paraphrased statement that he made in the
past which testifies to the justice (or at least legitimacy) of his current behavior, making it
predictable. Which is to say, he has Shimei killed immediately (2:46).

In a similar vein, at one point Jesus warns the Jews of the sentence should they be
found guilty of not believing that “I am” (John 8:24): they will die in their sins, just as he
said. Perhaps more to the point, the narrator reminds the audience that Caiaphas was the
one who said it was better for one man to die for the nation (18:14) as Jesus is being
taken to trial, foreshadowing Jesus’ death as clearly as Solomon foreshadows Shimei’s.

The narrative books of Jewish Scripture, embraced by John, use DIQ in various literary

°7 See above, chapter 1 n. 77 for a catalogue of accusations and defenses using DIQ in Genesis and 1-2
Kings. Here I use the Septuagint as Lincoln does.
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settings, as the Fourth Gospel does, but quotations tend to appear more readily in accu-
sations and defenses, just as they do in John.

Direct Internal Quotation as a Forensic Marker in the New Testament
Even outside of the Fourth Gospel, direct quotations appear frequently in forensic
settings within the New Testament. Before getting to the narrative texts, an odd case from
the epistolary literature should be mentioned. Hans Dieter Betz classifies Paul’s letter to
the Galatians as an “apologetic letter” because it:
presupposes the real or fictitious situation of the court of law, with jury, accuser,
and defendant. In the case of Galatians, the addressees are identical with the jury,
with Paul being the defendant, and his opponents the accusers.®
Although Betz was subsequently criticized both on the finer points of his rhetorical
analysis and even on the attempt to examine the letter in such detail according to

rhetorical criteria, it is difficult to argue that there are no forensic elements in the rhetoric

of Galatians.®® These forensic elements are clearest in the opening chapters where Paul

% Galatians (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1979), 24. Betz compares Galatians to the Antidosis of Isocrates, On
the Crown of Demosthenes, and other apologetic works (p. 15).

% For a survey of reactions to Betz’s commentary, see D.F. Tolmie, “The Rhetorical Analysis of the Letter
to the Galatians: 1995-2005,” Acta Theologica Supplementum 9 (2007): 1-28. Among the relevant works,
Troy Martin (“Apostasy to Paganism: The Rhetorical Stasis of the Galatian Controversy,” JBL 114/3
[1995]: 437-61) examines the letter in the context of controversiae, or issues that may be contested in a
court of law, and classifies Galatians as a “pre-trial letter” (p. 460); Kjell Arne Morland (The Rhetoric of
Curse in Galatians: Paul Confronts Another Gospel [ESEC 5; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 2005]) is more
flexible in matters of rhetorical genus, arguing for deliberative and judicial rhetoric and connecting the
anathemas of Gal 1:8-9 formally to the laws in Deut 13:2-18 (pp. 92-95); Robert Hall (“Arguing Like an
Apocalypse: Galatians and an Ancient Topos Outside the Greco-Roman Rhetorical Tradition,” NTS 42/3
[1996]: 434-53) connects Galatians instead to apocalyptic argumentation that “revealed God’s judgement
distinguishing the righteous from the wicked” (p. 436). Betz allowed for a mixed genre in Galatians even
while arguing in favor of classical rhetorical models. Joachim Classen (Rhetorical Criticism of the New
Testament [Boston: Brill, 2002], 26-27) is correct to emphasize that Paul was most likely familiar with
many forms of argu-mentation, whether from his Greek education, reading Greek or Hebrew literature, or
from his experiences with fellow Jews. The basic point here is not that Paul is beholden to pre-set models
of forensic rhetoric, but that Paul is at least partially engaged in a defense in the opening chapters of
Galatians, and so might be expected to reach into the appropriate toolbox in order to do so effectively.
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mounts a defense of his own status as an apostle and of the gospel he proclaimed. It is in
this context that an odd sort of repetition occurs:

Gal 1:8-9: But even if we or an angel from heaven should preach to you some-
thing other than what we preached to you, let that one be cursed. As we have said
before (o¢ mposiprkapuev), and now | say again (kai Gptt wéAw Aéyw), If anyone
preaches to you something other than what you received, let that one be cursed!’
The two statements are not identical, and | have no wish to weigh in on which is the more
original'® because, despite the different wording, the curse is still effective! Of greater
interest is the formula that connects the two curses. It seems to be doing a sort of double-
duty: Paul recognizes that he has only just cited the curse while also indicating that it is
something he spoke long ago,*® whether in a previous visit or in a previous letter. The
strong connection between the two curses provided by this formula allows for the quick
and noticeable paraphrase.'% The double recitation of the curse gives it special emphasis
while the recollection of his past invocation, whenever it was, accuses the Galatians of

failing to be watchful against defection from the true gospel. As Paul continues with the

defense of his apostleship, he will also quote what he said to Cephas (2:14)."%® Although

19 Both Betz (Galatians, 54) and J. Louis Martyn (Galatians [AB 33A; New Haven: Yale University Press,
1997], 115) argue that the move from a hypothetical £&v + subjunctive to &t + indicative represents an
adaptation in the later verse, suggesting that the protasis now indicates a present reality. Yet Martyn also
argues that the “angel from heaven” in 1:8 has been introduced to counter the angelic reverence of Paul’s
current opponents (p. 115). Either citation or both could have been modified to fit Paul’s present argument.

%" Martyn (Galatians, 114-15) argues for the former, while Betz (Galatians, 54) argues for the latter.

192 A similar formula occurs in 5:21 after Paul finishes a list of vices, “I forewarn you about such things,
just as I forewarned (& Tporéy® Vuiv kabadc npocinov): ‘Those who do such things will not inherit God’s
Kingdom’.” Paul seems to have said something like this before, hence the recollection, but perhaps the
absence of a current paraphrase allows a simpler formula than in 1:9. Paul’s earlier statement that he tes-
tifies again that circumcised men must follow the whole law (5:3) also seems to appeal to a past statement
specifically tied to testimony and legal questions.

19 Paul quotes his question to Cephas because the latter “was condemned” (koteyvoouévog fv, 2:11). The
verses that follow his quotation (2:15-21), which may (Martyn, Galatians, 246) or may not (Betz, Galat-
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as a letter Galatians does not create a complete, embedded story world to which it is self-
referential, the letter repeatedly appeals to past speech acts—quoted directly, sometimes
from the shared experience of Paul and the Galatians—as evidence in defense of Paul’s
legitimacy as an apostle and of his proclamation of the gospel. %

We might expect to find phenomena closer to the Fourth Gospel in the other
narratives of the New Testament which do create fully realized story worlds. Among
them, Revelation would seem at first glance to be a good candidate. While we may no
longer agree with tradition that the Fourth Gospel and Revelation come from the same
author, the two texts seem to have derived from groups with similar ideologies and
theological vocabulary.'®® However, Revelation is told mainly through first-person

narration with many sub-narratives embedded throughout, closer to prophetic and other

apocalyptic books than to the historical narratives of the OT. % Where the Fourth Gospel

ians, 114) be part of the quotation, are full of legal language (dwadé® four times and dikatocvvr once;
vouog six times; and also seeking [(ntovvteg] and finding [e0péOnuev]).

19 Cf. also Gal 4:6; 1 Thess. 3:4. Closer to the Fourth Gospel, 1 John 2:18 gives a sort of unverifiable quo-
tation of what seems to be a traditional slogan referring to the end-time: “It is the last hour, and just as you
heard, ‘Antichrist is coming,” even now many antichrists have come to be.” Who exactly said this slogan is
unclear since the author places the emphasis on its reception by his audience rather than its utterance by a
speaker, but the citation only functions rhetorically because someone has said this before. Like Paul, the
author of 1 John relies on the authority and familiarity of the message rather than the authority of the
speaker, perhaps in this case because it is a common teaching.

195 Among the similarities in terminology are Jesus as the ‘Lamb’, the motif of ‘living water’, and ‘I am’
statements. For a recent survey of scholarly positions on the relationship of the gospel and the Apocalypse,
see lan Boxall (“From Apocalypse of John to the Johannine ‘Apocalypse in Reverse’: Apocalyptic and the
Quest for a Relationship,” in John'’s Gospel and Intimations of Apocalyptic [ed. C.W. Williams and C.
Rowland; London: T&T Clark, 2013], 58-78) with opinions ranging from shared author-ship (e.g. Boxall
and Grant R. Osborne) to a complete dissimilarity in language, form, style, and content (Ashton).

1% In this sense it could be considered loaded with unverifiable quotations given by the first-person nar-
rator, John. Such a form of DIQ is common in apocalyptic texts, such as when Enoch recalls visions or
heavenly journeys (e.g. I Enoch 14-36, all unverifiable). This is quite a different form of DIQ than is found
in the Fourth Gospel, however.
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is replete with DIQ, Revelation contains only two cases of imputed speech,’ one in the
epistolary section and one in the narrative:

Rev 3:17: Because you say, “I am rich and I have become rich, and I have need of
nothing.”

Rev 18:7: Because in her heart she says,'®® “I sit as a queen, and I am not a
widow, and I will not see mourning.”

Like the Gospel of John, Revelation comments on the impact of speech: because Babylon
claims that she will never see grief, her plagues will come in a day (Rev 18:8). Similarly,
because Jesus said, “I am God’s Son,” the Jews accuse him of blasphemy (John 10:36).
However, although imputed speech is found in John, the gospel seems to be doing some-
thing quite different overall from its apocalyptic contemporary in terms of both structure
and frequency.

Instead we come closer to the Fourth Gospel when we turn to the Synoptic
Gospels and Acts. It is not to say that the similarities between these texts can be reduced
to the use of DIQ in juridicial contexts. Matthew, which has the most cases of DIQ
among the Synoptic Gospels, has a fondness for imputed or at least unverifiable quota-

tion: only two cases are verifiable. Matthew picks up three cases of DIQ from Mark (two

17 The term “imputed speech” is borrowed from Mark D. Matthews, “The Function of Imputed Speech in
the Apocalypse of John,” CBQ 74/2 (2012): 319-38. Matthews notes precedents for imputed speech in the
Torah (Deut 8:17-18), the prophets (Hos 12:8; Zech 11:5), wisdom literature (Sir 5:1; 11:18-19), and apo-
calyptic literature (/ En. 97:8-10), with the last of these the closest precedent for Revelation. Although each
of these cases of imputed speech pertains to wealth, Matthews concludes in a general way that “imputed
speech functions as a marker of deviance” (p. 337). This carries through in John.

"% The introductory phrase in Rev 3:17 reads 611 Aéyeic 6tt, while in Rev 18:7 it is 61t év tij kapdia adtiig
Aéyer 1. Unlike the Gospel of John, the author of Revelation does not seem to mind using &t1 with a
speaking verb to introduce direct speech immediately after a causal 6ti; for more, see the Appendix.
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110

imputed),%° four from “Q” traditions (two imputed),**° and offers 11 cases of its own

111

(four imputed).” Meanwhile Mark uses DIQ in the context of miracle stories, adding a

dramatic and dynamic quality to the scenes that would enhance their perform-ativity.'*?
John does likewise: each of the Fourth Gospel’s healing miracles includes a command
that is quoted directly (4:50; 5:8; 9:7), whether by the narrator (4:53) or by the healed

man (5:11; cf. 5:12; 9:11).**® Matthew and Luke eliminate each of the miracle cases in

Mark, despite adapting both stories. Since those in John appear in or attached to material

19 Matt 15:5 (// Mark 7:11); 26:61 (// Mark 14:58); and 26:75/26:34 (// Mark 14:72/14:30). The only very-
fiable case that Matthew brings in from Mark is Peter’s recollection of Jesus’ accusation that he would
deny Jesus (cf. also Luke 22:61/22:34). John is the only gospel not to handle Peter’s denial using DIQ—it
leaves the connection implicit (cf. John 13:38; 18:27)—although it does use DIQ in Peter’s restoration
scene (21:15-17), where his triple affirmation of love for Jesus counters his triple denial. There is also the
repetitive structure, quite close to DIQ, about Jesus’ ability to forgive sins as evidenced by his healing of
the paralytic (Mark 2:1-12 // Matt 9:2-8 // Luke 5:17-26; cf. John 5:1-12 with DIQ).

"9 Matt 11:18-19 // Luke 7:33-34 (2 imputed cases); and Matt 16:2-3 // Luke 12:54-55 (2 cases). Matt 3:9 //
Luke 3:8 seems to reflect a common saying (cf. John 8:39), but is presented as a supposition. These are the
only cases of DIQ assigned to Q by the critical edition, all unverifiable. However, Luke 7:19 is paired with
Matt 11:3 (John’s question, “Are you the one to come...?”) but the DIQ that Luke provides in 7:20 as the
message is delivered is omitted from the critical edition without argument (“Is Luke 7:20 in Q?”’; James M.
Robinson, Paul Hoffmann, and John S. Kloppenborg, The Critical Edition of Q [Minneapolis: Fortress,
20001, 120). The predilection for verifiable DIQ in the Lukan tradition and Matthew’s predilection for
unverifiable DIQ means that the answer could go either way.

" These come mainly in two blocks, either prefaced by “you have heard it said” (Matt 5:21, 27, 31, 33, 38,
43) or specifically credited to the scribes and Pharisees (Matt 23:16, 18, 30). The former claims provide
commentary on the interpretation of laws. Like other imputed speech, the latter claims are cited to under-
line the deviance, here the hypocrisy, of the presumed speakers. The final case is characterized by Jesus as
testimony against themselves (23:31). The rhetorical presupposition is that Jesus cites recognizably tradi-
tional positions, even when it is difficult to confirm this with material prior to Matthew.

12 Cf. Mark 5:31/5:30; 9:23/9:22. Mark 3:30/3:22 (“He has Beelzebul/an unclean spirit”; cf. John 7:20;
8:48) forms an inclusio around a discussion regarding Jesus’ ability to perform exorcisms.

"3 The more complex miracle scene with Lazarus also includes a case of DIQ (11:40). Furthermore, the
specifically Johannine type miracle scenes wherein Jesus reveals special knowledge to a character within
the story occasionally include DIQ (with Nathanael, 1:50/1:48; with the Samaritan woman, 4:17; cf. also
21:23/13:25).
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that has been considered the Fourth Gospel’s most primitive,*** it is possible that the DIQ
represents an early Christian storytelling technique that was refined out of the tradition by
the later Synoptics. Nonetheless even in the two Jerusalem healings John adapts the
device to serve as testimony, whether from the sick man to the Jews, launching one of the

115 or from the blind man to his

most juridicial discourses in the Fourth Gospel (5:19-47),
neighbors, setting off his own trial (9:13-34).

Still many of the cases in the gospels pertain either to testing claims about Jesus’
identity or to accusations against him. In the former category, Jesus asks how the scribes
say that the Messiah is the son of David (Mark 12:35; cf. Luke 20:41, indirectly).**°
Another case provides two quotations of rumors going around about Jesus—that he is
John the Baptist, Elijah, or “one of the prophets”—cited once by servants of Herod"*’ and

another time by the disciples.*®

In the latter category there is Mark’s double citation of
the accusation that Jesus “has Beelzebul” (Mark 3:22). The accusation is paraphrased

directly (3:30) and immediately after Jesus has declared that blaspheming the Holy Spirit

''* Whether as part of Bultmann’s or Fortna’s “Gospel of Signs” or von Wahlde’s “First Edition,” the

miracle stories are generally seen as the primitive building blocks on which the discourses are later built.
"5 See Myers, “Juridicial Rhetoric.”

16 Cf. also Mark 9:11 / Matt 17:10, asked indirectly. Four of Mark’s cases of DIQ (and 9:11) involve the
scribes, whether Jesus or the narrator is quoting them (3:30/3:22; 7:11-12; 12:35) or they are quoting Jesus
(12:32/12:29-31). This may say something about the author of Mark’s perception of how the scribes
argued. While “the scribes” are absent in John, “the Jews” fill a similar role (see below).

17 Mark 6:14-15 // Matt 14:2 // Luke 9:7-9.

'8 Mark 8:27-28 // Matt 16:13-14 (indirect) // Luke 9:18-19. There are variations between each list already
in Mark. The first citation is longer in each case, John is described as the Baptizer (6 Bantilwv, Mark 6:14)
instead of the Baptist (tov Bantiotiv, Mark 8:28), and Jesus is described as “a prophet like one of the pro-
phets” (mpogRNe GOC £ic TV TpoenTdY, Mark 6:15), although the last three words are quoted exactly in
Mark 8:28. In the first instance (6:14-15) the narrator simply reports what people were saying (in the nomi-
native), while in the second (8:27-28) the disciples quote what they are saying, first indirectly in the accus-
ative then directly in the nominative (i not &vo, 1@v tpoentdVv, cf. Matt 16:14).
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(o mvedpuo o Grylov) can never be forgiven (3:28-29): “For they said, ‘He has an unclean
spirit (mvedpo axdBaptov)’.” As in Greek trial literature, Mark turns the accusation
against the accusers, evidently without a concern to replicate the speech exactly. Mean-
while Matthew has Jesus’ accusers mock him for his inability to come down from the
cross, “for he said, ‘I am God’s Son’” (Matt 27:43; cf. John 10:36 also with unverifiable
DIQ).llg

Matthew and Luke each contribute a case of verifiable DIQ related to Jesus’
resurrection, although they use it to different ends. In Luke, two young men at the empty
tomb tell the women (24:6-7): “Remember (uviioOnte) when he spoke to you while he
was still (&t dv) in Galilee,'? saying, “The Son of Man must be handed over into the
hands of sinful men and be crucified, and rise on the third day’.” These words are basic-
ally a hodge-podge of Luke 9:22, 44 and 18:31-33, but they act as a confirmation of
Jesus’ foreknowledge of his arrest and execution at the hands of sinful men, turning the
implications of guilt back on his accusers. Meanwhile Matthew seems to have access to a
similar tradition, but presents it instead as an accusation against Jesus and his disciples.
The chief priests and Pharisees appeal to Pilate for a guard at the tomb because (27:63):
“We remember (éuvncOnuev) what that deceiver said while he was alive (811 (ov), “After

three days I will rise again’.” Matthew’s closest antecedent is when Jesus claims oblique-

"% Recall that the chief priests also wish to declare that Jesus said, “I am the Jews’ King” (19:21). The Acts
of Pilate A 1.1 picks up the quotation from Matthew and John, if indirectly, when the chief priests and
scribes accuse Jesus before Pilate: Aéyet oavtov ivor vidv Bsod kai Paciiéa (cf. A 4.5 with &t sinev in
answer to the question, “Why should he die?”).

120 Compare the possibly unverifiable case of DIQ in Luke 24:44. Interpreted directly, Jesus says: “These
are my words which I said to you while still with you, (811) ‘Everything written in the Law of Moses and
the prophets and psalms concerning me must be fulfilled’.” However, the construction is possibly indirect,
and the 81t could be causal: “These are my words (i.e. I say these things) because everything in the Law of
Moses must be fulfilled.” In that case the reference might be to Luke 24:27, but not a quotation.
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ly regarding the Son of Man (Matt 20:19), “on the third day he will be raised.”*?! In the
story world, the accusation that the disciples will steal the body provides the chief priests

with a plausible explanation for the empty tomb. Yet in the narrative, Matthew turns even

Jesus’ accusers into witnesses that he predicted his resurrection.'??

A last case of imputed speech is important because it occurs during Jesus’ trial.
Here is the judicial context in Mark, in full:

Mark 14:55-59: The chief priests and the whole council were seeking (é{ntovv)
testimony (noptopiav) against Jesus to put him to death, but they did not find
(nbprokov). For many were giving false testimony (éyevdopaptopovv) against
him, and their testimonies (noptvpion) were not the same. And some who stood
up gave false testimony (éyevdopaptipovv) against him, saying, “We heard him
saying (Hueig fixovcapey avtod Aéyovtog dtt), ‘| will destroy this sanctuary that
is made with hands, and in three days | will build up another not made with
hands’.” And so neither was their testimony (paptupia) the same.

Matthew presents more or less the same scene (26:59-61) although the saying is abridged
and modified (“I can destroy the temple...”) and it is not entirely clear that it is false
testimony.'?® Luke meanwhile omits the logion, but it seems to reappear in Acts when
Stephen is on trial:
Acts 6:12-14: And they stirred up the people and the elders and the scribes, and
coming upon him they seized him and brought him to the Sanhedrin. They set up
false witnesses (naptvpag yevdeic) who said, “This man does not cease saying
words against the holy place and the law. For we have heard him saying

(dxmroapev yap avtod Aéyovtog 6tt), “This Jesus of Nazareth will destroy this
place and he will change the customs that Moses passed on to us’.”

12! Compare John 12:34 where, in its immediate context, Jesus’ / (12:32) is re-quoted as the Son of Man.
122 1t is unclear when precisely they would have heard Jesus say this in the story since the last time Matthew
shows Jesus predicting his resurrection, he specifically addresses the Twelve alone (cf. Matt 20:17-19). It
could be among the information given to them by the informant Judas Iscariot (cf. Matt 26:14-16) or it may
only imply that Jesus made the predictions more than three times.

12 Matthew reproduces Mark’s note that the Sanhedrin sought false testimony nearly verbatim, but it is
unclear that the two who come forward (26:60) are two of those who were lying or simply two witnesses.
Matthew omits both comments on the testimony not matching.
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The high priest asks for confirmation of the testimony soon after (cp. Mark 14:60; Acts
7:1). A logion regarding Jesus destroying the temple is quoted in all three Synoptic
streams and each mentions false witnesses, suggesting that they are distancing themselves
from the claim. Only John ascribes it directly to Jesus (John 2:19), and John alone fails to
use (falsely) imputed speech to ‘handle’ the statement. Instead focusing on the timing
(“in three days”), John identifies the sanctuary with Jesus’ body (2:21) and turns a pro-
phetic denunciation of the Herodian temple into a passion prediction. Although he im-
ports elements of Jesus’ vocabulary (specifically vaog) the narrator does not use DIQ to

124 On the one hand, John 2:21 is far from the only point in

reinterpret Jesus’ speech act.
the Fourth Gospel where Jesus is identified with the temple.*?® Perhaps the opportunity to
link the prediction about the temple to Jesus proved too tempting to completely disown it.
On the other, in Jesus’ trial, at least two years and multiple trips to Jerusalem later,
threats to the temple, direct or indirect, are never mentioned. Instead he is charged with

making himself King of the Jews and Son of God. Perhaps for this reason, no one needs

to testify to what Jesus said about destroying the temple, falsely or otherwise. %

124 Two things to note in John’s simplified phrasing of the logion: first, John does not use kotaAdm and
oikodopém but Am and éyeipw, the latter because it can apply to objects or to people, in particular raising
from death (cf. John 2:20 with 2:22; also 5:21; 12:1, 9, 17; 21:14); second, John has Jesus command the
Jews to destroy the sanctuary (i.e. Jesus’ body), a command they will eventually obey.

125 For full treatments of this theme, see Mary L. Coloe, God Dwells with Us: Temple Symbolism in the
Fourth Gospel (Collegeville: Liturgical Press, 2001), Alan R. Kerr, The Temple of Jesus’ Body: The
Temple Theme in the Gospel of John (JSNTSup 220; London: Sheffield Academic, 2002), and Paul M.
Hoskins, Jesus as the Fulfillment of the Temple in the Gospel of John (Milton Keynes: Paternoster, 2006).

126 Although Nicodemus’ visit to Jesus soon after may be a sign that Jesus is being investigated, it is not
until chapter 5 that the Jews clearly decide to prosecute (£€dimkov, 5:16) Jesus, where it is for breaking
(&\vev) the Sabbath rather than the temple, and more to the point for “calling God his father” (5:18).
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While Luke provides the fewest cases of DIQ among the gospels, Acts comes the
closest to matching the Fourth Gospel with 28.'2” Furthermore, only eight of these are
unverifiable and just one of them is imputed speech, the false testimony against Stephen
(6:14). Unlike the Fourth Gospel, Acts groups most of its cases of DIQ in a few retellings
of entire stories (the conversion of Cornelius, four cases; the call of Paul [twice], 15
cases). This draws Acts closer to Genesis than to John (see esp. Genesis 24; 44).*%
However it leaves nine isolated cases like we see in John, and there are other similarities
as well. One is that thematic clusters dominate the statements that are quoted in Acts, one
related to baptism and the other to the Gentile mission. Although John’s material is more
diverse, below (chapter 5) we will examine the gospel’s thematic cluster regarding Jesus’
cosmological movements into and out of the world. The second is that most of the
statements in Acts are quoted either in explicit trial settings or at least in the defense of
certain courses of action.

Given our present focus on trial material, let us examine the cases in the long trial
narrative with which Acts concludes. Even here some cases occur in isolation. Paul is

brought before the Sanhedrin for inciting a riot due to the misperception that he teaches

against the temple and the law, and that he has brought a Gentile into the temple (cf.

1271 have omitted (since John does not feature them) prophetic statements such as Acts 21:11 (“Thus says
the Holy Spirit, ‘The man whose belt this is...””), although it may be viewed as an unverifiable quotation.

128 Given the visionary nature of the stories retold by Peter and Paul in the first person, it also draws Acts
closer to the apocalyptic literature. Although unlike Acts these latter are almost always unverifiable, see the
visionary experience in the temple told by Paul for the first time in Acts 22:17-21.



165

21:28)."* He draws attention to the judicial setting in his first piece of testimony
regarding his controversial teaching:
Acts 23:6: When Paul knew that one part was Sadducees and the other was
Pharisees, he cried out to the Sanhedrin, “Brothers, I am a Pharisee, a son of
Pharisees. | am also on trial concerning the hope of the resurrection of the dead
(mepl Emidog Kal AvacTAGEMS VEKPAOV Kpivopat).”
Even a sympathetic reader of Acts would admit that this is hardly the whole story, but the
ploy works: a fight breaks out between the Pharisees and the Sadducees and Paul is
eventually removed to Roman custody. Shortly thereafter Paul is tried before Felix, and
again offers a defense:*®
Acts 24:18-21: “There were some Jews from Asia who should appear before you
and make an accusation if they have anything against me. Or let these men
themselves say what unrighteousness they found when | stood before the
Sanhedrin other than this one statement, which I cried out while standing among
them: ‘I am on trial before you today concerning the resurrection of the dead’
(mepi AvOooTAGEDG VEKPDV £YG KPIVOLLOL GNUEPOV £Q’ i)],td)v).”131
Paul sounds as if he belongs in the courtroom, at least as Acts depicts him. It is a good
thing: he has been on trial for several chapters, and his trials will continue for a couple
more. After the riot in Jerusalem initially broke out, for example, Paul delivered a
defense (amoloyia, 22:1) to his own people in which he retold the story of his call for the
first time, including ten cases of DIQ.

Paul’s defense is not entirely successful and he wallows in prison for two years,

long enough for Judea to change governors. When the new governor, Festus, approaches

129 The judicial nature of this hearing is also signaled by Paul’s outburst after he is struck for insulting the
High Priest (23:3): “And you, do you sit judging me according to the law (kpivaov pe katd TOV vopov), yet
violating the law (mapovopdv) you command me to be struck?”” Cp. John 18:22-23.

139 When he begins his speech (24:11), Paul refers to Felix as the judge (kptrfiv) and declares that he will
make his defense (dmoloyoduar).

B! Note the several modifications that Paul makes.
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Agrippa about the matter because the chief priests and elders of the Jews have asked for a
sentence against Paul, Festus claims, in a case of unverifiable DIQ:

Acts 25:16: ““...to whom I replied, ‘It is not the custom with Romans to give up

any person before the accused (6 kotnyopovuevog) has the opportunity to face the

accusers (tovg katnyopovg), and he receives a defense (dmoloyiog) concerning

the charge (tod éyxAquotog)’.”
When Paul is granted this defense (see dmoloyéopon in 26:1, 2, 24), he recalls the story of
his call a second time, including five additional cases of DIQ. Including the false witness
against Stephen, this means that 19 of the 28 cases of DIQ are spoken in explicit trial
settings. It should also be pointed out that Peter narrates his experiences leading to the
conversion of Cornelius only after members of the circumcision party contend (using a
verb derivative of judgment, diekpivovto) with him after hearing that Gentiles had
accepted the word of God (11:1-2), which would add four more cases to the count.

There is a running theme throughout the defenses of Peter and Paul: they are not
only defending themselves but also the Gentile mission. Peter’s conversion of the Gentile
Cornelius receives special emphasis as the story is told (10:1-33) and then retold (11:1-
18),132 while Paul’s call to the Gentiles is retold on two separate occasions. By the third
time we hear it, Jesus tells Paul directly (rather than telling Ananias, cf. 9:15): “I will
rescue you from your people and from the Gentiles, to whom | am sending you to open

their eyes” (26:17-18). Acts is generally concerned to explain and to justify the expansion

of Christianity from a sort of intra-Jewish phenomenon into the Gentile world.™* Direct

132 The retelling begins before chapter 11, as Cornelius quotes the revelation he received to find Peter (cf.

10:30-32/10:3-6). When Peter retells the story himself, he quotes this message for a third time (11:13-14).

133 Another unverifiable case of DIQ occurs in Acts 27:24 after Paul has been shipwrecked. Here he claims
that an angel told him the night before not to be afraid because Paul would have to stand before the
emperor, and thus will successfully arrive in the Gentile capital.
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internal quotation allows Acts to revisit this theme, underlining what it sees as two im-
portant steps in that process: the conversion of a Gentile centurion and the call of the

apostle to the Gentiles.

There is apparently another theme with which Acts is concerned since it recurs
several times: Christian baptism. One case of DIQ related to this motif is admittedly
questionable (Acts 1:4-5):*** it is marked as something the disciples have heard rather
than what someone said, and it seems to quote something John the Baptist said rather
than Jesus (cf. Luke 3:16).2*® This same statement narrated in Luke, however, is later
quoted directly by Paul, and Jesus’ possibly indirect quotation from Acts 1:4-5 is then
quoted directly by Peter!

Luke 3:16: John answered, saying to all, “l baptize you with water, but one who is

stronger than me is coming, of whom I am not fit (ikavog) to untie the strap of his

sandals: he will baptize you with Holy Spirit and fire.”

Acts 1:4-5: He instructed them not to leave Jerusalem, but to await the
Father’s promise, “Which you heard from me,**® ‘John baptized with

% 9

water but you will be baptized with Holy Spirit after not many days’.

Acts 11:16: “I [Peter] remembered the word of the Lord, how he said,

‘John baptized with water but you will be baptized with Holy Spirit’.

Acts 13:25: “When John was completing the course, he said, “‘Whom do you

suppose me to be? | am not he [cp. John 1:20-21; 3:28], but behold, he is coming
after me of whom | am not worthy (&&to¢) to untie the sandal of his feet’.”**’

% On Acts 1:4-5 as a direct quote, see Henry J. Cadbury, “Lexical Notes on Luke-Acts IV. On Direct
Quotation, with Some Uses of 6tiand &i,” JBL 48 (1929): 412-25, esp. 415.

"% In John, there are ten cases where something that was heard is quoted, often with a transition from aorist
to present (4:1, 47; 11:20; 12:12, 34) that could mark direct or indirect quotations since the tense of the
original statement is generally kept even in indirect quotations (see Cadbury, “Lexical Notes,” 413-14). All
of these are completing (as are three other cases, 4:42; 9:32, 35) but in two instances (11:6; 21:7), what is
heard has only just been spoken in identical wording (cf. 11:4, “he is sick™; 21:7, “it is the Lord”) so that a
sort of DIQ is formed with focus on the hearer rather than the speaker.

1% Note the awkward transition from third person (ke instructed them, mopfiyyethev atoic) to first and
second person (you heard from me, NkovGOTE [LOV).
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It seems that this promise was especially important to the author of Acts, perhaps because
he was aware of people who had experienced only John’s baptism (cf. 18:25). Whether

Acts was written by the same author as Luke or not,*

the later document has quoted a
line from the earlier text to bolster its position on Christian baptism. Peter quotes the
Baptist to justify the Gentile mission, while Paul (in Acts) cites him in a synagogue to
justify his messianic claims regarding Jesus.

The Gospel of John acts more like Paul in its use of John the Baptist, with the
Baptist helping to justify claims regarding Jesus before a Jewish audience. But the Fourth
Gospel couches these citations much more strongly in the language of testimony,
foreshadowing the investigation of Jesus with a similar investigation of John and calling
the Baptist as a witness in its defense of Jesus. The Baptist’s role as a witness is well-

140

noted"3 and well-signaled in the text both when he is introduced (1:6-8)**° and when he

first speaks:**

7 Note that Paul adds phrases, including the rhetorical question and its answer, and re-words elements in
the quoted phrase. In fact, Paul’s quotation replaces Luke’s “fit’ (ikovog) with ‘worthy’ (6€10¢), as in John’s
version of the saying (1:27). Note also the possible indirect quotation of the Baptist by Paul in Acts 19:4.
Shellard (New Light on Luke, 215-18) notes further similarities between John 1:27 and Acts 13:25—adding
the singular “sandal,” the elimination of 0 ioyvpdTePOC Hov, and the addition of ovk i &y to the list—in
support of her theory that the Lukan tradition used John as a source. In her view, presenting the material
twice allows Luke to reconcile variant traditions (Markan and Johannine).

1% That the two texts have the same author is the traditional and still majority position. However for a
counterargument, see Patricia Walters, The Assumed Authorial Unity of Luke and Acts: A Reassessment of
the Evidence (SNTS 145; New York: Cambridge University Press, 2009).

Y E.g. Moloney, John, 43 (“He is never presented as a messianic forerunner. His only function is to
witness to Jesus”); or Keener, John, 1:391 (“As in the rest of the Gospel, John here functions primarily or
solely as a witness to Jesus™).

10 “He came as a witness, so that he might zestify... he was not the light, but in order that he might estify
concerning the light.”

! In chapter 4 below, we will examine in more detail how John uses paraphrase through 1:15/1:30/1:27 to
introduce and amplify the notion that Jesus is superior to the Baptist because of his preexistence.
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John 1:15: John testifies (noptupel) about him and has cried out, saying, “This
was whom I said, ‘The one who comes after me is ahead of me, because he was

29

before me’.
It may seem odd to have the Baptist quote his past speech before the story even begins,
but it accomplishes at least two things: it introduces the content of his testimony, perhaps
in summary form,**? and it establishes that his testimony is a matter of record that can be
recalled in the present (note the tense of “testify”).

The narrator segues smoothly out of the prologue into the opening scene which
begins with an interrogation regarding the Baptist’s identity:

John 1:19: And this is John’s testimony (paptupia), when the Jews from

Jerusalem sent priests and Levites to him to ask (iva épotionov)**? him, “Who

are you?”
What follows over the Baptist’s next two days of testimony is a cluster of direct
quotations, of himself and of divine revelations, including even his choice of scriptural

citation:

John 1:23: He said, “I am the voice of one crying in the wilderness, ‘Make
straight the way of the Lord,” just as Isaiah the prophet said.”*

John 1:30: “This is the one about whom I said, ‘A man comes after me who is

%9

ahead of me, because he was before me’.

4250 Abbott, Grammar, 36.

143 épwtdm often has an investigative connotation in the NT (cf. Matt 16:11; 19:17?; 21:24; Luke 19:31;
20:3; 22:68; 23:3), and énepwtdm more so (Matt 12:10; 22:23, 35, 41, 46; 27:11; Mark 7:5; 8:27, 29; 9:217;
10:2; 11:29; 12:18, 28, 34; 14:60, 61; 15:2, 4, 44; Luke 3:14; 6:9; 9:18; 18:18; 20:21, 27, 40; 22:64; 23:6,
9). épotdm can mean simply to ask (cf. John 9:2; 16:5, 19, 30), although even these cases can carry some
ambiguity, but it is often used in a forensic sense (cf. John 1:21, 25; 5:12; 9:15, 19, 21; 18:21 [2x]; also
9:23; 18:7 with énepwtdm).

1% On the similarity of John’s scriptural citations to its character citations, see chapter 4 below. My point
here is that the Baptist’s (paraphrased) citation of Isaiah is itself a self-citation of the voice crying in the
wilderness; cf. also John 10:34 (Ps 82:6): “I said, “You are gods’.”
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John 1:33: “And I did not know him, but the one who sent me to baptize in water,
that one told me, ‘The one upon whom you see the Spirit descending and

29

remaining upon him, he is the one who baptizes in Holy Spirit’.

John 1:34: “And I have seen and I have testified (pepaptopnka), ‘This is the Son
of God’.”

Presenting the material in this way has the same advantage as the testimony given in the
prologue: not only did the Baptist say these things, he can be quoted as saying them. This
is underlined still more when we last see the Baptist and he quotes himself, referencing
the earlier scene:

John 3:28: “You yourselves testify about me (ool Vueic pot papropeite),*® that |

%9

said, ‘I am not the Christ,” but ‘I am sent ahead of him’.
Later Jesus will add to this characterization of John, listing him among other witnesses
while explicitly referencing the opening scene of the gospel (5:33-36).24°

The Baptist in the Fourth Gospel is not distracted by calls to repentance and
broods of vipers. Instead he is used repeatedly and only to testify to the identity of Jesus
and to his own subordination.**’ Even in the final mention of the Baptist we do not find
any recollection of his death or of his status among the prophets, only that he performed
no signs and that everything the Baptist said about Jesus was true (10:42). The narrow

redundancy of John’s presentation of the Baptist keeps the focus on his testimony,

sharpening the Baptist’s characterization and only using him to make the ‘case’ for Jesus.

13 Notice not only the emphatic you (Opeic), but the doubly emphatic addition of adtoi. When John’s
disciples approach him, they identify Jesus, not as “the one you baptized” or even “the one who comes after
you,” but as “the one to whom you have testified” (§ o0 pepaptopnxac, 3:26).

1 The priests and Levites are sent to John (&méotethay mpdg adtdv, 1:19) on the first day, and Pharisees
[are] sent (dmeotaApévor, 1:24) on the second day. Later Jesus begins (5:33), “You sent to John (Opeig
ameotdAikote mpog Todvvny), and he has testified (nepaptopnkev) to the truth.”

"7 Whether the authors of John were in some sort of conflict with the followers of the Baptist is not my
concern, but presenting the Baptist’s testimony in this way would counter pro-Baptist claims against Jesus.
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Thematically in terms of content, John establishes Jesus’ superiority to the Baptist. In
terms of form, John establishes and reinforces the Baptist’s character as a witness.
Direct Internal Quotation as a Device in the Trial Motif of the Fourth Gospel
Admitting that John does not use DIQ only in service to the trial motif—it can be
used, for example, pedagogically—if the trial motif is a strong motivator to use the
device then we would expect it to show up especially in scenes of contention, preferably
during the several trial-type scenes of the Fourth Gospel. We have already seen that
Jesus’ first witness, the Baptist, quotes extensively (six separate quotations) in the few
brief scenes he has: the first while he is being investigated by the Jerusalem Jews (1:19-
34), and the second while settling a dispute ({ftnoc)**® between his disciples and a Jew
(3:25-30). Jesus quotes himself to Nicodemus (3:7), who has possibly come to investigate
him as a ruler of the Jews (3:1), shortly before explaining that “what we have seen we
testify (uaptopodpuev), and you do not receive our testimony (poptopiav)” (3:11). Jesus
testifies (épaptopnoev) that a prophet has no honor in his homeland (4:44) after leaving
Jerusalem. When next he returns to the city the Jews will interrogate the man he has
healed, prompting the man to testify to what Jesus told him (5:10-11).1*° The Jews then

question (ipdoav) him about Jesus, quoting the sick man directly (5:12).*

'8 However Parsenios (Rhetoric and Drama, 50-51 n. 10) labels John’s only uses of the noun, {fitnotc, an
“inquiry” rather than an investigation (cf. also 16:19), adding that here it “is in keeping with the use of the
word in philosophical contexts.”

¥ Indeed they are initially only interested in the man, pointing out that it is unlawful (ovk &gotiv) for him
to carry the bed: “This denunciation by ‘the Jews’ constitutes a formal accusation against the healed man
and signals the beginning of a juridicial controversy” (Asiedu-Peprah, Sabbath Conflicts, 68). The man
replies by testifying against Jesus. This is not the position taken by Acts of Pilate 6.1 (see chapter 4 below).

' The monologue that follows (5:19-47) has many forensic features (see Myers, “Juridicial Rhetoric™).
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The long series of episodes set at Tabernacles and Dedication (7:14-10:39) can be
viewed as a long, semi-coherent investigatory trial narrative.’®* In the disputes of chapters

seven and eight where Jesus’ words serve as witnesses in his defense,*?

the Jews quote
him four times (7:36; 8:22, 33, 52). They even quote their own accusations against Jesus
and comment on the goodness of these claims (8:48). Meanwhile Jesus quotes himself on
one occasion, reversing the charges and insisting that they will die in their wrongdoings
(8:24). Finally, in the dispute over their respective heritage and which side is more in line
with God’s will, Jesus quotes the Jews regarding his Father, that “He is our God” (8:54;
cp. 8:41), to support his accusation that his opponents are liars who act like their real
“father,” the Devil (8:44). The closely connected Dedication scene is much shorter,™ but
even here Jesus quotes both the accusation against him, that he blasphemes, and the
supposed speech act that has drawn the accusation, that he is God’s Son (10:36).

The hearing of the man born blind is couched within these stories. Here the man
testifies to his neighbors what Jesus commanded him (9:11), which leads to his inter-
rogation before the Pharisees who ask him, “What do you say about him?”* (9:17).

Suddenly “the Jews” intrude into the scene to question (jp@toav) his parents since, as

they assure us, the parents say, “He was born blind” (9:18-19). Afraid, the man’s parents

I Neyrey, “Trials (Forensic),” 107. Parsenios (Rhetoric and Drama, 81), building on Neyrey’s work,
summarizes the similarities between chapter 7 and Jesus’ passion narrative and actual trial before Pilate, to
which I add elements from chapter 8: 1) (attempts at) arrest (7:32, 44-46; 8:20; 18:1-11), 2) charges leveled
against Jesus (7:12, 21-23, 41, 47; 8:48, 52; 19:7), 3) people assuming the role of judge over Jesus (7:13,
15, 32, 45-52; 8:13, 19, 53; Pilate in the trial), 4) a cognitio by the presumed and actual judges (7:14-15,
28-29; 8:19-20, 25-26; 18:33-38; 19:8-11), 5) a verdict (the decision to arrest him in 7:30, 44 indicates
guilt, as does the attempt to stone him, 8:59; in the trial, Jesus is found innocent three times by Pilate
[18:38; 19:4, 6], who tries to release him [19:12] but in the end hands him over for crucifixion [19:16]).

132 On the use of the four witnesses in the structure of the Fourth Gospel, see above, chapter 1 n. 5.

'3 Brown (“Incidents,” 150) traces how virtually the same dialogue appears in John’s Dedication scene as
in his actual trial scenes before Caiaphas in the Synoptics; see chapter 4 below.
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request that they interrogate (épwtfoate) their son instead, since he is old enough to be a
legal witness (9:21).">* The narrator quotes them directly to explain that it was their fear
that drove them to silence (9:22-23). After he is called back and asked how Jesus healed
him, the man draws attention to the importance of his testimony (9:27): “I told you
already and you did not listen. Why do you want to hear it again?” When the blind man is
cast out, Jesus finds him and identifies the Son of Man as “the one speaking with you”
(9:37).1° Jesus then declares that he came into the world for judgment (ipipo), i.e. he
and not the Jewish authorities is judge, so that those who see may become blind (9:39).
The nearby Pharisees rightly recognize that Jesus has turned the accusations around on
them and ask (9:40), “We are not also blind, are we?”” They do not expect that Jesus will
go so far as to make this claim. Jesus responds by quoting them (9:41): “If you were
blind, you would not have sin. But now that you say, ‘We see’ (PAémopev), your sin
remains.” His paraphrase highlights that they are precisely those who will be made blind
(i.e. oi PAémovtec) while baldly stating that he and the man are not sinners (cf. 9:16, 24,
34), they are. All told this long set of pre-trial narratives from John 7-10 accounts for a
dozen more cases of DIQ.

It is important to remember that the gospel itself is presented as the testimony of
the Beloved Disciple (cf. 21:24). This allows the narrator to relate the positive testimony
of the blind man’s parents within the trial (that he was born blind and now sees) while

explaining away their lack of further testimony before the Pharisees and Jewish author-

154 Brown, John, 1:374.

1% The self-identification here is in the third person (6 AaA@v petdt 6o £keivog §oTy), quite similar to a
claim Jesus made to the Samaritan woman with regard to the Messiah (£y® ip 6 AaA®v cot, 4:26).
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ities: from the perspective of their son’s judges any more would amount to a confession
(oporoynon) that Jesus is the Christ, and would lead to their expulsion from the syna-
gogue (9:22). The reasons for the Baptist’s arrest are never given in the Fourth Gospel,
although it is mentioned (3:24). Yet in his testimony the Baptist has very strongly con-
fessed (opoArdynoev, 2x) and did not deny (ovk fpvicato, 1:20; recalled as testimony at
3:28) that he is not the Christ but that Jesus, effectively, is. Does John wish to imply that
the Baptist’s confession had something to do with his arrest? Even some of the rulers
believed in Jesus, yet did not confess (oby ®poidyovv) because of the Pharisees (12:42).
While much of the scholarly focus regarding the threat to expel confessors of
Jesus as the Christ is placed on its unlikely historicity in Jesus’ lifetime or on what it tells

1%6 its role in its narrative context should not be over-

us about the author’s community,
looked. The narrator makes a rhetorical move by implying that the absence of testimony
from the parents is due to intimidation of the witnesses by the Jews. We see similar
moves in orations. Isaeus doubts that the victims of his opponent will testify against him
because they fear him (8.42). Demosthenes accuses Theocrines of threatening and bribing
witnesses not to testify (58.7).">" Conversely, Lysias uses the absence of witnesses for his
opponent, Nicomachus, against him, contrasting Nicomachus’ lack of witnesses with the
many that Lysias himself has brought forward (7.34-43). Although Lysias offered his

own servants as witnesses, Nicomachus indicates that they could not be trusted even

under torture, implying that they would be intimidated by their master—a charge that

136 Especially J. Louis Martyn, History and Theology in the Fourth Gospel (3™ ed.; Louisville: Westminster
John Knox, 2003), 46-66, although he acknowledges (pp. 42-43) the dramatic role the verse plays in having
the narrator address the audience directly during the “drama” of John 9.

"7 Elsewhere Demosthenes uses threats to persuade witnesses to testify (19.157). For more cases, see
Alfred P. Dorjahn, “Intimidation in Athenian Courts,” Classical Philology 32/4 (1937): 341-48.
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Lysias takes time to defend against (7.35). In the Fourth Gospel, the absence of tradi-
tional witnesses in Jesus’ defense is used against him (John 8:13; cp. 5:31).2°® While
theologically sup-portive of the non-traditional witnesses (the Father, his works, etc.) the
narrator, like these orators, may be presenting the case that traditional witnesses were not
forthcoming because Jesus’ opponents tampered with the legal process.

The gospel’s role as testimony also allows the narrator to explain why the high
priest Caiaphas decisively condemns Jesus to death in a formal hearing of the Sanhedrin,
rephrasing his advice in a way that acknowledges a possible historical reality (a mass
recognition of Jesus as king in Jerusalem at Passover could well have drawn a violent
overreaction from Pilate and the Romans) while turning it to Jesus’ advantage: Jesus did
not die because he was guilty or because the Sanhedrin had power over him, but because
it was part of God’s salvific plan (11:46-53). Yet as Nicodemus points out in a perhaps
less formal hearing of the chief priests and Pharisees (7:45-52), “our law does not judge a
person unless it hears from him first” (7:51).* Yet before Jesus is taken to Caiaphas and

the Sanhedrin for trial (cf. 18:24), the narrator recalls who Caiaphas is by quoting what

138 Whether completely independent or not, later Talmudic tradition (Sanh. 43a) claims that an announcer
was sent out for 40 days looking for someone to testify on Jesus’ behalf and none could be found.

159 Cf. Exod 23:1; Deut 1:16; 17:4; 19:16-17; and Josephus, J.W. 1.209. This was also evidently an issue in
Roman law. Two factors may be important in the presentation of the Jews in John’s passion narrative: first,
no trial before Caiaphas is narrated or even noted, only that Jesus was sent bound to Caiaphas (18:24) and
then was taken to Pilate (18:28). As Parsenios emphasizes, in John the only actual trial is a Roman trial.
Second, also in 18:28, the narrator notes that the Jews (cf. 18:31) did not enter the praetorium to avoid
defilement. This means that Jesus never faces his accusers during the actual, legally binding trial. The right
to face accusers was apparently an issue for Christ-followers around the time that John was written: Acts
25:16 (quoted above) gives an assertion of the right to confront accusers in the mouth of a Roman gover-
nor, and the Emperor Trajan (10.97) replies to a question regarding the prosecution of Christians from
Pliny the Younger (10.96) with a reminder that the right to confrontation should be respected—anonymous
accusations are both dangerous and not in keeping with the spirit of the age (Nam et pessimi exempli nec
nostri saeculi est). Whatever theological or literary meaning lies behind the depiction of Pilate darting back
and forth between the chief priests and Jesus, does John also intend to depict the chief priests as skirting
Roman legal practice—and Pilate, as judge, allowing it?
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he had already advised the Sanhedrin: that it is better to have one man die for the people
(18:14), advice that led to Jesus’ death sentence long before the Sanhedrin could hear his
defense (11:53). Therefore the high priest’s statement is also evidence against him that he
and the Sanhedrin practice sycophantia rather than the law.

There is other testimony in the passion narrative. Jesus’ admission that he is in
fact Jesus the Nazorean (18:5) is quoted twice (18:6, 8). Perhaps John means to deflect

accusations that Jesus hid prior to his arrest, fleeing from justice.*®

Jesus’ plea for the
lives of his disciples is supported by the (probably unverifiable) citation of a previous
statement: “I did not lose any of those that you have given me” (18:9).1*! Finally the chief
priests request that Pilate alter the titulus attached to the cross from “Jesus the Nazorean,
King of the Jews” (19:19) to a piece of incriminating testimony supporting the charge

that Jesus is a royal pretender: “He said, I am the Jews’ King™” (19:21).1%?

1 Origen asks regarding this scene, “For if he did not want to suffer, would he have said again, ‘I am’?”
(Comm. lo. 11.208). Elsewhere (4g. Cels. 2.9; cp. also 1.61), Origen reports the accusations that Jesus was
shamefully taken while hiding (kpvntopevog) and fleeing (Sradidpdokmv). Having Jesus go to a place that
Judas knew (John 18:2) and boldly declare himself when he was aware of Judas’ betrayal (cf. using DIQ in
13:11) would all work to counter such claims. See Bickerman, “Utilitas Crucis,” 2:766, who cites the pass-
age from Origen, on Jesus’ arrest scene in John: “Ancient readers, both pagan and Christian, who were
familiar with the ways of the Roman administration understood perfectly the juridicial significance of these
brief passages.”

161 Most often, John 6:39; 10:28; and John 17:12 are cited as precedents; see chapter 1 and Moloney, Jo/n,
483; Keener, John, 2:1082; Brown, John, 2:811. They are all variations on a theme, although what is given
(something he can raise on the last day; eternal life; the name), to whom it is given (the disciples or Jesus),
and what exactly drnolivpu refers to (loss? immediate death? eschatological destruction?) varies from
paraphrase to paraphrase. Whatever the case, the referents fulfill both Scripture (17:12) and Jesus” word
(18:9). I agree with von Wahlde that “Verbal identity is not to be demanded” if these verses are in mind
(John, 2:747), although I disagree with his reasoning (“since the statement in 18:9 is not said to be an actual
quotation”). Its introduction (6 Adyog dv simev, lacking t1) and its switch from the third person (/e said) to
the first (“you gave me... I lost”) seem to mark it heavily as a direct quotation, whether paraphrased or
unverifiable.

12 4cts of Pilate 10.1 presents the titulus in indirect quotation, but of the Jews who had mockingly called
out, “You are the King of the Jews, save yourself!” (cp. Luke 23:37-38): “Pilate called the title to be
written, inscribed in Greek, Latin, and Hebrew, just as the Jews said, this is the King of the Jews.”
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Twenty-eight internal quotations occur in scenes tied to the trial motif in the
Gospel of John, if not in actual trial scenes. Others could probably be added, such as the

6,13 or those used to defend Jesus

ones that appear in Jesus’ debate with crowds in John
against the accusation that he was not aware one of his disciples would hand him over to
the authorities (13:11; 21:20).

As an internally referential device, DIQ may usefully recall words as testimony or
as an educational tool. That is, the teacher may recall his own words or the words of his
students without the need for an author to record the original speech act.'** At the story
level, what is important for the rhetorical effect of this sort of self-citation is that the
quotation is internal to the story—that the students recall the teaching, not necessarily
that the gospel’s audience does. The same goes for common sayings (see chapter 4
below): the listeners only need to recognize it as a common sentiment made by people
like them, at least enough not to object. Often in trial orations only the quotation is given.
Sometimes the litigant quotes from his opponent’s speech, which he has no reason to
publish later along with his own but from which the jury could confirm or deny the
quotation (i.e. the statement is internal to their shared story, quite possibly a fictional
story in which the oration was actually delivered if it never was in real life). Other times
the orator and witnesses refer to events outside of the courtroom but which support the
present case. As readers of the Beloved Disciple’s written testimony (21:24) that Jesus is
the Messiah and Son of God (20:31), we never learn when exactly the Baptist had his

revelations from God about Jesus or when he previously testified that Jesus is the Son of

193 On the forensic qualities of John 6, see Borgen, “Words and Works of Jesus.”

1% Plato’s Socrates is fond of this. See John 11:40; 14:2.
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God (1:30-34). We never learn when exactly Jesus testified that a prophet has no honor in
his homeland (4:44), or when he accused the people of Galilee, “You have seen me and
you have not believed” (6:36).1%°> We simply have to trust that Jesus is a reliable witness,
and that the accusations against his opponents are true. His repeatedly reliable quotations
throughout the gospel allow the reader to trust him.

The only scene dense with internal quotations outside of forensic material occurs
in chapter 4 in Samaria. The woman questions why Jesus would ask her for a drink since
she is a Samaritan and he is a Jew (4:7-8), and he, like other Jews in John, immediately
uses a quotation to answer her question—she should not focus on her recognition that he
is a Jew but on the gift of God and who specifically says to her, “Give me a drink”
(4:10).1°° By the end of the encounter, the other Samaritans believe her claims that he
could be the Christ at least enough to go check him out because of her testimony
(naptupovong, 4:39). Jesus does not deny that he is a Jew—after all, salvation is from the
Jews (4:22)—but through their conversations and the revelation of special knowledge,
Jesus has successfully called her as a witness that this particular Jew is also the Christ

(4:25-26, 29) and Savior of the World (4:42).

19 On John 4:44, see chapter 4 below. On the difficulty of 6:36, Borgen (“Observations on the Midrashic
Character of John 6,” ZNW 54 [1963]: 232-40) translates it as, “But I have said, ‘[to] you,” (cf. 6:32) be-
cause (8t1), though you have seen, still you do not believe.” Yet the form, etmov Opiv 11, is a common way
of introducing embedded speech in John (cf. 1:50; 6:65; 8:24; 9:11; 11:40; 13:33; 14:2; 18:8) and Borgen’s
alternative translation only reflects his assumption that John’s narrative should be complete in its self-
referentiality.

1% 1t is unlikely that John imagines Jesus to be culturally Judean, so his accent is probably Galilean.
‘Tovdaiog is likely a religious designation. Jesus uses DIQ to enact a revelation of special knowledge (4:17);
notice how Jesus frames the quotation: “You have rightly said, ‘A husband I do not have’... this you have
said truly.” Two more common sayings are quoted: the woman quotes a common saying that she ascribes
to Jews generally (0peig Aéyete), again in contrast to Samaritan beliefs (4:20); and Jesus quotes what
appears to be a proverbial agricultural saying to the disciples, ascribing it to them directly (4:35).
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The focus in these scenes, on how Jesus does or does not fit into the character of
“the Jews” as perceived by Samaritans, draws attention to how “the Jews” are presented
in the Fourth Gospel generally. While “the Jews” in John have been the subject of sub-
stantial research and comment in the field, it is nonetheless difficult to parse out the par-
ticulars of their group character especially as distinct from other groups like the rulers,
chief priests, and Pharisees.*®” John does not consistently differentiate between these
groups, and this is true with certain cases of DIQ. In the meeting of the Sanhedrin,
Caiaphas tells the chief priests and Pharisees (cf. 11:47) that it is better for one man to
die. When the scene is recalled by the narrator, Caiaphas is said to have given this advice
to the Jews (18:14). Of course, the chief priests and Pharisees are Jews, just as Jesus and
his disciples are. Outside of a general sense that the term “the Jews” is used for those
hostile to Jesus, the gospel is apparently not terribly consistent in its use of the term.

However, direct internal quotation may provide an important criterion for determ-
ining the Fourth Gospel’s positioning of “the Jews” as Jesus’ legal opponents in his trial
against the world: in nearly every case where a hostile party quotes either Jesus or poten-
tial witnesses in his defense, that hostile party is explicitly, even awkwardly labeled “the
Jews.” Sometimes this happens only because the Jews are the group already in the scene,

as is the case several times in chapter eight.'®® However in other cases they unexpectedly

17 Reading from a narrative point of view, Lincoln (Jokn, 248) is typical when he comments: “The
impression given... is that the evangelist is not much concerned with hard-and-fast categories. Distinct
groups from the time of Jesus, the Pharisees and the chief priests, can be brought together and, in the light

29

of the circumstances of the evangelist’s own time, can be labelled ‘the Jews’.

18 See, for example, 8:31 which starts off a new sub-scene by mentioning the Jews after a small narrative

break (8:30) just before the first misunderstanding quotation of Jesus (8:33). Jesus’ dispute partners in this
scene are a generic “they” (five times, cf. 8:34, 39, 41, 42) until 8:48, when “The Jews answered and said

to him” with a self-quotation, and again in 8:52, “The Jews said to him” with a quotation of Jesus.
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appear in order to quote Jesus or potential witnesses. In the healing of the sick man (5:9-
10) we are belatedly told that it is the Sabbath, which has not yet been mentioned, and the
Jews suddenly enter a scene in which they were nowhere to be found in order to inter-
rogate the healed man just before quoting his testimony (5:12). In 6:41-42, “the Jews”
unexpectedly appear in a scene in Galilee to quote Jesus twice, when previously his
audience had only been a crowd (cf. 6:24). In the next chapter Jesus’ audience, pre-
viously referred to as Jerusalemites (7:25) and a crowd (7:20, 32), becomes “the Jews”
prior to the only quotation of Jesus in the chapter (7:35-36).2%° Later Jesus seems to be
addressing Pharisees (cf. 8:13) until “the Jews” quote him in 8:22. A jarring change of
terminology occurs in the trial of the man born blind. The Pharisees have been named
three times in close succession (9:13, 15, 16) before the man’s parents are called in as
witnesses. The accusers are called “the Jews” as soon as they need to cite the supposed
testimony of the witnesses (9:19).17°

Lastly, a notable example comes during Jesus’ own trial. The Jews have already
appeared repeatedly throughout the trial, as late as 19:20, but so have the chief priests (cf.
19:15). Only when they ask Pilate to change the titulus to a quotation, “He said, ‘I am the
Jews’ King’,” are they labeled “the chief priests of the Jews” (19:21)! This phrase ap-
pears nowhere else in the gospel. Whatever else might be going on with John’s fond-ness
for using “the Jews” over the chief priests, rulers, and Pharisees (not to mention terms it

fails to use, like scribes, elders, and Sadducees), the Fourth Gospel is remarkably consist-

' The Jews had appeared already in the chapter (7:11, 13), in fact providing the first reaction to Jesus
(7:15), but they do not appear again until a quotation is needed, nor do they appear after the quotation.

170 Apart from the narrative note in 9:22 that the Jews have intimidated the witnesses (see above), the term
does not appear again in the chapter.
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ent in assigning “the Jews” to any group that questions Jesus’ or another’s testimony
through direct quotation.*”

Only one likely exception exists: in 12:34 “the crowd” asks how Jesus can say the
Son of Man must be lifted up.*’? His immediate response is not hostile (12:35-36), but
Jesus leaves “after saying these things” and hides from them because they did not believe
in him (12:37). It is not entirely clear that “they” should be identified narrowly with the
crowd, but it is likely. If we take the quotation as if made with hostile intent and not to
clarify a perceived contradiction between what they have heard from Scripture and what
Jesus says, it would provide the sole exception to the pattern. The repetitious use of “the
Jews” to dissect testimony through quotation is well-established nonetheless, and it helps
to set up this particular group as representative of the presumed prosecution. If the
crowds have begun to question Jesus’ testimony in a similar manner to “the Jews,” it
points to Jesus’ need to fulfill the prophecies of Isaiah—that few would believe or under-
stand him (12:38-41)—and may signal the threat of darkness and judgment encroaching

on the world (12:44-50).1"

! In addition to Jesus’ multiple quotations to the Samaritan woman immediately after she labels him a Jew
(cf. 4:9-10, 17) this character trait may appear in a scene between Jesus and Pilate. The latter asks Jesus if
he is King of the Jews (18:33) and Jesus responds (18:34), “Do you speak (Aéyeic) from yourself, or did
others speak (elmdv) about me?” Jesus is asking him to quote the actual accusers. Pilate, still thinking he is
in control and refusing to admit that he is only parroting the chief priests, refuses to quote them and instead
asks (18:35), “I am not a Jew, am [?”

12 See von Wahlde (John, 2:543, 759) for a redactional explanation for the use of “crowd” here.

' As pointed out above, even the disciples engage in this behavior in their first and final quotation of
Jesus’ teaching (16:17-18) before they scatter and he is arrested.
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In stark contrast to “the Jews” stands the narrator, whose authority is connected
with the Beloved Disciple. The narrator quotes Jesus three times (13:11; 18:9; 21:23),"
in each case to clarify his speech without any suggestion of misunderstanding. Just after
the last of these cases, which defends Jesus from the accusation of a false statement
regard-ing the death of the Beloved Disciple, we are told, “This is the disciple who
testifies about these things and who wrote them, and we know that his testimony is true”
(21:24). Unlike the characterization of “the Jews,” the Beloved Disciple is presented as a

reliable witness for the defense of Jesus.

' Technically the narrator quotes Jesus at 6:41, but this is to explain the reaction of the Jews to Jesus’
speech, as recognized by Brankaer (“Citations internes,” 134 n. 5).
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Table 5. Direct Internal Quotations in the Narrative Books of the New Testament

Direct Internal Quotation in Mark

Original Statement

Re-quotation

Mark 3:22 - kol oi ypoppateis oi dmod

Mark 3:30 - 6t Eleyov mvetpa axdadopTov

1 ‘Tepocordpmv kataBdvtes Ereyov Ot Eye.
BeedlefoOd Exer
) Mark 5:30 - émotpageic &v 1 dylw Eleyev: Mark 5:31 - BAéneig TOv dylov cuvOAifovta o€

Tig pov fjyato TAOV ipatiov, kot Aéyelg Tig pov yorto;

[Common] Mark 7:11 - vueig 8¢ Aéyete: dav ginn
avlpomog T® maTpl i| Ti pnTpei- KopPav 6
£€0TIV dDPOV...

¢ Matt 15:5 - vueic ¢ Aéyete 0g av €inn 7@
natpl i) Th pnTpi- ddpov 6 Eav £€ ¢pod
®QeA0fic 0V pi) TP GEL TOV TOTEPO AVTOD"

[Unverifiable] Mark 6:14-16 - kai Ereyov 611 Toavvng 6
Bamtiov éynyepran ¢k vekpAV Kal d10
10970 évEPYoDoIY i duvapElg &v aVTd.
aAlot 8¢ Edeyov Ot ' Hhag €oTiv: dAAOL 68

4-6 E\eyov OTL TPOPNTNG MG €I TGOV TPOPNTAHV.

[Unverifiable] Luke 9:7-8 - 610 10 AéyecOor 7O TVeV ST
Toavvng yépOn ¢k vekpdv, KO TveV 68 OTL
‘HMog €pavn, GAAmv 8¢ TL Apoei g TIg
1OV apyaiov avéorn.

[Unverifiable] Mark 8:28 - o1 8¢ simov ovTd Aéyovtsg 8Tt
Todvvnv tov Bartiotv, kol dAlot HAlav,

; dAAOL 8¢ BTL £1g TV TPOPNTAV.

[Unverifiable] Luke 9:19 - oi 82 émokpidévrec simov Twévvny
oV PBoamtiotnv, dAlot 6¢ 'HAlav, GArot 6 dtL
TPOPNTNG TIS TAV Apyoimv dvisTn.

8 Mark 9:22 - aAX’ €l 1 30V PorOnoov Nuiv Mark 9:23 - 6 8¢ Incodg einev avTd* 10 &l
omhoyyvioOeic £p’ Mudg. ovvn.

Mark 12:29-31 - dnexpidn 6 Tnoovg étimpodty | Mark 12:32 - elnev avtd 6 ypoppatede:

9 €otv: dKove, Topank, kKvplog 6 g0 NpdAv KoA®C, S186cKkale, £n” dAnOsiag eimec dT1 &g

KOpLOG £ig £0TIV.... £6TIV Kl 00K £6TIV dAlOg TANV aVTOD.

10 [Common?] Mark 12:35 - ndg Aéyovotv ol ypopupoteic 6t
0 YPLoTOS ViOg A0Vid EoTLY;

Mark 14:30 - kai Aéyel avt® 0 Incodg Apnv Mark 14:72 - xai avepviotn o Tétpog 1o

MY® 601 6TL 60 oljpuEPoY TavTY TH VOKTL TPIV | Plina dg elnev adtd 6 Incodg &t Mpiv

1] 0lc GAéKkTOpO QOVijGaL TPIG pE dapviion. arékTopO Oig QOVijooL TPic e amapvion:

Matt 26:34 - €pn a1 6 Tncodg Apijv Aéym Matt 26:75 - xai pvnobn o I1€tpog tod

" 601 OTL &v TaOTN TH) VUKTL PiV GAEKTOPO pnpatog Incod gipnkdtog 6t Ipiv dréktopa

Qpovijcor TPIg GTapvion NE.

Qovijco Tpig drapviion pe:

Luke 22:34 - 6 &8¢ sinsv Aéym oo, IéTpe, 00
POVIGEL CNUEPOV GAEKTOP MG TPIG pE
amopvi|on eidévart.

Luke 22:61 - kai Omepviodn 6 TTétpog Tod
Loyov o Kvupiov, ¢ simev adtd dti Mpiv
GAEKTOPO QOVIjGOL GIUEPOV ATAPVIION NE
Tpic.
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Table 5. Direct Internal Quotations in the Narrative Books of the New Testament (cont.)

Direct Internal Quotation in Mark

Original Statement

Re-quotation

12

[Unverifiable]

Mark 14:58 - ‘Hueig ikovoapey antod Aéyovtog &1t
‘Ey® kotoidom 10V vadv T0DToV TOV YELPOToinToV
Kol 010 TPL@V uePpdv drhov dyerpomointov
oikodopnco.

[Unverifiable]

Matt 26:61 - Obtoc o1 Advapar KoToAdoar TOV
vaov Tod Qo Kai o1l TPLAOV T|pePAV oikodopijcar.

Direct Internal Quotation in "Q" Traditions

Original Statement

Re-quotation

[Common?]

Matt 3:9* - kai pr d6&nte Aéyev év Eavtoic matépa
Eyopev Tov Appaap.

Luke 3:8* - xai pr| dpEncbe Aéyew €v €avtoig:
notépa Egopey TOV ABpadp.

2-3

[Unverifiable]

Matt 11:18-19 - §A0sv yap Todvvne pite éoiov prte
Tivov, kol Aéyovotv: dopoviov Exer. RA0sv 6 vidg Tod
avOpmmov £obinv Kol Tivav, kai Aéyovotv idov
avopmmog Payog Kal 0ivomdTNG, TELOVAY Qilog Kl
GROPTOLGV.

Luke 7:33-34 - éMAvbev yap Todvvng 6 fantiotrg pun
8c0imv &ptov prte mivav oivov kol Aéyete: daipdviov
&xer. EMAvbev 6 vidg Tod avBpdTov Ecbimv Kal Tivav
Kol Aéyete: 1000 AvOpTOS PaYOg Kal oivomdTng,
@ihog TELOVOV Kol GpuapTOA®OV.

[Common]

Matt 16:2-3 - oyiog yevopévng Aéyete: €0did,
moppaler Yap 6 o0pavos: Kol Tpoi: GIUEPOV YELUOV,
noppaler yap otoyvalov 6 ovpavég.

Luke 12:54-55 -8tav idnte vepéAny dvatéAlovcay €mi
duoudv, evBémg Aéyete dTL dpPpog EpyeTar, Kol
yivetol obtog: kai §tav voTov Tvéovta Ayete 0Tl
Koavov 6T, Kol yivetat.

Direct Internal Quotation in Matthew Only

Original Statement

Re-quotation

[Common; cf. LXX Exod 20:15; Deut
5:18]

Matt 5:21 - 'Hxovcate &t £ppébn 10ig apyaiolg OV
QoveoELs.

[Common; cf. LXX Exod 20:13; Deut
5:17]

Matt 5:27 - 'Hxovcate &t Eppén OV poyyedosrc.

[Common; cf. LXX Deut 24:1 (?)]

Matt 5:31 - Eppéfn 6¢ “Og av amoivon Tijv yovaiko
00700, 06TM AVTH drocTdCLOV.

[Common; cf. Num 30:2]

Matt 5:33 - [TéAw fikovcoate &t Eppedn Toig dpyaiolg
Ok émopknosls, anodmaosig 0¢ 1M Kvpig Tovg
6pKovg GoVL.

[Common; cf. LXX Exod 21:24; Lev
24:20; Deut 19:21]

Matt 5:38 - 'Hxovoate 6t £ppébn ‘O@Baipov avti
0p00Lpod Kol 600vTa avTi 666vTOG.
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Table 5. Direct Internal Quotations in the Narrative Books of the New Testament (cont.)

Direct Internal Quotation in Matthew Only

Original Statement

Re-quotation

[Common; cf. LXX Lev 19:18]

Matt 5:43 - 'Hkoboate &1 Eppén Ayamioers Tov

6 mAnciov cov Kai pienoelg 10v £x0pév cov.
[Imputed] Matt 23:16 - Obai Opiv, 63nyoi TvEAOL oi Aéyovteg: g
7 av opoon &v 1® vod, 000<EV £oTiv: 0 0’ v Opdon &v
T 1PV6d Tod vaod, Opeiler.
[Imputed] Matt 23:18 - kol 6¢ @v 6podon év T® Bvoraotnpie
8 0VOEV £0TIV: 0 0° @v Opoon &V T 0PW TG ETAVE
00100 0@eiler.
[Imputed] Matt 23:30 - koi Aéyete: i fjpeda év Taic Nuépong
TAV TaTEPOV NUAOV 0VK GV fjpnedo aOTAV Kotvovol
9 &V 1O aipaTL TOV TPOPNTOV.
10 | [Imputed] Matt 27:43 - sinev yap 811 @god gipn Yiée.
Mt 20:19 - kol TapaddcoVcLY ADTOV TOIG Matt 27:63 - Aéyovteg: kOpte, Euviodnuev Ot €keivog
£€Bveotv gig 0 éumaifon kol pacTiy®doot 6 mhévog ginev T {dv- petd Tpeig Nuépag
11 1 ki otovpdoat, Kol Ti Tpitn Nrépa gysipopar.
gyepOnoeTan.
Direct Internal Quotation in Luke Only
Original Statement Re-guotation
Luke 7:19 - Erepyev mpog tov KOpLov Luke 7:20 - dméotethey Mudc Tpoc 68 Aéymv XV £l 6
1 | Myov IV € 6 épydpevog, §j drlov Epyopevog, 1 drrlov TPOGOOKMNEY;
TPOGOOKDNEV;
Luke 9:22 - ginwv 611 §€T TOV VIOV TOV Luke 24:6-7 - pviioOnte dg EMdAnoey Opiv €Tt Qv év
avlpdmov Tolhd TaOEIV Kal i FaMAaig, Aéy@v Tov viov Tod avBpdTov dTt dET
AmodoKIpacO VAL G0 TAOV nopododijvar gig yEipag AvOpOTOV GPapTOALDOY Kol
npecPoutépov Kol apyepimv Koi otovpodijvon kai Tij Tpityn Npépa dvactijvarl.
YPORRATEOV Kol dmokTavOijvon kKol Ti
Tpitn Npépaq &yepOijvor.
Luke 9:44 - 6 yap viog To avOpamov
2 . . L
périer TapodidocOon gic yeipag
avlpanov.
Lk 18:32-33 - mapadodiocTar yap Toig
£0veowy Kai épmary0nceTan Kol
VBprodnoceTon ki EpnTuoOyceTor Kol
ROCTIYDGAVTEG GTOKTEVODOLY QVTOV KOl
i pépa i) Tpitn dvootioeTal.
[Unverifiable] Luke 24:44 - OYtot oi Adyot pov od¢ ELGANGa TPOC
3 VUAG ETL OV oLV VUTV, 6Tt OET AN POTvoL TAVTO T

veypoppéva &v 1® vop® Moicéng kol Toig
TPOPNTONG KO YOApROIS TEPL ENOD.
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Table 5. Direct Internal Quotations in the Narrative Books of the New Testament (cont.)

Direct Internal Quotation in Acts

Original Statement

Re-quotation

[Unverifiable] Acts 1:4-5% - gALG mepyuévey v Emayyeliav tod
TaTpoOg fiv Nkovcote pov, 6t Todvvng pév
1 épanticey VoaTL, DUElS 0E v TveHpaTL
ParticOcec0e ayi® oV peTd TOAAAS TONTAS
npépog.
[Unverifiable] Acts 6:14 - dxnkoapev yop odtod Aéyovtog 61t
‘Incotg 6 Nalmpaiog 00T0g KaTalbcel TOV TOTOV
2 T00TOV KOl GALGEEL T £0M O TOPEd®KEY TNV
Moveiic.
Acts 10:3-6 - kai gimovro avT@d Acts 10:31-32 - kai pnoiv: Kopvijiie, eionkoveon
Kopvijhie. 0 ¢ drevicog adtd kol G0V 1] TPOGEVYN] KO 0l ELENUOGVVOL GOV
EuQoPog yevouevog eimev: Ti éotiv, KUpte; | épvijodnoay Evomov Tod 0god. mépyov odv sig
ginev 8¢ adTd* ai mpocevyei 6ov Kol ai | Ténmny kai petokdrecon Tipova dg émucaleiton
glenpocvval cov avépnoav eig Iétpog, ovtog EevileTon v oikia Tipmvog fopoimg
3 pvnpécvvov Epmpocdev Tod Oeod. Kol mopd Odracoay.
viv Tépyov dvopag gig Tornnv kai
peTdmepyol Zipova Tiva 6g
é¢mucareiran IIéTpog: 0vTog EevileTan
nopd Tt Zipovi puposl, @ éoTiv oikio
napd 0dracoay.
Acts 10:13 - kai &yéveto @ovn Tpog Acts 11:7 - fikovoa 8¢ Kal pviig Aeyovong pot:
4 adToV: avaotag, [1étpe, Oboov kal avootdc, Iétpe, VooV Kol PaYE.
Qaye.
Acts 10:14 - 6 8¢ TIétpoc simev- Acts 11:8 - ginov 88 pndopdg, KOpLE, HTL KOOV i
5 pnoapdc, kopie, 611 000émote EQayov axafaptov 0vdémote ciciiAlev €ig 10 6TéNA pOV.
LAV KOWVOV Kol aKkaOapTov.
Acts 10:15 - kai v wdA €k devtépov | Acts 11:9 - dmexpibn 8¢ €k deLTEPOL PV €K TOD
6 TPOG aVTOV: @ 6 0g0g ékabapioev, o pi) | ovpavod- @ 6 Bgog ékubapioey, 6V pi| Koivov.
Koivov.
[Acts 10:32] Acts 11:13-14 - amiyysihev 88 Mpiv ndC e1dev TOV
dyyelov &v 1@ oikm adtod otabévra kal gimdvrar
7 amoctelhov gic TonTny Kol perdmepyor Tipovo
10V émkoiovpevov [IéTpov, 6¢ haifqoel prjpata
7POG 62 £V 0ig GO OGN oV Kai Tég 6 010G GOV.
[Acts 1:4-5] Acts 11:16 - guvnodny 6 tod pratog T0d Kupiov Mg
8 Eleyev- Toavvng pév épantioey HoaTL, DUELS 08
ParticOceo0s v mvevpaTt ayio.
Luke 3:16 - anekpivato A&yov ndow O Acts 13:25 - d¢ 8¢ énAnpov Todvvng Tov dpdpov,
Toavvng: €yo pev Hoatt Bomtilom vubg: Eleyev- Ti &N DTOVOETTE givan; OVK Eipl £y GAL
9-10 | #pyeton 82 6 ioyVP6TEPOG POV, 0V 0VK id00 ZpyeTon pet’ £pd ov ovk sipl dog TO
gipl ikavog Aot TOV ipdvto T@V V6o TOV T0d®V Aboar.
vmodnpdTev avTov:
[Unverifiable] Acts 20:35 - tavto dmédeiEa duiv 6t obTmg
KomidvTog Oel avtihopfavesOot T@dv doBevodvimv
11 LVTLOVEDELY TE TOV AOY@V ToD Kupiov Incod 61t

adTOG EMEV: PEKAPLOV EGTIV PILAOV S100VaL i
happavery.
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Table 5. Direct Internal Quotations in the Narrative Books of the New Testament (cont.)

Direct Internal Quotation in Acts

Original Statement

Re-quotation

Acts 9:4 - kol tecdv Emi TV YTV

Acts 22:7 - €meca te €ig 10 £30pOg Kal KOVGO POVTG

12 fikoveev vV Aéyovoav avT@®: Laovk | Aeyovong pot Zaovk Xaovd, Ti pe S1OKELS;

a0V, Ti pe SrOKeIg;

Acts 26:14 - tavtov 1€ KaTamecdVTOv NUAV gig TV
Yiiv fikovc o VY Aéyovcav Tpog e T EPpaidt

13-14 SAékt®: Laovh Zaovl, Ti pe S1OKEIS; GKANPOVY
o601 TPOG KEVTPO. AaKTICEWV.

Acts 9:5 - ginev 8¢- Tig €i kOpre; 6 8¢ Acts 22:8 - &ym 8¢ dmeipifnv- Tig €1, kKOpLE; einey T8

15-16 | &y® gipr 'Incoig 6v 6V SLOKELG: pog Eué- &y® sim 'Incovg 6 Nalwpaiog, 6v o
OLOKELG.

16-17 A:Cts 26:15 - éyo 8¢ elna- Tig &1, KOpLE; 6 5 KOPLOg
gimev: £yo eim Inoodg 6v 6V ddkelc.

Acts 9:6 - @Al dvdoTnO kKol gicer0g Acts 22:10 - gimov 62 Ti moMje®, KOpLE; 6 & KOPLOg

&ig TV O Kol AaAnOfoeTar 6oL & Ti | cinev mpOG e GVAGTAS TOPEHOV £ig AURUGKOV

18-19 | G¢ 5ei mouciv. KOKEel 601 LaAN 0 oETOL TEPL TAVTOV OV TETAKTOL
G0l ToijcaL.
Acts 26:16a - Arhd avaotn O Kol oTii01 £l TOVG
[17] T6d0g Gov.

[Unverifiable] Acts 26:16b-18 - &ig TovTo Yap deONV ooy,
npoyslpicacOur o DINPETYY KAl papTVPA OV TE
£10eG pe OV TE 6O copaL oo1, EaLpodpevoeg o £k
70D Aaod Kol £k TOV £0vAYV gig 01g £YD GmocTéEAAL®

20 o€ avoi&al 6@0arpovg aVTAV TOD EmoTpéyal 4o
oKOTOVG €ig PAG Kal Ti|g EEovoing ToD caTavd &mi
T0V 00V 100 LofEiv a0TOVS dPESIY APOPTIAOV KOl
KATpov &V ToiG NYlacpévols wicTel i) €ig Epué.
9:17 - kol €mbeig én’ adTOV TOG XEIPOG Acts 22:13 - éM0dv Tpog Epe Kol MGTAG £imey ot
ginev: Taovh adeheé, 6 KOpLog Laov) ddeLQE, avapreyov.
21 anéotolkey pg, Incotc 6 6¢0sig cor

v 1] 08® 7 Tipyov g avapréyng

Kol TAN601ic TvevpoTog ayiov.

[Completing] Acts 22:14-16 - 6 8¢ sinev- 6 Bedg TOV TATEPOY
MNUOV TPoeYEPicaTO 6€ YvAVIL TO 0N pa avToD
Kol i0€Tv TOV diKaov Kai aKoDoul QoVily €K ToD

22 oTOPOTOG A VTOD, OTL E01 PAPTVS AVTD TTPOG

TavTag AvOp®OTOVg OV EDPAKAS KOT TiKOVGUG. KUl
viv Ti péhders; avaotas panticorl Kol arérovoar
Tag dpoptiog cov EmKaiesapevog 10 dvopa
avTod.
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Table 5. Direct Internal Quotations in the Narrative Books of the New Testament (cont.)

Direct Internal Quotation in Acts

Original Statement

Re-quotation

23-25

[Unverifiable]

Acts 22:18-21 - kai idelv ovtOV Aéyovto pot
onedoov kol £Eeh0g év Tayer £€ Tepovoaip, 10TL
0V TapadEEOVTUL GOV papTupiov TEPL £Rov. Kayd
glmov- KOpiE, avTOl EMmicTavTal 611 £y® fiuny
PUAOKILOV Kol 0PV KOTA TOS GLVAY®YHS TOVG
moTtevovTug ¢mi 6f, Kal HTe £EgvvveTo TO aipa
21e@Avov 100 napPTLPOS 60V, KOl 0VTOG TjUNV
£PEGTMOS KOl GVVEVOOKAV KOl QUAAGCOV TU INaTIO
TGOV AvaLpovvTmV aVTéV. Kol lnev Tpog pe
TOPEVLOV, OTL EY® gig £0vn poxpayv éEanooTeld o€,

26

Acts 23:6 - &kpalev €v T@ cvvedpio:
avopeg aoerpoi, &ym Daproaiog gip,
viog Paproaiov, Tepl EATioog Kai
AvVO6TACEMS VEKPAOV Kpivopat.

Acts 24:21 - | mepi b TavTng PoVAG Ng dkékpatal
€V 00TOIC £6TAG OTL TEPL AVUOTACEMS VEKPAY $YD
Kpivopon cijpepov £9° dpuOv.

27

[Unverifiable; cf. Acts 25:5]

Acts 25:16 - Tpog obg amekpifnv 6ti 00k EoTiv £00¢
Popaiog yopiCesdai Tiva avOpmmov mpiv ij 6
KOTNYOPOOUEVOS KOTA TTPOCMTOV £Y0L TOVG
KaTNy0povg Témov 1€ amoroyiog Adfor tepi To0
gykiparoc.

28

[Unverifiable]

Acts 27:24 - Méyov: pi) popod, Iladre, Kaicapt 6
O&l TOPUOTIVAL, KOl 100V KEYGPLoTAL GOL 6 O£0G
TAVTOG TOVS TAEOVTUG PETA 60D.




CHAPTER 4
DIRECT INTERNAL QUOTATION AS A MEANS OF INCORPORATING AND
DEVELOPING TRADITIONAL MATERIAL
“Therefore take the talent from him, and give to the one who has ten talents. For

to everyone who has, it will be given, and he will have abundantly, but the one
who does not have, even what he has will be taken from him.”

Matthew 25:28-29
For there will be no honor in any man who is not immortal, but only (in) those
who were chosen from an immortal substance, which has shown that it is able to
contain him who gives his abundance. Therefore I said, “Everyone who has, it

will be given to him, and he will have plenty.”

Apocalypse of Peter (NHC V11, 3) 83.19-29"

So far the scope of this study has broadened from an atomistic examination of
each minute change made in individual quotations, to the various roles that direct internal
quotation plays within the gospel as a whole. In this chapter we will again broaden the
scope of the study to examine what DIQ says about the Fourth Gospel in the context of
early Christian tradition. As will be evident in a number of cases, John uses direct inter-
nal quotation to incorporate traditional, pre-gospel material. The paraphrases and
repetitions allow John to endorse traditional sayings or understandings of Christ, to
critique others, or simply to move them in a direction that agrees with John’s theological

understanding.

' Cf. also Luke 19:27. Translation of Apoc. Peter by Roger A. Bullard, “Apocalypse of Peter (VII, 3),” in
The Nag Hammadi Library in English (ed. J.M. Robinson; San Francisco: Harper & Row, 1981), 340-45.
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Determining which material is likely to pre-date the Fourth Gospel is particularly
difficult in such an early Christian text. I do not want to focus on how John draws in
previous (non-Christ-following) Jewish material here, such as adaptations of OT lan-
guage and motifs, or how the Fourth Gospel reflects ideologies similar to those found in
Philo, the Qumran texts, or apocalyptic literature. That is a different, and much larger,
study. I am interested in John’s christology, eschatology, and soteriology, and how DIQ
may offer us a window not only into how John compares to other groups of Christ-
followers, but also how aware of those other groups’ ideologies and rhetoric John may
have been. The evidence for John’s understandings, like those of other groups, is present
only in texts, and this is where things can get tricky. Determining the relative date of
first-century texts is notoriously difficult; the various solutions to the “Synoptic problem”
are only one example. We might be confident that John post-dates the genuine letters of
Paul, but what of the pseudo-Pauline letters? Or Acts? Or Revelation, for that matter?
Even if we might think that a text post-dates John, it may still be relevant if we are
somewhat confident that it is independent of Johannine thought. I offer no solutions to
these questions, but their influence will be felt in the discussion and notes.

The bulk of the study in this chapter will be empirical: case by case, we will
examine John’s DIQ for parallels in other early Christian literature, including from time
to time the early church fathers. Parallels with more numerous and significant lexical
connections to John will be considered stronger, but modern scholars occasionally point
us to parallels with only similar themes, or with similar formal or syntactic structures.

The nature of the study will have a cumulative impact as we see case after case where
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John presents traditional material, sometimes notably out of character for the Fourth
Gospel, that is brought in and cited by the characters. The material is then fit into various
Johannine motifs. With verifiable quotations, John’s paraphrases often move the material
in a direction that serves the literary or ideological purposes of the Fourth Gospel. I leave
open the question of John’s direct dependence on earlier texts such as the Synoptic Gos-
pels, citing scholars in favor of both adaptation and independent development, not to
mention scholars who appeal to John’s accurate historical recollections, because in any
event they support the point being made here: that John uses DIQ to comment on and
develop sayings that pre-date the Fourth Gospel, whether they are Johannine, Synoptic,
Pauline, or simply historical.

Before engaging with John, a brief study will present the direct internal quotations
in the fourth century Acts of Pilate. Choosing a text this late provides somewhat of a
control case since the influence evident in parallels between Pilate and the texts of the
New Testament is almost certain to move in one direction, from the NT to Pilate.? In
other words, we already know where Pilate is getting this stuff, so we can instead focus

on how the later text uses DIQ to incorporate traditional material.

2 Although see n. 12 below. Possible references to Pilate, or at least the traditions behind it, appear in Justin
Martyr (4p. 1.35.9, “the acts drawn up under Pontius Pilate”; cf. 1.48.3) and Epiphanius (4g. Her. 50.1),
but Eusebius refers to another Acts of Pilate used against Christianity in the fourth century (Eccl. Hist.
1.9.3-4; 9.5.1; 9.7.1), indicating there were multiple texts with similar titles but of wildly different char-
acter. Bart Ehrman and Zlatko Plese, from whose edition I take the Greek text, survey potential dates
ranging from the second century to the sixth, themselves settling on the fourth (7The Apocryphal Gospels:
Texts and Translations [New York: Oxford University Press, 2011], 420). The direct dependence of Pilate
on John is already evident in its other title, the Gospel of Nicodemus.
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A Brief Case Study: The Acts of Pilate

The Acts of Pilate provides an informative case study linking the themes of the
previous chapter to those of the present one. Above I argued that one of the major motiv-
ations for John’s abundant use of DIQ is the role that testimony plays in the lawsuit motif
developed throughout the Fourth Gospel. Pilate is an expanded narration of Jesus’ trial
before Pilate, purporting to give the public record of the trial, written in Hebrew by
Nicodemus and translated into Greek.’ It is filled with DIQ as witness after witness is
called up to testify in Jesus’ trial. Much of this testimony is internally unverifiable and
might justifiably be called external (although again it is internal to the story), for example
the sick man’s testimony that Jesus once told him, “Carry your bed and walk!” (6.1; cf.
John 5:11). Yet a significant amount of DIQ is verifiable (see Table 6)," and at least one
unverifiable quotation (4.1) is modeled on a similar case in Matthew 26:61 (“This one

said, ‘I can destroy this sanctuary, and in three days build it up’”).’

3 The shorter Greek recension (A) is dominated by the trial, although Jesus is executed by the 11" chapter
and the narrative continues for five more with the (more informal) trials of Nicodemus and Joseph of
Arimathea, outed as disciples when they bury Jesus. A longer recension (B) also includes Jesus’ descent to
the underworld where the prophets recount their own predictions as testimony regarding Jesus through
external quotation, i.e. the prophetic pre-texts provide the material for their self-quotations.

* It should be noted that Table 6 is only a partial list of DIQ in Pilate, namely DIQ evidently drawing on
canonical tradition. More cases could be added, possibly (in some cases, likely) dependent on traditions
outside of the New Testament.

3 Pilate no longer credits the statement to false witnesses but to “the Jews,” perhaps under the influence of
John which is alluded to, confusingly, after Pilate asks which sanctuary is meant: “The one that Solomon
built in 46 years” (cf. John 2:20 referring to Herod’s temple).
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As in John, DIQ is used to reiterate accusations against Jesus:

A 1.1: Annas and Caiaphas and... the rest of the Jews came to Pilate accusing
Jesus of many deeds, saying, “We know this one is a son of Joseph the carpenter,
born from Mary, and ke calls himself Son of God and King.”®

A 1.1: Pilate said to them, “Which evil deeds?”” They said to him, “He is a
magician.”’

A 2.3: The elders of the Jews replied, saying to Jesus, “What will we see? First,
that you were born of fornication...”

A 2.5: Annas and Caiaphas said to Pilate, “These twelve are believed, that ‘He
was not born of fornication’; all the multitude, we cry out, ‘He was born of
fornication,’8 and ‘He is a magician,” and ‘He calls himself Son of God and
King,” and we are not believed.”
The charges are stated first as the case is built, and then reiterated as the high priests feel
they are losing ground.
Also as in John, a case is discursively made for Jesus and against Jesus’ accusers.

The former is done through the testimony of the witnesses and even of peripheral

characters such as Pilate’s wife (2.1-2), or a courier who worships Jesus as he enters

% See above, chapter 3 n. 121. The quoted phrase is turned into an indirect quote in 4.5: “He called himself
[simev otov] Son of God and King.” Although Pilate is much less paraphrastic than John is, there are still
many small modifications in the quotations. In the present case, etvon in 1.1 is dropped in 2.5.

7 Although the charge that Jesus is a magician (yong éotwv) is not found in the canonical gospels, it is here
attached to the familiar one that Jesus casts out demons by Beelzebul. The Jews have quoted themselves
once already in 2.1 when Pilate’s wife sends the message about having nothing to do with this righteous
man because she has suffered through the night (cp. Matt 27:19): Answering, the Jews said to Pilate, “Did
we not tell you, ‘He is a magician’? Behold he sent a bad dream to your wife!” That Pilate incorporates a
tradition of Jewish charges of magic against Jesus is evident from other literature (e.g. b. Sanh. 43a;
Origen, Ag. Cel. 1.6).

¥ See above, chapter 2 n. 145. That Jesus was not born of fornication is apparently an important issue for
Pilate. Annas and Caiaphas have already claimed to have cried out that he was born of fornication and have
been re-quoted by the narrator (each in 2.4). Their language echoes that of the twelve (among them Lazarus
and James) who deny that Jesus was born of fornication (2.4). In addition to the reference the Jews make to
this testimony in 2.5, they are referred to as “the twelve [men] who said, ‘He was not born of fornication’”
on five other occasions (2.5 [2x], 2.6; 9.1; 12.1). It is not coincidental that claims in favor of Jesus
outnumber claims against him (seven to four).
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because he heard some children saying (1.3), “Save (c®oov), [you] in the heights!

Blessed is the one who comes in the name of the Lord.””

The case against Jesus’ accusers
can be seen in the repetition of a familiar scene from Matthew (27:24-25):
9.4: Taking water, Pilate washed his hands before the sun, saying, “I am innocent
of this righteous one’s blood. See to it yourselves!” Again the Jews cried out, “Let
his blood be upon us and our children.”"’
12.1: Joseph [of Arimathea] replied to them, ... Now the one who is uncircum-
cised in the flesh but circumcised in the heart, taking water he washed his hands
before the sun,'' saying, ‘I am innocent of this righteous one’s blood. See to it
yourselves!” And answering, you said to Pilate, ‘Let his blood be upon us and
our children’.”
A scene that appears once in a single canonical gospel is now repeated (from 4.1) and
even testified to by a member of the Jewish elite.'
So Pilate uses DIQ extensively to present itself as a court record, to make the case

for Jesus’ innocence, and to make the case against his accusers. Pilate also uses DIQ to

incorporate and to comment on traditional material. Table 6 presents only those cases of

? Cp. especially Matt 21:9 // Mark 11:10. After this testimony, the Jews contend that the courier, being
Greek, could not understand the statement spoken in Hebrew (1.4). The courier says that he asked what
they were crying out. Pilate asks to hear it, and the Jews (not the courier) answer with the phrase in (trans-
literated) Hebrew, making them witnesses to the cry. Asked for a translation, they give the same statement
as is quoted by the courier. Pilate asks them, “If you testify (Oueic poptopeite) to what was said by the
voices of the children, what did the courier do wrong?”’

' Pilate 4.1 adds tod avOpdmov, “this righteous person.”

" There is already some minor textual confusion whether Pilate washes his hands before the “crowd” or the
“people” (the 9" century ©) in Matt 27:24 (cf. 27:25). “Sun” is evidently secure in Pilate 9.4, but here A
has “people” while B, C, the Coptic, and the Latin have “sun” again. Although seemingly a pagan image
(with the sun as a deity), the expression “before the sun” (more akin to doing something “in full daylight™)
appears in Greek literature only in the Septuagint (e.g. LXX Num 25:4; 2 Kgdms 12:12), translating the
Hebrew wnwi 7a1. It is possible that doing things “before the Lord” and “before the sun” may have con-
tributed to the outsider impression that Christians worshipped the sun (e.g. Tertullian, Ad Nat. 1.13), but |
have not found any appeal to this expression in support of such a misunderstanding.

'2 The repetition and DIQ allow a threefold declaration of innocence by Pilate (including 4.1) comparable
to what is found in Luke and John, but using Matthew’s more anti-Jewish scene.
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DIQ that can be traced to the canonical gospels, and it is fairly extensive: at least 20 cases
with ties to the NT, with several quoted multiple times. Furthermore, although quite con-
servative in its reproductions of Scripture and in its internal quotations, Pilate does not
slavishly copy from the gospels. For example, we might compare the quotations of
Dysmas, who is crucified with Christ, to the statements presented in Luke:

Luke 23:42: And he was saying (£\keyev), “Jesus, remember me when you come
into your kingdom!”

It is unclear whether we should take the Incod that follows “he was saying” as a dative
(“he was saying to Jesus™) or a vocative, as translated.”” Pilate clarifies for us by adding
an article:

Acts of Pilate A 10.2: And he was saying to Jesus (§Aeyev 1® 'Incod), “Remember
me, Lord, in your kingdom!”"*

The vocative address is not only changed to a less ambiguous form (k0pie, not kvpiw),
and perhaps to a more proper level of respect, it is also moved to the middle of the
sentence. Later Dysmas comes forward in paradise to address the holy fathers recently
brought up from the underworld:
Acts of Pilate B 26.1: “I was, just as you were saying, a bandit and a thief in the
world, and for these reasons the Jews overpowered me and handed me over to
death on the cross with our Lord Jesus Christ. And so while he was hanging on

the cross, seeing the signs that occurred I believed in him, and I called upon him
and said, ‘Lord, when you rule, do not forget me! »15

B Asa vocative, see ESV, NASB, NIV, and NRSV, but as a dative, see KJV.
' Other recensions, including B and the Coptic, add “when you come” in line with Luke.

" Dysmas uses a cognate verb, Bacilevoeg, rather than “in your kingdom.”
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In his own retelling, the thief recognizes “Jesus” (as it appears in 10.2) as “our Lord Jesus
Christ” and completes the thought of the earlier statement: Jesus has not only come into
his kingdom, he now rules.

The Acts of Pilate seeks to accomplish three interrelated goals with its use of DIQ
to incorporate traditional material. First, it wants to lend itself the authority of the familiar
gospel accounts. By having witnesses recount testimony that is familiar to the audience,
that the audience already expects to hear in this setting, the “court record” asserts its reli-
ability. Its second goal is to lend support to the gospel accounts. The attribution of the
information to Nicodemus, written down by the Jewish authorities in Hebrew while still
under Pontius Pilate, are fictions meant to bolster the narrations of the trial in the canon-
ical gospels, now supported by official court records and written by the Jewish author-
ities. Third, it seeks to clarify, smooth over, and harmonize the canonical gospels, which
it seems to revere. For example, in the underworld (B 18.2) John the Baptist testifies that
he said, “Behold the Lamb of God who takes away the sin of the world” (cf. John 1:29),
and also that he heard the voice of God the Father saying, “This is my beloved son, in
whom I am well pleased” (cf. Matt 3:16-17). This allows Pilate not only to harmonize
John with Matthew,'® but also to portray the Baptist as continuing to prophesy in Hades

about the Son of God who is about to come."”

'® As Pilate seems to have worked it out, the baptism occurs between John 1:31 and 1:32 so that the Baptist
can reflect on what he saw (as in John 1:32-33) and testify to what he heard at the baptism (thus harmon-
izing John 1:34 with Matt 3:17). Mark and Luke are apparently left to the side here.

' This image of the Baptist is not unique to Pilate; e.g. see Origen, In Luc. Hom. 4 (PG 12 col. 1811) and
Ps.-Hippolytus, Treatise on Christ and Antichrist 1.45.
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NT
Original Statement Quotation Parallel
A 1.1: "He calls himself God's Son and A25;45 Matt 27:43;
King" John 19:21
A 1.1: "This one... healed the lame and... | A6.1 Mark 3:2;
the demon-possessed on the Sabbath by Luke 13:14;
evil deeds." John 5:16
[Unverifiable] A 1.3: "Others were spreading their Mark 11:9;
garments and saying, 'Save, [you] in the Matt 21:9;
heights. Blessed is the one who comes in Luke 19:38;
the name of the Lord." John 12:13
A 2.1: His wife sent word to him saying, A22 Matt 27:19
"There is nothing between you and this
righteous man; for | suffered many things
throughout the night because of him."
A 2.3: "What will we see? First, that you A24(2x),5 John 8:41?
were born of fornication..."
A 2.4: Some reverent Jews who were A25(3x),6;9.1;12.1 John 8:41?
standing there said, "...we know that
Joseph was engaged to Mary, and he was
not born of fornication.”
[Unverifiable] A 4.1: "This one said, 'l can destroy this Mark 14:58;
temple, and in three days build it up"." Matt 26:61;
John 2:19;
Acts 6:14
A 4.1 (cf. 9.4): "I am innocent of this Al21l Matt 27:24
righeous man's blood. See to it
yourselves!"
A 4.1 (cf. 9.4): "His blood be uponusand | A12.1 Matt 27:25
our children."
[Unverifiable] A 6.1: "He had compassion and said a John 5:8
word to me, 'Carry your bed and walk!™
[Unverifiable] A 6.2: "When Jesus passed by I cried out Mark 10:47-
with a great voice, 'Have mercy on me, 48; Matt
Son of David!"" 20:30-31;
Luke 18:38-
39
[Unverifiable] A 8.1: "Others said, 'He raised Lazarus, John 11
who had died, from the tomb after four
days'."
[Unverifiable] A 13.1: "We heard the voice of an angel Matt 28:5-7
speaking to the women waiting at the
tomb, 'Do not be afraid! For | know that
you seek Jesus who was crucified..."
A 10.2: "Remember me, Lord, in your B 26.1 Luke 23:42
kingdom."
A 10.2: "Amen, amen | say to you, today B 26.1 Luke 23:43
you will be with me in paradise.”
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Table 6. Acts of Pilate and the New Testament Using DIQ (Cont.)

[Unverifiable] A 14.1: "He was telling his disciples, 'Go Mark 16:15-
into all the world and preach to all 18
creation..." (cf. B 14.1)

[Unverifiable] A 16.2: "When the great teacher Simeon Luke 2:28-

took him in his arms, he said, 'Now release | 35
your slave, master..." (cf. B 16.1)

A 16.2: Simeon said to her, "It is good. A16.6,7 Luke 2:34-
Behold, this one is appointed for the 35

falling and rising of many in Israel..."

[Unverifiable] B 18.2: "I [the Baptist] said to the people, | John 1:29

‘Behold the Lamb of God who takes away
the sin of the world!"

[Unverifiable] B 18.2: "I [the Baptist] also heard the Mark 1:11;
voice of God and Father speaking like Matt 3:17;
this: "This is my Son the beloved, with Luke 3:22
whom | am well pleased'.”

[Unverifiable] B 20.1: "For I [Satan] know that he is Mark 14:34;

human, and | heard him also saying, 'My Matt 26:38

soul is deeply grieved unto death'.

The Acts of Pilate is not the only later Christian text to use DIQ to incorporate
traditional material. Such a role of DIQ is evident also, for example, in the History of

Joseph the Carpenter (6th or 7™ century),18 and in many Gnostic texts.'” So at some point

'® In the opening frame (Hist. Jos. 1.1-8), Jesus sits on the Mount of Olives teaching his disciples and
recalls things he has said to them “many times,” citing or echoing heavily Heb 2:9; Luke 24:49; Rev 21:3-
4; Matt 12:36; 2 Cor. 5:10; and Ps 32:16. Much of the quotation in the story proper comes from Jesus’ first
person narration, but even here the angel’s message to Joseph, reported in Matt 1:20-21, is told (6.1) and
retold (17.5-6). The frame is resumed as the History ends (30), where the apostles give a string of quo-
tations of Jesus, including another echo of Luke 24:49 and an adaptation of Rev 22:18-19 (Hist. Jos. 30.7,
“Whoever takes away from these words or adds to them, and so considers me a liar, I will soon take
vengeance on him”). See also 31.10, where Jesus tells the disciples, adapting Rev 11:3-11, “the Antichrist
will kill these two men and shed their blood upon the earth for a jug of water.” The disciples ask (32.1),
“Who are these two men of whom you have said, ‘The son of perdition will kill them for a jug of water’?”,
effectively identifying the Antichrist (1-2 John) and the son of perdition (John 17:12; 2 Thess. 2:3), neither
of which appear in Revelation, with the beast. See Ehrman and Plese, Apocryphal Gospels, 163-93. In an
example of using quotation to resist a traditional saying, see Ethiopic Apoc. Peter 2, where Peter asks Jesus,
“Allow me to speak your word concerning the sinners, ‘It were better for them if they had not been
created’ [cp. Mark 14:21 // Matt 26:24 on Judas]. Jesus responds (quoting indirectly), “Peter, why do you
say not to have been created were better for them? You resist God.”

" 1t is often difficult to tell in Gnostic texts when a quotation acts as an external citation (e.g. It is not as
Moses said...), as a retelling of a biblical story, or as an internal (if often unverifiable) quotation. However,
even conservatively we might point to Gos. Thom. 46 (cf. Matt 11:11 // Luke 7:28 and see below); Gos.
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Christian writers began to use the device in this way. We can now test the hypothesis that
the practice began as early as the Fourth Gospel at the end of the first century. We will
begin with the Baptist’s testimony before moving on to a more case-by-case format,
ending with three sayings often tied in some way by modern scholars to the tradition
found in Mark 9:1.
Traditional Material in the Fourth Gospel

The Testimony of John the Baptist

In his two scenes in the Fourth Gospel, the Baptist gives three unverifiable
quotations (John 1:33, 34; 3:28) and, as I will argue, three verifiable ones, although two
quote the same speech act (3:28/1:20; 1:15, 30/1:27). All five of the statements that the

Baptist quotes have NT parallels in the Synoptic tradition:

Phil. 55:23-24 (cf. Matt 1:18, 20); Origin of the World 125.17-18 (cf. Mark 4:22 pars.); Dial. Sav. 136.5-10
(cf. Matt 24:27); Apoc. Peter 72.10-13; 73.10-14 (cf. Matt 15:14; 23:16, 24); 83.26-29 (cf. Matt 25:29);
Peter to Philip 138.23-28 (cf. Luke 12:11; 21:12); and Test. Truth 73.18-21 (cf. Gal 1:8) as occurring
within the present story but reflecting traditions. Two statements that are repeatedly woven into the
narratives are, “I am [a jealous] God, and there is no other besides me” (cf. Exod 20:5; Deut 5:9; Isa 45:5;
46:9; but also 47:8, 10), which is credited to Taldabaoth/Samael both in narration (Origin of the World
103.11-12; Apocr. John 11.19-22; Hyp. Arch. 94.21-22; 95.4-5; Second Treatise of Seth 53.29-30; Test.
Truth 48.4-7) and in quotation (Origin of the World 105.30-31; 112.28-29; Apocr. John 13.8-9; 2 Seth
64.18-26), and the DIQ from Gen 2-3 regarding what Adam and Eve can and cannot eat (Origin of the
World 118.19-31; Gos. Phil. 73.10-12; Hyp. Arch. 88.27-32; 89.34-90.5; Test. Truth 45.24-32; 46.26).
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Table 7. Statements Quoted by John the Baptist with Synoptic Parallels

Quoted Statement in John

Synoptic Tradition Parallel

John 1:20: "1 am not the Christ"®

John 1:27: "One is coming after me of
whom | am not worthy that | should undo
the strap of his sandal

John 1:33: "On whomever you see the
Spirit descending and remaining on him,
this is the one who baptizes in Holy
Spirit"

John 1:34: "This is the Son of God"

John 3:28: "l am sent ahead of him"

Acts 13:25: "I am not he"*!

Mark 1:7: "The one who is stronger than
me is coming after me, of whom | am not
fit, having stooped down, to undo the
strap of his sandals™

Mark 1:8, 10: "He will baptize you with
the Holy Spirit"... he saw the heavens
torn apart and the Spirit descending like a
dove on him.

Matt 3:17: "This is my Son, the beloved,
with whom | am well pleased."

Luke 7:27: "Behold, | am sending my
messenger before you, who will prepare
your way ahead of you"

The identification of John 1:15, 30 as quotations of the logion in John 1:27 is not entirely

without controversy. The absolute preexistence of Jesus, supported by the quotations, is

so overwhelming that it is difficult to see how they could originate in the somewhat

prosaic statement about the relative social status of John and Jesus. It is the Fourth Gos-

pel’s use of DIQ that allows it to move the logion to support the important Johannine

motif of the Word’s preexistence, while grounding it in recognizable tradition. Before we

get to that argument, however, let us examine how the Fourth Gospel uses DIQ to en-

dorse and re-purpose traditional material in the other quotations from the Baptist.

% Quoted in John 3:28.

! The closest antecedent title is “savior of Israel” (Acts 13:23), namely Jesus, who is then identified with

the one who comes after John (13:25).
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In the Synoptics, the contrast of baptisms is attached to the logion about the one
coming after the Baptist: he baptizes in water, but the coming one will baptize in (Holy)
Spirit (and fire) (Mark 1:8; Matt 3:11; Luke 3:16). The baptism of Jesus soon follows, in
each text including the Spirit descending like a dove onto Jesus (Mark 1:10; Matt 3:16;
Luke 3:22). Unique to John, the Baptist reports a message he received from God prior to
the revelation of Jesus:

John 1:32-33: “I have seen the Spirit descending from heaven like a dove, and it

remained on him. And I didn’t know him, but the one who sent me to baptize in

water, that one told me: ‘On whomever you see the Spirit descending and

remaining on him, this is the one who baptizes in Holy Spirit>.”*
Italicized words could feasibly be borrowed directly from the Synoptic accounts, and the
rest of the scene is recognizable from them.*® John evidently approved of the tradition,
but by making the Baptist a direct eye-witness to the Spirit’s descent and then testifying
to the correlation of God’s word and its fulfillment, the Fourth Gospel heightens the
Baptist’s role as a witness to Christ.

The Baptist ends by claiming that he has testified (1:34), “This is God’s Son”
(001G Tty 6 vIOG ToD Bcod). At Jesus’ baptism in Mark (1:11) and Luke (3:22), a
heavenly voice speaks directly to Jesus saying, “You are my son.” In the same scene in
Matthew (3:17), the phrasing of the voice (presumably audible to witnesses) is even

closer to John’s, “This is my son” (001G £6Ttv 6 vidg pov). John does not record the

baptism of Jesus, but it has the Baptist deliver a message traditionally associated with the

2 p7evid o and sa add “and fire” in harmonization with Matt 3:11 // Luke 3:16.

% Johannine “modifications” include: explicitly crediting a vision of the Spirit to the Baptist rather than or
in addition to Jesus’ vision (Mark and Matt), the note that John did not know him, the Spirit remaining on
Jesus, and the preparatory message given to the Baptist that can be quoted here.
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event. If the Synoptic scene is in view, his testimony might be heard as an indirect ref-
erence to the heavenly voice: God says, “This is my Son” and John testifies, “This is
God’s Son,” as it seems Acts of Pilate understood the scene (see above). Otherwise John
reflects the tradition that Jesus was declared God’s Son in the presence of the Baptist by a
voice, here the Baptist himself (cf. 1:23) rather than a bat gol. Yet again the Fourth
Gospel turns the declaration into testimony of the Baptist.

There are some significant problems with John 1:34, though. Is the perfect
pepaptopnka used with past or present force, i.e. in his present testimony has the Baptist
implicitly given evidence that Jesus is the Son of God without saying it directly?** Does
the confession represent a direct quotation, an indirect quotation, or a summary‘?25 The
construction is ambiguous. Furthermore, there is strong evidence for an alternative

reading: “This is God’s Elect” (6 éxhextoc).”® We might tie such a confession to Luke’s

** Or does the perfect match the tense of ébpaxa, used frequently in John for visions of Christ or other
divine manifestations (cf. 6:46; 9:37; 14:9; 20:18, 29)? Each of these, however, has primarily past force
even if present force is allowed (esp. in 14:9).

%5 That is, should we read: 1) “T have testified, ‘This is God’s Son’”; 2) “I have testified that this is God’s
Son”; or, in essence, 3) “My testimony all points to the fact that this is God’s Son”?

%% For the alternate reading, see P'%, &*, some late miniscules and Syriac manuscripts, as well as Ambrose
and Augustine (1/4). For a detailed discussion of the evidence for and an argument in support of “God’s
Elect,” see Tze-Ming Quek, “A Text-Critical Study of John 1.34,” NTS 55/1 (2009): 22-34. External evi-
dence heavily favors “Son.” Internally though, scribes may have tended toward the more typically Johan-
nine title, “Son of God,” and may have harmonized John with the Synoptics where “my Son” appears. Peter
R. Rodgers (“The Text of John 1:34,” in Theological Exegesis: Essays in Honor of Brevard S. Childs [eds.
C. Seitz and K. Greene-McCreight; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1999], 299-305) argues instead for an
originally conflated reading, partially evident in OL b: “This is the unique, chosen Son of God.” In this
case, an original “Son” merely survived the harmonization rather than being a result of it. Christopher W.
Skinner (““Son of God’ or ‘God’s Chosen One’ (John 1:34)? A Narrative-Critical Solution to a Text-
Critical Problem,” BBR 25/3 [2015]: 341-57) finds such a reading “late and derivative,” instead siding with
“Chosen One” because the term appears alongside the Lamb of God who takes away unrighteousness from
the Land in the Enochic literature (see also next note), and thus harmonizes with the Baptist’s apocalyptic
outlook and reflects a limited understanding: Jesus as conquering lamb, to which John will add Jesus as
sacrificial lamb through its depiction of the Passion.
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crucifixion scene, “Let him save himself if this is God’s Messiah, the Elect” (6 §xAeKkTOC,
23:35), as well as its transfiguration scene, “This is my Son who has been chosen” (0
gxhedeyuévog, 9:35). At the very least, Luke and other early texts give evidence of the
use of “Elect” as a messianic title, even if it later went out of fashion in favor of “Son.”?’
Whichever is the original reading, and if the Baptist refers to a past speech act, John has
again used DIQ to incorporate and endorse a traditional element through the testimony of
the Baptist.

Whether the Baptist refers to Jesus as God’s Son or his Elect, the title can be
traced through Christian development to traditions found in Jewish literature.*® The
Baptist gives additional testimony in the third chapter, where he offers a quotation that
likely has ties to OT passages elsewhere attached to the Baptist, not as they are found in
the LXX, but as they appear filtered through the Synoptic tradition.”” At John 3:28 the
Baptist quotes himself as saying, “I am sent ahead of that one” (drnectaipévog eipi
gumpocbev €xelvov). This statement serves as a highly paraphrastic summary quotation of

the Baptist’s testimony on the second day, where he refers to himself as sent (although

using méunw, 1:33) in anticipation of one coming after him (although there Jesus had

*7 The title itself is often tied to Isa. 42:1, in which case Jesus would replace Israel. Quek also points to a
number of passages from the Similitudes of Enoch, as well as 4Q534 (possibly building on Isa 11:1-6 or Ps.
89:4 and so Davidic, but it may apply the title to Noah), 4Q174, Asc. Isa. 8.7, and Tg. Isa. 42:1 for messi-
anic uses of “Chosen One” (Quek, “John 1.34,” 29). In Christ-following circles, see 1 Peter 2:6 and Barn.
6:2, citing Isa. 28:16, and I Clem. 64.1.

% According to Gordon D. Fee, “The question is whether it reflects the Messianism of such a passage as
Psalm 2:7 or that of Isaiah 42:1” (“The Textual Criticism of the New Testament,” in The Expositor’s Bible
Commentary [12 vols; ed. F.E. Gaebelein; Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1979], 1:432).

¥ C.H. Dodd (Historical Tradition in the Fourth Gospel [2" edition; Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1989], 271-72) traces the similarities between John and the later Synoptics to (hypothetical) early
testimonia that included Mal 3:1 and Isa 40:3.
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become ahead of [Eunpocdev] the Baptist, 1:30).%° It is likely that the Baptist’s particular
phrasing is built on allusions to Malachi 3:1 (and Exod 23:20) as they appear in the
Synoptic Gospels:

Luke 7:27 // Matt 11:10: “This [the Baptist] is concerning whom it was written,

‘Behold I am sending (dmootéAhm) my messenger before you, who will prepare

your way ahead of you (§unpocbév cov)’.!

Although not as close to John in phrasing, Mark begins his gospel with a citation of this
line mistakenly credited to Isaiah (1:2). The Second Gospel follows it with a citation of
Isaiah 40:3, which importantly is cited in John not by the narrator but by the Baptist
himself (John 1:23).% So John imagines the Baptist citing one scriptural passage attached
to him elsewhere in Christ-following circles (1:23), and through his later testimony has

the Baptist imply that he cited another (3:28). Not only does the quotation align the

3% Brown (John, 1:154) traces several options: 1) that 3:27-30 is a doublet of 1:19-34, 2) that 3:27-30 is the
original opening of the gospel, but has been replaced by 1:19-34, and 3) Brown’s hypothesis, that 3:27, 29-
30 represent fragments of a larger tradition about the Baptist that has been split in the final redaction. If
Brown is correct, then the quotations in 3:28 are later additions modifying earlier material (from 1:19-34)
in order to connect the testimony of the Baptist.

3 LXX Mal 3:1 reads, “Behold I send out (§amootélho) my messenger and the way will be watched
before my face.” LXX Exod 23:20 reads, “Behold I send (dmootéAl®) my messenger before my face so
that he may guard you on the way, so that he may lead you to the land which I prepared for you.” The note
about guarding on the way and preparing a place/land may have originally led to the connection with Isa
40:3, as it appears in Mark. However LXX Mal 3:1 continues, “and the Lord whom you seek ({nteite) and
the righteous messenger/angel whom you desire will suddenly come into his own sanctuary (gig Tov vaov
¢avtod). ‘Behold, he comes!” says the Lord Almighty.” Given that John places Jesus’ disruption in the
temple, where his own body is identified with the sanctuary (vadg, John 2:19, 21), unexpectedly between
the Baptist’s two appearances, Malachi should be kept in mind.

32 See also Matt 3:3 and Luke 3:4. A similar tension in attribution appears within the Lukan tradition, be-
tween Luke 3:16 and Acts 1:4-5, in the latter case with Jesus quoting himself as saying something Luke
attributes to the Baptist (on the grammatical difficulties here, see chapter 3 n. 136). It is unclear whether
they reflect a literary issue, with different texts making different attributions, or a more serious historical
problem in light of early prophetic practices among Christians: the prophet speaks through Jesus, and the
words are credited to the Baptist. Either case is viable, but the literary solution—that John has the Baptist
say these words to align his testimony with that of Scripture, especially in light of the argument in 5:33-
39—is sufficient.



205

Baptist’s testimony with that of Scripture (cf. 5:33, 39), it also aligns his testimony with
that of the narrator, who introduces the Baptist as one who is sent (drectodpévog) from
God (1:6).

There is another bit of quoted testimony in John 3:28: “I am not the Messiah.”
Unlike the previous quotations, this one is verifiable: when priests and Levites are sent to
investigate him, the Baptist answers their rather broad, “Who are you?” with a fairly
definite, “I am not the Messiah” (John 1:20).* In Acts 13:25, Paul quotes the Baptist as
asking, “Who do you suppose me to be?”” and answering his own question with, “I am not
he.”** The Fourth Gospel and Acts seem to share a similar tradition, although it is not
entirely clear that they do so independently.” In any case there is evidence that DIQ was
used to incorporate pre-existing tradition: if they are independent, then the two texts most
likely record, through DIQ), a tradition pre-dating both of them;36 if John knew Acts, then
it incorporates the denial into two sets of Baptist material using DIQ; if Acts knew John,
it has Paul quote the Baptist in a way that reflects one of its sources. In John the very-

fiable quotation connects the testimonies of the Baptist, giving them a consistency they

3 Ismo Dunderberg, “Johannine Anomalies and the Synoptics,” in New Readings in John: Literary and
Theological Perspectives (JSNTSup 182; eds. J. Nissen and S. Pedersen; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic
Press, 1999), 108-25, here 113: “John’s direct denial that he is the Messiah does not exactly correlate with
this question.”

** The tradition also appears in Luke 3:15 where some wonder whether the Baptist might be the Messiah, to
which he responds with the saying about the stronger one coming after him (Luke 3:16). Francis E.
Williams (“Fourth Gospel and Synoptic Tradition: Two Johannine Passages,” JBL 86/3 [1967]: 311-19)
argues that John is dependent on the passage in Luke. I leave the question open.

35 See n. 39 below.

3% Another option would be that both, responding to similar situations, coincidentally had the Baptist deny
that he is the Christ/coming one through embedded speech. This seems to me less likely than a shared
tradition, but is nevertheless possible.
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lack in the Synoptics®’ and leading into his comments regarding the bridegroom (3:29-
30).

Two other self-citations by the Baptist quote, and through quotation modify, a
single traditional logion. John records the Baptist’s prediction that someone more
important is coming after him:

John 1:26-27: “I baptize in water. Among you stands one you do not know, the

one coming after me of whom I am not worthy that I should undo the strap of his

sandal (6 Omicm pov &pyduevog, oL odk il &ya dElog tva Mow antod ToV ipdvto
70D VTOONUOTOC).”
A similar tradition is found in all three Synoptic Gospels and in Acts:

Mark 1:7-8: “The one who is stronger than me is coming after me (£pyetou...

omicm pov), of whom I am not fit (00 ovk gipi ikavog), having stooped down, o

undo the strap of his sandals (Adoon TOV 1pudvta TV YTOdNUATOV 0ToD). |

baptized you in water...”

Matt 3:11: “I baptize you in water of repentance. But the one who comes after me

(6 8¢ dmicm pov Epyduevoq) is stronger than me, whose sandals I am not fit (o0

oVK gipi ikovog T boodpata) to carry.”

Luke 3:16: “I baptize you with water, but the one who is stronger than me comes

(Epyetan),”® of whom I am not fit to undo the strap of his sandals (00 odk eipi

ikavog ADoot oV ipdvta Tdv vodnudtov ovtod).”

Acts 13:25: “But behold, he comes (&pyeton) after me, the one of whom I am not
worthy to undo the sandal (00 ok eipi &g 1O VLOdNUO. .. ADoon) of his feet.”

We seem to have five variants of a common tradition, with lexical and grammatical

differences running through all of them.?” Yet in each the same rhetorical point is being

37 On the inconsistency of the Synoptic portrayal of John the Baptist, I am thinking particularly of the
introductory scene, where the Baptist definitively identifies Jesus as the one who comes, and the Baptist’s
subsequent question whether Jesus is the coming one (Luke 7:19-20; Matt 11:3).

¥ Mark 1:7; Luke 3:16 and Acts 13:25 use the indicative &pyetat, which appears in John’s first quotation,
“a man comes” (1:30).
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made: the Baptist does not claim any special status for himself. Instead, he points to one
coming after him who has much higher status, so high that John is not worthy or fit to
serve him in the most menial way.

John not only has the Baptist make a statement reflecting this tradition, it presents
the Baptist as quoting it twice more (John 1:15, 30).*® Some would deny any link be-
tween the Baptist’s self-citations and John 1:27. Dodd, for example, views 1:15, 30 as
unverifiable quotations even if he allows that they express “more picturesquely” the same
idea as 1:27.*' The severing of 1:27 from its subsequent quotations stems from two fac-
tors in addition to paraphrase, one thematic and one literary. Thematically, preexistence
is too quickly read into the quotations as their main point. Since preexistence is absent in
1:27, the two cannot be connected. However with the progression of quotations John

shifts the focus from the Baptist’s lower social status to Jesus’ preexistence, a progression

% For a detailed examination of the five variants of the logion, see Heinrich Lausberg, “Der Vers J 1,27 des
Johannes-Evangeliums: Rhetorische Befunde zu Form und Sinn des Textes,” Nachrichten der Akademie
der Wissenschaften in Gottingen. I, Philologisch-historische Klasse 6 (1984): 3-16. Both John 1:27 and
Acts 13:25 use d&log instead of ikovdg, which has led to conjectures either of a direct relationship between
John and Acts (so Freed, “Jn 1,19-27,” 1957 [Acts — John] or Shellard, New Light on Luke, 216-18 [John
— Acts]), or of a shared tradition. Both Bodmer papyri read ikavog in John 1:27; although they are early,
they are also unique. Given the amount of harmonization to the Synoptic baptism accounts that is evident in
the manuscripts of this passage, it is likely that this is an example of the same phenomenon.

40 On this point, see Lindars, John, 110; Schnackenburg, John, 1:274; Keener, John, 1:419; Etienne
Trocmé, “Jean et les Synoptiques: L Exemple de Jean 1,15-34,” in The Four Gospels 1992: Festschrift
Frans Neirynck (BETL 100; 3 vols.; eds. F. van Segbroeck, C.M. Tuckett, G. van Belle, and J. Verheyden;
Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1992), 3:1935-41; Herman N. Ridderbos, The Gospel According to John:
A Theological Commentary (trans. J. Vriend; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1997), 55.

*' Dodd, Tradition, 271-73. For others, see Moloney, John, 39-40, 52-53; Lincoln, John, 107, 112-13; von
Wabhlde, John, 2:47-48. The connection between 1:27 and 1:15, however, is evident in the manuscripts,
which frequently harmonize the verses. Many, beginning with A, insert &¢ éunpocdév pov yéyovev into
1:27, so that 1:15 and 1:27 share two clauses rather than one (which drives 1:27 further from the Synoptic
parallels). Meanwhile one also suspects that the 0016 éottv inserted at the beginning of 1:27 in ¥ (9"-10"
centuries) is influenced by the similar introduction in 1:30 (other witnesses, also beginning with A, insert
avtog €otwv here). Interestingly the manuscripts do not show harmonization going the other way, i.e.
harmonizing 1:15, 30 with 1:27. See the Appendix for more.



208

we will examine momentarily. The literary problem is that 1:15 gives a proleptic quota-
tion, anticipating the subsequent narrative from a post-narrative or more to the point,
post-resurrection perspective. Yet putting aside John’s use of prolepses else-where (cf.
3:24; 7:39; 11:2), the quote’s location in a prologue that shares the reader’s post-
resurrection viewpoint allows such an anticipation.*?

It is accepted often without argument that the repeated logion in John 1:15, 30
primarily testifies to Christ’s preexistence.* | would agree that it does testify to this, but
we should take a moment to examine how the Fourth Gospel makes the case so effect-
tively using the devices of polyvalent language and DIQ favored by John. In the original
speech act (1:27), the Baptist refers to one coming after him (6 énicw pov €pyduevog).
The phrase (0) omico pov can suggest “behind” in space (primarily), status (say, as a
student), and time (both secondarily).* They are not mutually exclusive: the physical

posteriority of a student following his teacher provides a visual image of his lower status

*2 To use a later Christian example, the History of Joseph the Carpenter shows Jesus telling the life of his
adopted father to his disciples. In the opening frame story, Jesus tells them, “Beloved brothers and children
of my good Father... you know that I have told you many times, ‘I must be crucified and taste death for the
sake of all...”” (1.1-2; cp. Heb. 2:9). A string of self-quotations follow that incorporate sayings from the
gospels and Revelation (see above, n. 18). However, a variant of the first quoted phrase (sharing six words
in the same order) also appears in the story he tells as he lays Joseph’s body to rest (28.13). That is, not
only does Hist. Jos. incorporate traditional material from Hebrews using DIQ, its prologue quotes the
speech act as a past event before narrating its delivery within the story.

* Gerhard A. van den Heever (“John the Baptist and the Pre-Existence of Jesus in the Gospel of John: The
Social Rhetoric of Pre-Existence Pronouncements in John 1:15, 27, 30,” Acta Patristica et Byzantina 20
[2009]: 45-76), who argues that the logia primarily comment on the relative social status of Jesus and John,
surveys and critiques previous arguments for preexistence by a number of scholars. In the end, van den
Heever downplays the implications of preexistence too strongly, perhaps to create room for the issues of
social status that he wishes to highlight, but his argument is useful in examining how John supports its
understanding of Christ’s preexistence through a logion originally pointing to social status by focusing on
implicit temporal features within the saying.

* Notice that the Lukan tradition avoids the problem of Jesus’ potential discipleship to John, either by
eliminating “after me” (Luke 3:16) or by referring to one who comes pet’ éue (Acts 13:25).
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(cf. Mark 8:33-34 pars.; Matt 4:19).*° Yet it is also possible to read ¢ dmico pov &pyo-
uevog as the one who comes after me in time. Does John mean for his reader to hear
echoes of the theologically and messianically loaded phrase, “the one who comes,” or

does it split the words on purpose to diminish the volume of this echo?*®

The language of
“the one coming after me” is already evident in the tradition (Matt 3:11; also Mark 1:7),
where it is indeed temporal although not in support of absolute preexistence, but of

status: the one coming after me (and so generally having lesser status) is actually so

strong that | am not fit to undo his sandals (and so has much greater status). At this point,

* J.P. Louw and E.A. Nida, eds., Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament: Based on Semantic Do-
mains (New York: United Bible Societies, 1989), 470, 718; also van den Heever, “Pre-Existence of Jesus,”
59. John does not seem to exploit outright the double-valency here, i.e. both “the one coming after me” and
“my disciple who is coming.” However, the potency of the double entendre was felt in 20™ century scholar-
ship (see e.g., Dodd, Tradition, 273-75), where Jesus is supposed to be one of John’s disciples, not merely
someone who approaches him for baptism. Keener (John, 1:457), on John 1:30, points instead to “status-
conscious ancients [who] allowed those of higher rank to enter or be seated before them as a mark of res-
pect. Such respect was typically accorded to the aged, but for the Gospel’s informed audience [i.e. auditors
who minimally have just heard the prologue], the respectable antiquity to which the Johannine Baptist
refers is no mere matter of primo-geniture or age, but preexistence itself (1:1-3)” (emphasis added). Suffice
it to say that the characters in the scene are not informed readers or listeners.

* The article (6) is omitted only in B and x*. Barrett (John, 175) argues that it was added by scribes “to
form... what was a recognized Christian title of the Messiah,” but it could easily be omitted accidentally
coming directly before omicw. In the Septuagint, the participle appears significantly in Ps 117:26 (cited in
John 12:13; cf. Mark 11:10 // Matt 21:9 // Luke 19:38; also Matt 23:39; Luke 13:35) and Hab 2:3; other
forms of &pyopon appear in Gen 49:10; Ezek 21:32; Isa 40:10; Mal 3:1; and Zech 9:9 (cited in John 12:15).
In fact, the double testimony of the Baptist is echoed later in Jesus’ triumphal entry by the double testimony
of Scripture, which likewise moves from 6 €pyopevog (“blessed is the one who comes™) to €pyetat
(“Behold your King comes sitting on a colt of a donkey”). Outside of the passages already cited, see Matt
11:3 // Luke 7:19-20 (note the DIQ); Heb 10:37; Rev 1:4, §; 4:8 for the participle with article. The parti-
ciple acquires theological and messianic dimensions in John, as it is later used with the one who comes
from above/heaven (3:31), the Prophet who is coming into the world and whom the people try to make king
(6:14-15; cf. 18:37), the Messiah and Son of God who comes into the world (11:27), and finally the King of
Israel who comes in the name of the Lord (12:13). Eduardo Arens (The HA®ON-Sayings in the Synoptic
Tradition: A Historico-Critical Investigation [Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1976], 288) calls 6
EpOuevog a terminus technicus that “encompasses the Messianic expectations of Judaism and the Christ-
ians’ realization of its accomplishment.” However, he soon distances John 1:15, 27 from this complex of
meanings, arguing that here the article is pronomial while the participle has a “purely verbal function” (pp.
289-90). Additionally, it is unclear that uninformed listeners—or secondary characters—would pick up on
this without the benefit of the rest of the gospel.
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the Fourth Gospel expresses more or less the same paradoxical relationship between John
and Jesus.
It is not long before John recalls his declaration, although he paraphrases exten-
sively. When John sees Jesus coming toward him, he says:
John 1:29-30: “Behold the lamb of God who takes away the sins of the world!
This is the one about whom I said, ‘A man comes after me who ranks ahead of
me, because he was before me’ (0micw pov Epyetor avnp 0¢ EUnpPocHEy pov
yéyovev, 8TL Tp®TOG oL NV).”
In place of the potentially suggestive participle of 1:27, John gives a more prosaic, indi-
cative construction: a man comes after me. There may be subtle messianic significance to

1, but John has constructed the vari-

the use of avnp in the broader context of the gospe
ant so that it can be heard by the characters in the scene and by an uninformed auditor as,
“I told you a guy is coming...” This “guy” can still be a disciple,*® and John draws out
the same paradox: the man who was behind me, a disciple, has come to be ahead of me,
the master:
The expression in John i. 30, énicw pov Epyetat dvnp, would in any other context
almost certainly be understood as meaning, ‘there is a man following me’, that is,

among my disciples or adherents... The Baptist has now realized (we may
suppose) that there is a man among his followers... who is and always has been

7 Frédéric Manns (“Exégése rabbinique et exégése Johannique,” RB 92/4 [1985]: 525-38, here 535),
following Luis Alonso Schokel (“Las sandalias del mesias esposo: Simbolos del Antiguo Testamento como
lenguaje del Nuevo Testamento,” Cuadernos de Teologia 5/3 [1978]: 198-210, here 204), connects the use
of avnp to the messianic wedding, each pointing to the wedding at Cana (and its jars for purification, 2:1-
11) and the wedding imagery of the Baptist’s last appearance (in the context of a question regarding
purification, 3:25-30) in support of this development in the Fourth Gospel. While they make a fairly solid
case, it is at best a subtle set-up for this motif. Dodd does not connect avnp to “husband” but rather ob-
serves that the phrasing of 1:30 “comes naturally in a piece of narrative” while the more abstract phrasing
of 1:15 “is embedded in a formal theological statement” (7Tradition, 274). He is also basically correct; al-
though he can only be so decisive because he fails to connect 1:15 to 1:27 (see above, n. 41).

* Johannine double meaning is often inclusive, so it is possible to take omicem pov as indicating both
discipleship and temporal posteriority.
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essentially his superior, and so acknowledges that he must yield him
precedence.*

“A man comes after me” is an adequate, contextually appropriate paraphrase of “one is
coming after me,” and the modified conclusion rather banally draws out the implications
of the Baptist’s original symbol: that man ranks ahead of me. What is novel is the reason,
“because he was before me.”’

The question is whether the third clause necessarily introduces temporal priority
as the basis for Jesus’s superiority. Van den Heever points to a number of inscriptions in
Asia Minor that use uévog kai Tp®dtog to honor the recipients, while a number of others
praise Ephesus as the “foremost city” (1] tpmdtn untpdémoiic); none of them imply pre-
existence or even greater antiquity.”* It could be that Jesus has become ahead of John

simply because he was always foremost of the two. However, if much of the language of

John’s paraphrase can still be read in terms of relative social status, temporal priority may

Y Dodd, Tradition, 274.

%% Although it is universally taken as part of the quotation, 6Tt Tp@t6¢ pov v may rather explain why John
said this: “...about whom I said, ‘After me comes a man who ranks ahead of me,’ [and I said this] because
he was before me” (cp. especially 10:36; but also 9:22; 12:6; 16:4, 8-11). However, if we include it in the
speech act as is usual, the Baptist replaces one bi-clausal description of the one coming after him that indi-
cates higher status with another: “I am not worthy that (iva) I should undo the strap,” or “he is ahead of me
because (611) he was before me.”

! Van den Heever, “Pre-Existence of Jesus,” 61-63. There are a number of surviving stories about the
founding and building up of Ephesus, especially through its temple, but no one goes so far as to say that
Ephesus is the most ancient or first city in Asia (Pausanias, Description of Greece 4.31.8 says only that the
temple is ancient, maAaiotdrov). Van den Heever also notes the appearance of povoyevig in John 1:14, just
before the coming one is referred to as mp®dtog in 1:15, which suggests to him a similar combination of
adjectives, but he goes too far in arguing that the prologue is primarily saying that Jesus is “singular and
foremost” in status only, with év apyfj (1:1-2) functioning like the an’ aidvog assigned to a victor in an
inscription from Smyrna. The point of the inscription, that the honoree is the “singular and foremost victor
of all time,” is not quite what John is up to in the prologue even if the verbal echoes of this established
rhetoric might serve John’s purposes.
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be signaled by its final choice of verb tense: he was (fv) before me.>* The past force of
this verb is underlined by the density of present verbs preceding it.>® The choice of the
imperfect over the present allows a temporal comparison rather than one simply of
status.>* We have the first hint that Jesus has greater status than John at least in part
because he precedes John, although it would be unclear to anyone in the scene in what
precise way Jesus does so. Could the Pharisees simply look for an older man?*® Or are
scholars like Robinson and Brown correct that the Baptist understands Jesus to be the

coming Elijah: preexistent certainly, but not eternal?*®

The point is not that the authors
understood Jesus in these ways, but that the absolute preexistence of Jesus, even prior to

the world, is difficult to infer from the context of John 1:19-34 alone. We understand

32 Since Dodd seeks out the tradition behind the Fourth Gospel, he largely skirts the issue of the third clause
by claiming it is an addition by the Evangelist (Tradition, 272; compare also above, n. 50). He argues,
however, that the clause, including its imperfect verb, had a simpler meaning: Tp@®td¢ pov can simply mean
“my superior” while the verb may be only copulative, a truth that “is and always has been the same,” as it is
used in Aristotle’s 10 ti fjv elvan (cf. Metaphysics 1029b; 1035b)—what it already was, not what it used to
be (Tradition, 274). This works well in the context of John 1:30, although the form of the statement does
allow a temporal reading toward which more weight is shifted in the final reformulation of 1:15.

3 In 1:29, including historical presents, John sees (BAéner) Jesus coming (pyouevov) and says (Aéyet) to
behold the Lamb who takes away (aipwv) sins. More importantly in 1:30, this is (éotiv) the man whom he
said (aorist) is coming (§pyeton). A perfect verb (yéyovev) intervenes specifically in reference to Jesus, but
it seems to have present force (“he has become™ in the sense of “he is”’). One might also compare the use of
“to be” verbs in dialogue the previous day: iui is used three times, &1 is used five. The only imperfect form
(Roav, 1:24) is given from the narrator’s retrospective viewpoint (they were sent). Van den Heever does not
address the shift in verb tense.

> Would “He is before me” seem to point too heavily to status?

% Keener, John, 1:457 (see also above, n. 45). Origen (Comm. lo. 1.32.236-39) argues that “one comes
after me” points to the fact that Jesus is six months younger than John, as in Luke, but does not address
“because he was before me” in this context (similarly Kostenberger, John, 45, without citing Origen). It is
not entirely clear that John or his audience would have the traditions found in Luke 1-2 in mind.

% J.A.T. Robinson, “Elijah, John, and Jesus: An Essay in Detection,” NTS 4/4 (1958): 263-81, and Brown,
John, 1:47-64.
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John’s assertion of Jesus’ temporal priority in this way only because we have been
conditioned to by the prologue, not exclusively due to the phrasing that John uses in 1:30.
The context of a prologue is very different than a passage within the story. The
prologue breaks beyond the temporal confines of the story, here into the primordial past
and into the story world’s future (the audience’s present). Both extensions are important
since, while it describes extremely early events, the prologue itself is retrospective,
spoken from a post-resurrection perspective. It looks back on all of the events of the
gospel as past events. The first interruption regarding John the Baptist (1:6-8) is told
retrospectively even though he has yet to appear in the story: there came to be (¢yéveto) a
person; he came (jA0ev) to testify; he was not (ovk fjv) the Light.>” This interruption
follows the many statements regarding the Word and what it was (6x in John 1:1-5), and
so establishes the Word’s narrative as well as existential priority. The retrospection con-
tinues and culminates in a reference to the incarnation of the Word (1:14): the Word
became (éyéveto) flesh and dwelt (éckfvooev) among us, and we saw (§0eaodpeda) his

glory. This last claim especially has yet to happen in the narrative—arguably it cannot

°7 This last statement, that John was not the Light, when paired with the many positive statements regarding
what Jesus was (in the beginning, with God, God, in the beginning with God, the true Light, in the world)
will be balanced in the present tense within the story by John’s several “I am not” statements (1:20, 21, 27,
3:28) that are far outmatched by the many statements about who Jesus is, whether made by him (the pre-
dicated “I am” statements, including the Light [8:12] which is in the world [9:5]) or confessional statements
about him (1:30, 33, 34, 49; 3:2; 4:19, 42; 6:14, 69; 7:40-41; 9:17, 24; 11:27).
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happen until after the crucifixion,® but at the soonest not until after the first sign (cf.
2:11)*—yet from the prologue’s perspective it is referred to as a completed past event.®
The retrospective context of the prologue helps to explain certain modifications to
John’s self-citation regarding the one coming after him: “this is the one” in 1:30 becomes
“this was the one” in 1:15,%* distancing the prologue from the narrative presentation en

scéne.®® In the context of 1:27, the one coming after the Baptist identifies the one stand-

%% As late as John 17:24 Jesus wishes that the disciples may see (Oswp@dov) his glory.

%9 John 2:11 reads, “Jesus did this in Cana of Galilee as the beginning of his signs, and he manifested his
glory, and his disciples believed in him.” That the disciples perceived his glory at the time is unlikely.

% This is the result of the prologue being dominated by the narrator’s post-resurrection perspective, evident
elsewhere in the narrative asides in which the narrator can refer to the anointing (11:2), the resurrection
(2:22), and the giving of the Spirit (7:39) as past events even though they have yet to happen in the story
(Culpepper, Anatomy, 27-32).

%1 An ancient and strongly attested variant of 1:15 (8%, B*, C*, Origen, and Cyril of Alexandria) replaces dv
ginov with 6 eincdv (J. Ramsay Michaels, “Origen and the Text of John 1:15,” in New Testament Textual
Criticism: Its Significance for Exegesis [eds. E.J. Epp and G.D. Fee; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1981], 87-
104). The variant is troublesome grammatically, and previous translations have treated the introductory
phrase as a parenthetical comment: “John testifies about him and has cried out, saying—this was he who
said—‘The one coming after me...”” Who else might have said it is not entirely clear. Michaels argues
persuasively that, with the variant reading, the entire speech act of 1:15 should be taken as a parenthetical
comment so that the Aéymv preceding the DIQ connects to the &t in 1:16: “John testifies about him and has
cried out, saying—he it was who said, ‘The one coming after me has taken precedence over me because he
existed before me’—*‘Of his fullness we have all received, and grace for grace’.” Michaels’ reading is
strengthened by the fact that patristic attestations of the variant only occur in arguments that John’s testi-
mony continues at least through verse 16. For our purposes, the variant formula continues to introduce who
Jesus was and the speech act as something John said (in the aorist, whether gimov or gindv).

%2 Thyen, Johannesevangelium, 102. Michaels (“Text of John 1:15,” 101-2) notes that fjv is used eleven
times in the prologue, yet éotiv never is. However, he argues that the use of “was” weighs against the
majority reading because “it implies that the Baptist now looks back on the historical career of Jesus from
his later perspective—whatever that might be!” Two objections arise. First, the Baptist’s career continues
well into that of Jesus in the Fourth Gospel; one could easily imagine this line inserted between 3:27 and
3:28 without a hiccup. Second, 1:15 comes in the context of a retrospective look at the incarnation of Jesus
(cf. 1:14), yet in which the Baptist still testifies (through the gospel?). Certainly Jesus still exists and still
lives after the resurrection, so that there is continuity between his earthly life and the risen Lord. That does
not completely erase the discontinuity between the incarnate Word living as a man in the world, and the
risen Lord spiritually present in the church but no longer here in the flesh, so to speak.
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ing among them whom they do not know (1:26).%® In 1:30, it is simply that a man is
presently approaching. But in the prologue, the Word provides the only masculine ante-
cedent (besides God!) if one is required, tying the Baptist’s statement directly back to the
opening verses which focus on the preexistence of the now incarnated Word in the
strongest possible terms.®* If the Messiah, Elijah, and the Prophet give possible models of
pre-existence in the context of John’s testimony before priests and Levites in the story,
the proleptic quotation of John’s testimony in the prologue escalates the claim to one of
the absolute preexistence of the Word, identified with Jesus (1:17), and so indicates his
absolute pre-eminence over John the Baptist.

In the prologue John constructs a hybrid form of the Baptist’s testimony, taking
“the one coming after me” from 1:27 and the rest from 1:30.% The ambiguity of the
initial title allows identification with the preexistent Word, while the allowance of

temporal priority in the final clause amplifies the identification. The prologue, including

% The glut of possible roles that John might fulfill in 1:25 (Christ, Elijah, the Prophet) seems to militate
against identifying “the coming one” neatly with any one of them, although a case could be made for all
three: the gospel takes a strong position that Jesus is the Christ (1:41; 4:25-30; 11:27; 20:31), and again see
Brown, John, 1:47-64 on the possibility that the Baptist thinks of Jesus as Elijah; see also Wayne A.
Meeks, The Prophet-King: Moses Traditions and the Johannine Christology (NovTSup 14; Boston: Brill,
1967) for the ways that John presents Jesus as the Prophet like Moses.

% Although 6 €pydpevoc is a loaded term on its own, it is still masculine while the Light (10 ¢dc) that was
coming (fv pxopevov, if nominative) into the world is neuter (early source critical studies of the prologue
posited that the Light shown on “every man coming into the world” [wévta GvBpmmov €pydpevov gig oV
koopov], which may then connect to the €yéveto dvBpwmmnog in 1:6 referring to the Baptist; for a refutation of
this position, see Peder Borgen, “Logos Was the True Light: Contributions to the Interpretation of the Pro-
logue of John,” in Logos Was the True Light and Other Essays on the Gospel of John [Relieff 9; Trond-
heim: Tapir, 1983], 95-110). Jesus will later self-identify as the Light of the world, at least so long as he is
in the world (9:5; cf. 8:12).

% Haenchen, John, 1:120. See also chapter 2 n. 21 on this rarer type of paraphrase. Thyen (Johannes-
evangelium, 101) sees in the phrasing of 1:15 already the first case of an intertextual play on the Synoptic
texts that is signaled more strongly in 1:27.
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John’s specific testimony, conditions the reader to infer temporal priority in a way that
the traditional logion simply could not. By contrast the Synoptic presentations of the
Baptist, including their own versions of the saying, unpack the greater status of Jesus by
comparing their baptisms, one with water and one with the Holy Spirit.%® By the time the
Baptist gives his testimony about the one coming after him on the first day in John,
echoing the language of the first clause of 1:15 exactly, the audience already knows why
the Baptist is unworthy to loosen his sandal. Such an audience is privileged over the
priests and Levites who lack this information. When John returns to this testimony again
on the second day, now echoing the second and third clauses exactly, it is even harder for
the privileged audience not to hear a confession of Jesus’ preexistence. The series of
quotations masks John’s interpretive redirection of the saying, framing a statement
(almost certainly traditional) regarding Jesus’ status, far superior to that of John the
Baptist, in the context of Christ’s absolute preexistence—a christological insight that only
John among the gospels is so explicit in promoting.

The Fourth Gospel places great emphasis on the testimony of the Baptist, and
while some of it is unique to John (e.g. “the Lamb of God”), everything that the Baptist
quotes or can be quoted as saying has ties to pre-Johannine tradition. The same cannot be
said for the rest of the quotations in the gospel, but as we will see, many are grounded in
tradition. From here on until we get to those quotations tied to Mark 9:1, we will skip

through the gospel to trace the traditions behind much of John’s quoted material.

% See Edmondo Lupieri, Giovanni Battista fra storia e leggenda (Biblioteca di cultura religiosa 53;
Brescia: Paideia, 1988), 137; Keener, John, 1:456. The Fourth Gospel presents a similar but somewhat
confused model of the two baptisms (cf. 3:26; 4:1-2).
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You Blaspheme; | Am God’s Son (John 10:36)

We can begin with a simpler case: Jesus’ double citation of hostile Jews (“You
blaspheme”) and of himself (“I am God’s Son,” 10:36). The Dedication scene (John
10:22-39) echoes loudly Jesus® trial before the Sanhedrin in the Synoptics:®’

Table 8. The Synoptic Sanhedrin Trial and John’s Dedication Scene

Synoptic Parallel before the Sanhedrin John's Dedication Scene
“If you are the Messiah, tell us."®® "If you are the Messiah, tell us openly.”
"If I tell you, you will not believe. "I told you, and you did not believe."

n69

"So then you are the Son of God?""° "...because I said, 'l am God's Son'?"
"You heard the blasphemy!"™* "Do you say, 'you blaspheme'..."

All condemned him as deserving of The Jews picked stones again to stone
death.” him.

The similarities are striking. Whether John draws on the Synoptic accounts directly or, as
Brown suggests, more accurately reflects the historical recollections of the disciples that

underlie them, it is very likely that John draws on traditional material here.”

7 Built on Brown, “Incidents.”

8% Luke 22:67 is closest to John 10:24, which only adds mappnoie. Mark 14:61 has the high priest ask, “Are
you the Messiah, the Son of the Blessed One?”” Matt 26:63 has, “T adjure you... to tell us if you are the
Messiah, the Son of God,” so there is already a conflation of Messiah and Son language in the tradition.

% Luke 22:67 is closest to John 10:25. On the responses in Matthew and Mark, see below.

" The line comes from Luke 22:70, absent in Mark and Matthew who have Son language in the original
question. However, compare especially Matt 27:43: “Let God deliver him if he wants him, for he said, ‘I
am God’s Son’!”

' Luke does not mention blasphemy, but both Mark 14:64 and Matt 26:65 have the exclamation.

2 Again taken from Mark 14:64 and Matt 26:65, absent in Luke. Cp. also John 10:39, “So they were
seeking to seize him again.”

7 For John dependent on Mark and perhaps other Synoptic tradition, see Barrett, John, 378-79 and Lincoln,
John, 37. Luke and at least one of the other Synoptics would seem to be necessary if this is the case. For
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It is not difficult to see why the material would be attractive to John, whatever its
source. The focus on present testimony and past speech is pervasive: the Jews want Jesus
to testify plainly that he makes messianic claims, and he counters that he has already
testified to this. In light of the novel interpretation of Psalm 82, Jesus addresses the
charge of blasphemy while also testifying that he himself has claimed to be God’s Son.
Incorporating the material here allows John to expand the lawsuit motif several months
and eight chapters prior to the trial. Presenting the two statements as quotations allows
the Fourth Gospel to have Jesus not only testify to his own divine sonship in a direct
manner, but also to testify against the Jews in the gospel’s counter-suit against them.
| Am the Jews’ King (John 19:21)

Speaking of material tied to the Synoptic passion narratives, John 19:21 presents
the chief priests of the Jews quoting Jesus as saying, “I am the Jews’ King.” This title is
applied to Jesus repeatedly in each of the now-canonical gospel traditions, and in all
cases it appears on the epigraph of the cross.”* In fact, prior to the quotation from the
chief priests, each of John’s uses of the title has at least one parallel in the Synoptic
passion narratives:

John 18:33: [Pilate]: “Are you the King of the Jews?”
(cf. Mark 15:2 // Matt 27:11 // Luke 23:3)

John 18:39: [Pilate]: “Do you want me to release the King of the Jews to you?”
(cf. Mark 15:9)

Brown’s argument, see “Incidents,” 152 or John, 1:405. Another possibility would be that John had access
to one of the Synoptic tradition’s passion sources.

™ In the Gospel of Peter 11 the inscription reads instead, “This is the King of Israel.”
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John 19:3: [Soldiers]: “Hail to the King of the Jews!”
(cf. Mark 15:18 // Matt 27:29)

John 19:19: [the titulus]: “Jesus the Nazorean, the King of the Jews.”
(cf. Mark 15:26 // Matt 27:37 // Luke 23:38)"

John’s unique contribution is the request to change the phrasing:

John 19:21: “Do not write, ‘The King of the Jews’ (cf. Mark 15:26), but, ‘He said,

999 9

“I am the Jews’ King™’.
The direct quote is in the mode of an imputed accusation, and there is additional Johan-
nine resonance. So far the Jews have disputed with Jesus when he claimed, “I am the
bread” (6:41-42), “...the light” (8:12), “...the gate” (10:9), “...the good shepherd”
(10:11, 14; cf. 10:20), and “...God’s Son” (10:36). Although the reactions to his dec-
larations of, “I am” without a predicate have been mixed (see the reactions to 8:24 and
8:28),”° the last of these inspired an attempted lynching (8:58). “I am the Jews’ King”
sounds like something Jesus would say, making the imputation more believable. To be
more specific, “I am the Jews’ King” sounds like something Jesus would say in the
Gospel of John! The original statements with this title are phrased in traditional language;
the quotation is Johannine and serves to further characterize the Jews (through their chief

priests) as those who bring evidence against Jesus. The Fourth Gospel is evidently keen

> Notice that Mark appears throughout, leading Barrett to claim that John “follows Mark closely” here
(John, 536). The precise wording of the epigraph in the Synoptics varies. Mark’s reads only, “The King of
the Jews.” Luke adds “this one” to the end of Mark’s phrase, while Matthew’s reads more fully and
confessionally, “This is Jesus, the King of the Jews.”

7% In the second case (8:28), Jesus has just mentioned the Son of Man so the second clause could be read,
“you will know that I am /4e.” In the first case, Jesus has just said, “You are from below, I am from above
(éyo €k 1@V dvom &ipi); you are of this world, I am not (£yd ovk iut) of this world” (8:23). The statement in
8:24 could be an elliptic reference back to these “I am” statements: “unless you believe that [ am [from
above/not of this world].” However we read them, in chapter 8 alone Jesus makes six bold declarations
using €yom eipi while under the eye of the chief priests (cf. 7:32, 45).
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to emphasize the title, King of the Jews,”’ and DIQ allows John to repeat it twice more
while slipping in an additional (and ironically true) “I am,” even if Pilate will not concede
to modify the titulus.

I Am (John 18:5, 6, 8)

Speaking also of “I am” statements in the passion narrative, let us take a brief
moment on the double-quotation of Jesus’ seemingly banal response at his arrest. It is
dangerous to load too much onto just two words that serve as a self-identification, yet
there is a tradition pre-dating John of having Jesus boldly declare who he is using these
two words. The declaration appears in all accounts of Jesus walking on the water (Mark
6:50; Matt 14:27; John 6:20), where there are perhaps some echoes of the divine use of “I
am” in Exodus and deutero-Isaiah.”® An even more relevant case is found in Mark’s trial
before the Sanhedrin where, unlike in Matthew and Luke, Jesus answers the question of

whether he is the Messiah quite plainly (14:62): “I am.””

The cluster of Synoptic par-
allels in John 10 is connected to precisely this scene, so that John seems to be aware of
either the Synoptic trial material or the traditions behind it. Like Mark, the Fourth Gospel

has Jesus boldly declare his identity to his enemies at his arrest. However in John where

Jesus has already admitted publically to claiming he is God’s Son (cf. 5:17; 10:22-39),

" Caragounis (“Kingdom of God,” 125) points out that John presents Jesus as “king” 14 times, while
Matthew comes closest to John with eight.

"8 These echoes are perhaps louder in Mark, where Jesus intends to “pass them by” (Mark 6:48), a possible
allusion to God’s activity on Sinai (Hooker, Mark, 170). These echoes are still heard in John’s version,
however. For other significant Synoptic uses of “I am” by Jesus, see Matt 18:20; 28:20; cp. also the dec-
larations of deceivers in Mark 13:6 // Matt 24:5 // Luke 21:8.

7 Jesus does follow this up with a declaration about seeing the Son of Man. Luke has Jesus answer, “You
say that  am” (cp. John 18:37), which is found in a few manuscripts of Mark beginning in the 9" century
most likely by assimilation to Luke (Hooker, Mark, 361). Matt 26:64 has, “You said [so].”
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instead of a deceptive kiss by Judas to signify who Jesus is, Jesus asks the arresting
officers whom they seek and confesses it without provocation.

The echoes of deutero-Isaiah, particularly its use of the divine “I am,” are sig-
nificantly louder in the Fourth Gospel.* There are signs of insertion in the arrest scene
just at the point that Jesus identifies himself as Jesus the Nazorean with éyé eip (18:5).%!
It is possible that one might hear the divine title here, but the narrator takes no chances: a
note intrudes that when Jesus said, “I am,” he knocked a large crowd of soldiers to the
ground (18:6), turning a simple identification into a demonstration of the power of the
divine epithet when Jesus speaks it. Finally Jesus quotes himself, creating a triple
affirmation of “I am” in the arrest scene.®
It Is Better for One Person to Die for the People (John 11:50-52; 18:14)

One more quotation that appears in the passion narrative seems to modify a
traditional saying. Von Wahlde argues for a development in the prophetic saying given

by Caiaphas from within the Johannine context:

Initial saying (1E, 11:50): “It is better for you that one person should die for the
people (Omep Tod AaoD) so that the whole nation should not perish.”

First development (2E, 18:14): “It is better that one person dies for the people
(Omep Tod Aaod).”

% See Ball, ‘I Am’ in John’s Gospel.

81 On this, see von Wahlde, John, 2:747-50 and the survey by Frans Neirynck, “L’epanalepsis et la critique
littéraire: A propos de 1’évangile de Jean,” ETL 56/4 (1980): 303-38.

%2 It might also be worth noting the triple repetition, twice through DIQ, of the phrase spoken to Paul in
Acts, “I am Jesus (the Nazorean), whom you are persecuting/prosecuting (£yd® e ITncodg [0 Nalwpaiog]

0v oV duvkelg, Acts 9:5; 22:8; 26:15).

% 1E refers to the first edition of John, etc.
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Second development (3E, 11:51-52): “Jesus was about to die for the nation (Omep

10D €6voug), and not for the nation alone (oOy VmeEp 10D EBvovg ndvov), but also so

the scattered children of God might be gathered into one.”
Although 18:14 is simpler and almost proverbial, the modifications in 11:51-52 incorp-
orate more of the specific Johannine context and language, particularly “children of God”
(cf. John 1:12; 1 John 3:1, 10; 5:2). But does the original show signs of being traditional
outside of its apparent development within John?

There are a number of Vrép-sayings applied to Jesus in the New Testament. In
Paul’s early phrasing of the Eucharist tradition, a tradition he says he received (1 Cor
11:23), Jesus refers to the bread as “my body which is for (Onep) you” (1 Cor 1 1:24).%
Elsewhere Paul says that Christ died for our sins (Gal 1:4; 1 Cor 15:3, also received), for
us (Rom 5:8; cp. Gal 3:13), or for all (2 Cor 5:14; cf. also Heb 2:9). In the Markan
account of the institution of the Eucharist, Jesus refers to the wine as “my blood of the
covenant, poured out for many” (Mark 14:24).*° John’s most Eucharistic passage incorp-
orates this language when Jesus says he will give his flesh for the life of the world (6:51),
suggesting that whoever composed this line was aware of the wider tradition.*® So vrép-

sayings applied to Jesus’ death are widespread in Pauline circles, where Paul marks some

of them as traditions that he himself received, and evident also in the Synoptic tradition.

% Luke’s phrasing is nearly identical to Paul’s, with the addition of “given” (cf. Luke 22:19). The Coptic
adds, “given” to 1 Cor 11:24 in the same position as Luke.

% Matt 26:28 substitutes mepi moAA@v. For a more complete discussion, see Reimund Bieringer, “Tradi-
tionsgeschichtlicher Ursprung und theologische Bedeutung der hyper-Aussagen im Neuen Testament,” in
The Four Gospels 1992: Festschrift Frans Neirynck (ed. F. van Segbroeck; 3 vols.; Louvain: Peeters,
1992), 1:219-48.

% In addition, see 10:11, 15; 13:37-38; 15:13, all of which speak of laying down one’s life for someone.
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As to the various groups for which Jesus dies, Pancaro’s discussion is helpful. He
argues, based on usage in the LXX and NT, that Aaog connotatively refers to the Jewish
people as the people of God, while £€0vog refers to any nation. Yet in the NT and the early
church fathers, Aadc is applied more and more to Christ-followers as the new “people of
God.” In Pancaro’s reading, the use of Aadg is part of Caiaphas’ inadvertent prophecy:

St. John is playing on the word Aaodc. “Jesus will die for the Aaoc.” Caiaphas

meant the Jewish nation, but he said “the Aa6g.” He thus prophesied. Jesus

would indeed die for the Jewish nation, but not only for the Jewish nation. His

death would have a much broader scope... Without realizing it he prophesied that

Jesus would die not to save the nation from destruction by the Romans, but for the

people of God (Aadc). As a result of this, although the nation would indeed be

destroyed, not all the nation (6Aov 10 £€Bvog) would perish.”’
This allows us to speculate further. The Johannine tradition may have received something
like Caiaphas’ statement in 11:50 (or more likely 18:14), that Jesus would die instead of
the (Jewish) people. When most members of the church were still Jewish, and indeed still
part of the synagogue, the similarity of this sentiment to other Vnép-sayings allowed a
double-hearing: Jesus died for the (Jewish) people, i.e. for us. However, as more Gentiles
joined, or perhaps as the Johannine groups grew more distant from the synagogue, some
commentary became necessary. At some point the rather verbose reinterpretation of

11:51-52 is developed to reflect the new application that the Jewish people have become

a nation like any other, and that Jesus died not only for the believers from that particular

¥7 Pancaro, “People of God,” 122.
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nation (Peter and the rest of the Twelve among them), but so that all the scattered
believers, all children of God, may be gathered together as one.*®
The Son of Man Must Be Lifted Up (John 3:14; 8:28; 12:32-34)

The notion of Jesus being “lifted up” appears in three scenes in John (3:14; 8:28;
12:32-34). The first uses the bronze serpent that Moses lifted up as an analogy for the
Son of Man, who must also be lifted up so that whoever sees him and believes in him
may have eternal life (3:14). If the Epistle of Barnabas is independent of John as it
seems, then its presentation of the serpent as a “type of Christ” (12:5-6) gives evidence
that John begins by incorporating a traditional comparison.* But by repeating the motif
three times, John goes beyond it. These three sayings play a role similar to Mark’s three
passion predictions (8:31; 9:31; 10:33-34) although John’s Jesus uses the polyvalent

dyow,” encapsulating both being lifted up physically on the cross (cf. 12:33) and being

% A similar move seems to be made in Rev 21:3 (see Edmondo Lupieri, 4 Commentary on the Apocalypse
of John [trans. M.P. Johnson and A. Kamesar; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2006], 331-32). An objection
might be made that the verb used, cuvayo, is linked to cuvaywyr, and therefore we might look for more of
an intra-Jewish phenomenon. But if John is in fact appropriating “people” for the new body of believers, it
may do the same with “synagogue” (cp. also in Johannine circles Rev 3:9, which differentiates other Jews
as “Satan’s synagogue,” apparently as distinct from a more proper synagogue, i.e. the church). Such a use
of Jewish terminology does not preclude the presence of Gentiles within the body of believers.

¥ Brown, John, 1:133.

% Barnabas Lindars, “Discourse and Tradition: The Use of the Sayings of Jesus in the Discourse of the
Fourth Gospel,” JSNT 13 (1981): 83-101, here 86-87. Pierre Létourneau (“Le Quatriéme Evangile et les
predications de la passion dans les Evangiles Synoptiques,” in John and the Synoptics [BETL 101; ed. A.
Denaux; Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1992], 579-86, here 581) traces the matter differently: the
Synoptics focus on the subjective conditions of salvation, with each prediction leading into the suffering
required also of disciples, while John focuses on the objective condition of salvation, i.e. the crucifixion
and exaltation of Christ. Acts twice refers to the exaltation of Jesus using Dyow (Acts 2:33; 5:31), the
former as distinct from the crucifixion (cf. 5:30): “you killed [him] by hanging [him] on a tree... God
exalted (bywoev) him.”
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exalted.”’ The three Markan passion predictions use more definite terms like suffer, die,
be crucified, and in three days rise up. Still, as Pierre Létourneau tracks it, there are simil-
arities: each triplet involves the Son of Man,”” the first prediction always expresses the
necessity (0€) of the crucifixion (and, I would add, the second and third refer to it as a
certain and imminent but fiture event),” and each implicates Jewish authorities.”* So it is
not only the triple prediction of Jesus’ death that connects John’s “lifted up” sayings to
the Synoptic tradition; there are similarities of form and content as well. In this manner,
the Fourth Gospel can incorporate the image of the bronze serpent (and thus expand on
its Prophet-like-Moses motif)’> and yet another echo of Isaiah (where God’s servant will
be lifted up [OywOnceton] and glorified exceedingly [do&acOrceTon 096dpa])’ while

building a proper set of passion predictions off of a polyvalent term.

I Brown (John, 1:146), based partially on the uses of dYyow in Acts, includes the ascension as part of Jesus’
“lifting up” in John. Brown also recognizes the similarities to Mark.

92 Matthew’s first passion prediction (16:21) does not mention the Son of Man; instead it reports in the third
person that se (Jesus) must suffer, etc. Likewise, in John’s third “lifted up” saying Jesus uses direct speech
in the first person, “If / am lifted up” (12:32). The crowd, however, quickly ‘corrects’ him with a quotation
involving the Son of Man (12:34). In Johannine fashion, they are ironically correct that Jesus, the Son of
Man, and the Messiah can all be identified.

% Futures appear in Mark 9:31 and 10:33; Matt 17:22-23 and 20:18-19; and Luke 18:31-33. Luke 9:44 says
that the Son of Man “is about to be handed over” (péAAietr TopadidocBat). John uses a subjunctive in 8:28
(“whenever you lift up”), but notes that “then you will know” (t6te yvddoecbe). A conditional appears in
12:32 (“if I should be lifted up”), but is again followed by a future: “I will draw (éAx0o®) everyone.”

% Létourneau, “Les predications,” 579.

% Moses is not a type of Christ as much as the bronze serpent is (Meeks, Prophet-King, 292), but John is
not so neat in his analogy and intends a comparison nonetheless. Instead of Moses lifting a bronze serpent
up to save people temporarily, Jesus will allow (cause?) himself to be lifted up to save people eternally (see
Mardaga, “Repetitive Use of Oyow,” 112-13). Cp. Heb 9:1-14, where Jesus is both the sacrifice and the
high priest.

% See Lincoln, John, 153.
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Since Létourneau ignores the quotation in John 12:34, he misses that there may
also be some light criticism of the Synoptic tradition’s focus on the physical suffering of
Jesus, which portrays the crucifixion much more as a humiliation that Christ endures than
as his moment of exaltation where his glory is manifested, as John does.”” The crowd that
quotes him (12:34) is probably hostile and definitely misunderstands Jesus by reducing
the meaning of “lifted up” to death alone. This same crowd inexplicably (at the story
level) quotes the prediction closest to the Synoptic tradition.”® John may want not only to
import aspects of Jesus’ glorification into the crucifixion while downplaying Christ’s
suffering; it may also view the failure to do so as misleading in itself.

A Slave Is not Greater than His Master (John 13:16; 15:20)

We can now leave the passion behind and look for other sorts of material that
John has incorporated using DIQ. After the footwashing scene, Jesus begins a short
discourse explaining what he has just done to the disciples. Jesus affirms the titles of
“teacher” (010doK0r0g) and “master” (kvprog) by which the disciples address him

5999

(13:13): “and you speak rightly, for I am.””” He then interprets the footwashing as a

97 Létourneau does recognize the elimination of kenotic elements in the Johannine passion predictions and
ably describes how John’s christological foci (but not its literary tendencies) lead to very different pre-
dictions. He simply does not recognize how the crowd’s quotation re-focuses the complex on Jesus’ death
and presumed absence to the detriment of all other aspects, such as salvation (John 3:14), deeper Christo-
logical knowledge (8:28-29), and Jesus’ ability to draw people to himself (12:32).

% John’s second and third predictions have more complex structures than those in the Synoptic tradition,
where definite statements about what the Son of Man will suffer are given. However, the words 6¢i 1ov
viov 100 avBpdmov appear in the first prediction of Mark, Luke, and John, and in the crowd’s quotation.
The infinitives in the Synoptics follow these words since they give way to a list of things that will happen
to the Son of Man. For more on the placement of the infinitive in John, see chapter 2 above.

% Cp. John 8:48. There is a sort of DIQ here: the disciples have addressed him as “teacher” (cf. 11:28; for
“rabbi,” interpreted as “teacher,” see 1:38, 49; 4:31; 9:2; 11:8) and “lord” (cf. 6:68; 11:3, 12, 21, 27, 32, 39;
and Peter here twice, 13:6, 9).
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mimetic example for them to follow: if he has washed their feet, then they should wash
one another’s (13:14). Jesus has given them a model (Vmdderyua) so that “just as (kabmg)
I did to you, you should also do” (13:15). The string of mimetic material is concluded
with a double amen:
John 13:16: “Amen, amen I say to you, a slave is not greater than his master (ovk
g€otv doDAog peilmv Tod Kupiov avtod), nor is one who is sent (4TOGTOAOG)
greater than the one who sent him.”
Another double amen regarding the relationship between the sender and the sent appears
soon after: “the one who receives the one I send receives me, and the one who receives
me receives the one who sent me” (13:20).
The slave/master saying seems to be traditional both in its formulation and in its
parallel construction. A similar master-slave comparison appears in Matthew:
Matt 10:24-25: “A student is not above the teacher, nor is a slave above his master
(003¢ dothog vmEp OV Khprov avtod).'” It is sufficient that the student become
like his teacher and the slave like his master.”
To say the least there is evidence in Matthew that the master-slave comparison may pre-

101

date John. The teacher-student comparison also appears in Luke’s sermon on the plain

(6:40),' while the additional comparison (“it is sufficient that the slave become like his

1% The phrase in question is absent in OL k and the Sinaitic Syriac, “a formidable combination” according
to Dodd (Tradition, 335). However, it is universally present in the Greek tradition. If there is harmonization
with another text, it would be simpler if the master-slave comparison was omitted in imitation of Luke
(6:40) than that it was added to Matthew in imitation of John, but in reverse order and with modified,
Synoptic phrasing. If the latter was indeed the case, it was done very early.

"L 1f John is directly dependent on Matthew, John replaces Matthew’s (and Luke’s) vnép with its preferred
comparative peilwv (Jesus and Jacob, 4:12; Jesus and Abraham, 8:53; the Father and Jesus, 14:28). See
Lincoln, John, 36.

192 The occurrence of the teacher-student comparison in Matthew and Luke has led to its inclusion in the
reconstructed Q, although without the master-slave parallel found in Matthew (Robinson, et al, Critical
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master”) appears in several rabbinic passages.'” Although these passages are late (7th
century or later), it does not seem particularly likely that the rabbis, who treat the phrase
as proverbial, adopted it from Matthew or Jesus (or some later Christian re-working of
the motif)—although it is always possible. Instead, if the phrase was already proverbial at
the time of the evangelists (not to mention Jesus), then it may have given rise to the
corollary that the slave is not above/greater than the master.

Furthermore, there are other traditional elements in the construction of the double
amen in 13:16. First, similar comparisons of the sender and the sent appear even more
often in the Talmud and as early as the Mishnah.'® Again they are not ascribed to a
particular rabbi, but presented as a proverbial truth. Second, we can see from Matthew

that a parallel construction has already been used with this sort of comparison, whether

Edition of Q, 78). Gilbert van Belle and David R. M. Godecharle (“C.H. Dodd on John 13:16 (and 15:20):
St. John’s Knowledge of Matthew Revisited,” in Engaging with C.H. Dodd on the Gospel of John: Sixty
Years of Tradition and Interpretation [eds. T. Thatcher and C.H. Williams; New York: Cambridge
University Press, 2013], 86-106, here 98) use its absence in the reconstructed Q to support John’s direct
dependence on Matthew. Theobald (Herrenworte, 139-45) finds it more likely that the parallelism already
appeared in Q and that Luke has omitted it. See also Edwin K. Broadhead, “The Fourth Gospel and the
Synoptic Sayings Source: The Relationship Reconsidered,” in Jesus in Johannine Tradition (R.T. Fortna
and T. Thatcher, eds.; Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2001), 291-301. Either possibility supports the
point being made: if the phrase, embedded in a parallelism like Matthew’s, appeared in a document like Q
even prior to the First Gospel, it only pushes back earlier the tradition that John may have relied upon.

19 See b. Ber. 58b; Sifira Lev. 25:23 (per. 3, behar 4); Exod. Rab. 42.5 (on Exod 32:7). The last of these is
notable: just as God descended to investigate the Tower of Babel, Moses must descend from Sinai to
investigate the idolatry of the Golden Calf, “for it is sufficient that the slave be like his master.” Tanch.
23.79, 80 have similar sayings, and Exod. Rab. 25.6 (on Exod 16:4; cp. John 6:31) has a string of normal
relationships that are inverted with God: typically the student carries the lantern for his teacher (cp. John
9:5), the slave washes his master (cp. John 13:1-11), puts on his master’s shoes (cp. John 1:27), carries his
master (cp. 5:1-12), and guards his master (cp. John 17:12). For the teacher-student comparison, we might
also mention LXX Ps 118:99: “I understood above (0ngp) all those who teach me (tovg d18a0K0OVTAG E)
that/because (&tt) your testimonies are my care” (suggested by Walter Schmithals, Das Evangelium nach
Lukas [Zurich: Theologischer Verlag, 1980], 87). Compare later, Dial. Sav. 139.11-14 (““The disciple
resembling his teacher’.” This word she [Mary] spoke as a woman who knew the All). Luke has instead,
“everyone who is fully trained will be like his teacher.”

1% Here the comparison is that the one who is sent is like/equal to (and therefore not above/greater than) the
one who sent him; see m. Berakoth 5.5; B.M. 96a; Hag. 10b; Kid. 14b; Men. 93b; and Naz. 12b.
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John borrows directly from Matthew or not. In fact, an unrelated but similar construction
appears in Arrian’s Discourses of Epictetus in the first decade of the second century:

2.23.16: “Then what if... it is possible for that which serves to be superior to what

it serves (10 dlocovodv kpelooov sivon éketvov @ dtaxovel): the horse to the rider,

or the dog to the hunter, or the instrument to the player, or the attendants

(Omnpéron) to the king (Pacthémc)?”!?
These notions are presented as absurd. Arrian’s Epictetus presents a set of comparisons in
parallel construction to make an ethical point (here that we are servants of purpose), just
as John’s Jesus does. It is not that John seems to be familiar with Arrian, only that we
have three similar expressions of a general principle in variant language within a few
decades of each other, with at least one case apparently independent of the others. So not
only are the individual comparisons likely to pre-date John, but it may have inherited the
construction of the saying in parallel form from its tradition, oral or otherwise.

There are also signs of tradition in the discourses served by John’s use of the
saying. H.F.D. Sparks tabulated several points of similarity between John and Matthew,

including that John uses the noun apostle only here and Matthew uses it only in 10:2;'%

that Jesus talks about sending the disciples in Matt 10:16; that John follows the recitation

1% My translation; Greek taken from the LCL. The last comparison has particular resonance in John (cf.
7:32,45-46; 18:3, 12, 18, 22, 36; 19:6).

1% Graydon F. Snyder argues unconvincingly that the term réotoAog is used here as part of a larger
criticism of Peter (“John 13:16 and the Anti-Petrinism of the Johannine Tradition,” BR 16 [1971]: 5-15).
His argument rests too strongly on the questionable assumption that the death and resurrection of Jesus is
unimportant in John, and it ignores the several appearances of the risen Lord to the Beloved Disciple,
which are not devalued but instead used to put him on equal footing with Peter and the Twelve. Luise
Abramowski argues somewhat more convincingly that the term would contribute to a criticism of Paul
(“Der Apostel von Johannes 13,16,” ZNW 99/1 [2008]: 116-23), although the criticism would be quite
subtle and depends on John’s knowledge of either the Pauline letters (where “slave” and “apostle” are used
abundantly in reference to Paul) or of Pauline communities who continued to talk about Paul in these terms,
which is a distinct possibility.
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of the logion with one about the persecution of the disciples (John 15:21), whereas
Matthew precedes his version with a saying on the same topic (Matt 10:23); and that
Matthew’s Jesus concludes the speech with a logion about the one who receives the
disciples receiving also Jesus (Matt 10:40), while John follows the first recitation with a

197 Gardner-Smith soon countered, addressing Sparks’

similar statement (John 13:20).
points one by one,'® for example that Matthew’s terms fit more neatly John’s first
discourse where Jesus has referred to himself specifically as teacher and master,'?” yet
John inexplicably substitutes a different comparison (sender and sent); the vocabulary
differs in almost every other parallel that Sparks finds, with similarities resting on syno-
nymous words and phrases;''” and the hatred and persecution of the disciples is not in
view in John 13, although they are in the later discourse.

It is possible that Sparks has pushed the parallels with Matthew alone beyond
their capacity. As even Gardner-Smith admits, the use that Jesus makes of the master-

slave comparison in John 15:20 is quite similar to the use made of it in Matt 10:24,

placed alongside the teacher-student comparison. Jesus predicts his physical absence

17 «St. John’s Knowledge of Matthew: The Evidence of John 13,16 and 15,20,” JTS 3/1 (1952): 58-61.
Sparks was recently defended by van Belle and Godecharle, “C.H. Dodd on John 13:16 (and 15:20).”

198 «St. John’s Knowledge of Matthew,” JTS 4/1 (1953): 31-35. See also Dodd, Tradition, 335-38.

1 Dodd adds that “disciple,” found in Matthew’s parallel, is one of John’s favorite words (78 times in the
gospel, six more times before they leave the room), so the switch to “apostle” is highly uncharacteristic of
John and unlikely to occur only because Matthew uses the term once 23 verses prior (Tradition, 337).

"% For example, Matthew uses dmootéAhm (10:16) and 8éyopon (10:41) while John uses néunem (13:16;
15:20) and AopBdave (13:20). It could be that John substituted synonyms that he preferred, or the differ-
ences could reflect different translations or traditions that developed in similar but variant ways. Dodd
(Tradition, 336) points out that each of the comparative constructions in John 13:16 and Matt 10:24
translate 11 2173 in the Septuagint (see LXX Gen 48:19 for peiCov + gen. and 2 Kgdms 13:15 for vnép +
acc.), allowing separate Greek translations of a Semitic original.
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from the disciples, in John because he is about to die and return to the Father, in Matthew
because he is sending them out on a mission that foreshadows their roles after his
death.'"! In Matthew the disciples will be persecuted and will have the Spirit of their
Father to defend them when they are put on trial in councils and synagogues (Matt 10:17-
20), just as in John the Advocate or Spirit of Truth, who comes from the Father, will
testify on Jesus’ behalf (John 15:26) when the disciples are cast out of synagogues and
killed (16:2)."" Jesus was persecuted, hated, and killed because he came from the Father
and testified, and the disciples, who are not greater than he is, can expect the same.
Matthew provides evidence that likely pre-dates the Fourth Gospel for using the logion to
support such a connection between the earthly Jesus and the later disciples.

'3 Here the teacher-student logion is

Meanwhile Luke’s context is very different.
used as one of a series of mimetic charges to the apostles:''* “Just as (kafdc) you wish
people to do for you, do for them likewise” (0poiwg, Luke 6:31). The audience should not
do the same (10 a010) as sinners, who love only those who love them (6:32-34). If they

love their enemies, do good, and lend expecting no return they will be sons of the Most

High, who is also kind (6:35); i.e. they will be like their Father: “Be merciful just as

" Craig S. Keener, 4 Commentary on the Gospel of Matthew (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1999), 312-13.
"2 Keener (John, 2:1022) connects 15:26 to Mark 13:9-11, which is adapted in Matt 10:19-20.

'3 Although the sermon contains the saying, “Blessed are you when people hate you and exclude you,
insult you and cast out your name as evil on account of the Son of Man” (6:22), the persecution of the
disciples is not its main focus.

' Sparks notes that Matthew uses the term “apostle” only in 10:2, believing this to make a stronger case
for John’s familiarity with Matthew. However, Luke uses the term “apostle” of those Jesus has chosen
(éxhe&apevog) shortly before a similar logion (6:13; cp. John 13:18, “I know whom I have chosen [&&gh-
e&aunv]”) and five other times besides (9:10; 11:49; 17:5; 22:14; 24:10), making it more likely that, if'it
were dependent on the Synoptic gospels, John would be dependent on Luke for the term than Matthew.
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(xaBm¢g) your Father is merciful” (6:36). They must be good teachers, since those who are
trained will be like (&¢) their teachers (6:40).'"> They must be humble, acknowledging
the log in their own eyes before the speck in someone else’s (6:41-42). In other words,
Luke uses the logion as a call to ethical action based on mimetic principles and the
teachings of Jesus whose words, if they call him “Lord,” they should follow (6:46). John
likewise uses the logion in the service of ethical teaching based on mimetic principles the

"¢ The Gospel of Luke shows that comparative statements like those

first time it appears.
found in John 13:16 were already used by Christ-followers in such a didactic setting.
John appropriates and endorses both applications of the saying: the call to ethical
behavior through imitation of Jesus, and the call to endure persecution. It is not clear that
John used or knew of Matthew and Luke directly, although there are ambiguous signs of
this in the relevant passages. It is more certain that John’s uses of the saying incorporate
two modes of application already evident in the tradition, and that John uses DIQ to
repeat the saying and effectively to endorse both.
Rise, Carry Your Bed and Walk (John 5:8, 11-12)
The act that leads directly to the beginning of Jesus’ persecution is the healing of

a sick man in Jerusalem on a Sabbath. Like each of the healings in John, Jesus enacts the

miracle with a command:

"5 Of Matthew, Luke, and John, Jesus is addressed as “teacher” most often in Luke and at least occasion-
ally by people who are not his enemies (cf. Luke 7:40; 8:49; 9:38; 12:13; 21:7). That is, when the disciples
are fully trained they will be like Jesus.

116 See Bennema, “Mimesis in John 13” and the literature he cites there. It is notable that each of the three
mentions titles that Jesus is called: John “teacher” and “lord,” Luke “lord,” and Matthew “Beelzebul” by
his enemies (Matt 10:25).



233

John 5:8: Jesus said to him, “Rise, carry your bed and walk ("Eyeipe dpov tov
KpaPattov cov kol tepurdret)!”

The command is repeated twice more through the testimony of the healed man. Jesus
heals a paralytic with a similar command in Mark 2:1-12, a story picked up by Matthew
(9:1-8) and Luke (5:17-26). Mark’s initial, hypothetical citation of the command comes
the closest to John’s actual one:
Mark 2:9: “Which is easier to say to the paralytic, “Your sins are forgiven’? Or to
say, ‘Rise and carry your bed and walk ("Eyeipe xoi apov 1oV kpafoattdv cov
Kol tepindret)’?”
Seven words in Mark match John’s wording precisely, with only the addition of an extra
“and.”'"” Subsequently Jesus gives the command he posited a moment earlier:
Mark 2:10-11: “So you might know that the Son of Man has the authority to
forgive sins on the earth”—he said to the paralytic, “I tell you, rise, carry your
bed and go to your house!”'"®
In a stereotyped fashion, we are told that the paralytic immediately obeyed (Mark 2:12
and pars.), as we are in John (5:9). In Mark attention is repeatedly drawn to the phrase as
a speech act, although not as testimony but as a demonstration of Jesus’ authority.

Repeated attempts have been made to demonstrate that John has modified Mark’s

account.''” Such arguments point to more than the strikingly similar phrase. For example

"7 Matthew and Luke contract the command in the first case, giving only, “Rise and walk!” That is, in the
later Synoptics there is no mention of carrying at all until the actual command is given, where they each
follow Mark’s structure even if they make some substitutions: Matthew (9:6) alters the command to rise to
an aorist participle (£yepbeic), and changes kpdapattog to kAivn. Luke (5:24) instead changes the command
to carry to an aorist participle (dpog), and replaces kpdpattog with KAwvidiov.

"® The verbal similarity of the commands in John and Mark is evident in a later conflation that cites Jesus
as saying in John 5:8, “Rise, carry your bed and go to your house” (Daniel B. Johnson, “A Neglected
Variant in Gregory 33 (John V.8),” NTS 18/2 [1972]: 231-32).
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in the Synoptics Jesus demonstrates his authority to forgive sins. In John, Jesus warns the
man not to sin anymore (5:14), an issue that arises unexpectedly and is just as quickly
dropped. In the Synoptics the healing is one of a string of controversy stories that culm-
inate in a conspiracy to kill Jesus for violating the Sabbath (Mark 3:6 and pars.). In John,
through the testimony of the man and of Jesus, the healing leads to the Jews seeking to
kill Jesus (5:18). All of this is of course to ignore much that is different: John has a
different location, reverses the social situation of the man (from a man with four friends
who dig through a roof to get to Jesus, to a man who cannot even find anyone to shove
him in a pool), and most importantly, alters the nature of the controversy.

It is unlikely that John and Mark happened upon such similar phrases coinci-
dentally, but given both the similarities and differences in their accounts it is unclear
whether John borrowed the command (and little else) from Mark or whether, as Gardner-
Smith claims, the command traveled through oral tradition to both Gospels.'*” In either
case, John incorporates a phrase that evidently preceded the Fourth Gospel, but develops

it in a novel direction. In Mark, the command is used only in the service of demonstrating

1o E.g. B.H. Streeter, The Four Gospels (London: MacMillan, 1926), 398; Benjamin W. Bacon, The Go-
spel of the Hellenists (New York: Henry Holt, 1933), 187-91, and his earlier “Sources and Method of the
Fourth Evangelist,” HJ 25 (1926): 115-30, with input from the other Synoptics. Frans Neirynck takes up
the argument in “John 5,1-18 and the Gospel of Mark: A Response to P. Borgen,” in Evangelica II (BETL
99; Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1999), 699-712, and D. Moody Smith (John Among the Gospels: The
Relationship in Twentieth-Century Research [Minneapolis: Fortress, 1992], 21) is certain that John knows
Mark, using this as an example of “the influence of Mark in non-Markan Johannine pericopes.”

120 percival Gardner-Smith, Saint John and the Synoptic Gospels (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1938), 26; see also Duncan Derrett, “Why ‘Bed’? (Mark 2.9d; John 5.8b),” Bibbia e Oriente 38/2 (1996):
111-16. That the command itself was memorable and could travel from text to text is evident in the conflat-
ion of John 5:8 with Mark 2:11 cited above (n. 117) or the conflation of Luke’s command (5:23) with a
similar one in Acts 3:6 (in X, B, D, and the Sahidic). An intermediate position is that John crafted a miracle
story from its own tradition but modelled the command on Mark’s, whether to create what we might now
call intertextual echoes or simply because the authors liked the sound of it and thought that they could build
certain themes upon it (note the use of “raise” in the discourse, John 5:21).
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Jesus’ authority to forgive sins. Matthew and Luke can even eliminate the command to
carry. In John carrying is half the point. The command to rise is eliminated since the
Jews are initially unconcerned with the healing,'*' and soon the bed is too because the
focus is on the man’s carrying and walking on the Sabbath. John grounds the miracle
story in a recognizably traditional command, but uses quotations to shift focus to the
gospel’s own concerns: testimony regarding Sabbath violations in or around the temple.
If You Remain in My Word, You Will Truly Be My Disciples, and You Will Know
the Truth, and the Truth Will Free You (John 8:31-33)

Theobald’s case for the pre-Johannine tradition in John 8:31-32, based largely on
Leroy, is not as strong as some of the others in terms of lexical parallels. Instead, Leroy’s
case rests on three arguments: 1) the saying is self-sufficient (it does not need the
narrative context to function); 2) freedom is a theme found only here (8:31-36) in the
Johannine Writings;122 and 3) the explication of the saying does not match the wording of

the logion itself, i.e. the saying speaks of the disciples remaining in the word while the

"2l The healing may be included in “these things” that cause the Jews to persecute Jesus in 5:16, and Jesus
presents the miracle as the issue in 7:21-23. However, the initial problem is the man carrying his bed (and
the fact that Jesus fold him to do so), and later that Jesus justifies the healing by claiming the same author-
ity as God to work on the Sabbath. The healing remains an issue but much weight has been shifted to Jesus’
words as the cause of his troubles.

122 A5 is widely noted elsewhere; cp. Lindars (“Discourse and Tradition,” 91): “The word g\evepog and its
cognates occur only here in the Fourth Gospel. It is foreign to John's diction. It thus seems likely that John
has used it here rather unwillingly, and abandons it as soon as he has established the terms of reference
which he needs for the subsequent argument. If this is so, there must have been a certain constraint upon
him to use it in the first place... this constraint comes from his use of traditional material.”
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discourse speaks of the word finding room in the disciples (cf. 8:37).'%® This last point is
hardly convincing given John’s penchant for mutuality.'*

To these Theobald adds two more: first, that the image of the disciples attending
to the words of their teacher derives from early Christian tradition, and second, that Jesus
continues to adapt the saying as the Jews do, although not through DIQ: “If the Son frees
you, you will be really free” (8:36).'% In support of his first point, Theobald gives a pair
of logia on the conditions of discipleship:

Luke 14:26-27: “If anyone comes to me and does not hate his own father and

mother... and even his own life, he cannot be my disciple. Whoever does not

carry his own cross and come after me cannot be my disciple.”'*°
The Johannine saying may have adapted this form from the tradition, while its content
developed through interaction with ideas found in the works of Philo (e.g. Prob. 45-46:
“those who live according to the law are free [éAe00epor], but the unerring law is right
reason [0pBOg AOYoc]”) and in James 1:25 (“Whoever looks intently into the perfect law

of freedom [t éAevBepiag] and continues [mapapeivag] in it...”). Theoretically, in

response John substitutes Christ’s word for the law.

123 Theobald, Herrenworte, 482-83 and Leroy, Rdtsel, 68-72.
124 Just see John 14:20: “On that day you will know that I am in my Father, and you in me, and I in you.”

125 Theobald, Herrenworte, 483. C. Hugo Zorilla, following Boismard and Lamouille, detects a chiasm in
8:31-36, where the original statement, its quotation, and Jesus’ paraphrase appear in key positions: A. If
you remain in my word, you are truly my disciples, and you will know the truth and the truth will free you;
B. We are Abraham’s offspring; C. We have never been enslaved to anyone; D. How is it you say, “You
will become free”? C’. Everyone who commits sin is a slave to sin; B’. The slave does not remain in the
household forever; the son remains forever; A’. If the Son frees you, you will be really free (“The Obedient
Disciple: Agent of Liberation (John 8:31-32),” in Freedom and Discipleship: Liberation Theology in
Anabaptist Perspective [ed. D.S. Schipani; Maryknoll: Orbis, 1989], 17-33, here 23).

126 A version of the saying is found in Matt 10:37-38, although there such a person is not worthy (&&w0c) of
Jesus. Theobald also points to Rom 8:9 (“If anyone does not have the Spirit of Christ, he is not his”) for a
saying with a comparable form to the Synoptic logion.



237

Yet all of this could be a novel insight of John’s instead of a tradition incorp-
orated into the gospel.'?” There are potential precedents to John’s statement and the use
made of it, but they may not be directly Jesus tradition. It is important to make two
observations about the arguments that John is making in the context of the larger dia-
logue. The first is that the “Jews who believed” (8:31) respond to the logion by invoking
Abraham as a point of contrast to the implication that they are not free (8:33): “We are
seed of Abraham (onépua APpadu), and we have never been enslaved to anyone.”
Descent from Abraham will continue to be an issue (8:37-40, 53, 56-58): the “Jews who
believed” claim descent is a matter of heredity while Jesus claims it is a matter of behav-
ing like Abraham. This brings us to the second observation: initially Jesus counters their
claim to be free with a mini-parable:'*®

John 8:35-36: “The slave does not remain in the household (oikia) forever (gig tov

aidva); the son remains forever (gig Tov ai®dva). So if the son frees you, you will

be really free.”
More than one scholar has seen here an allusion to Isaac and Ishmael, both descended
from Abraham but one a recognized son and heir, the other merely a child of the slave,

129

Hagar. ©” Ishmael is sent away from Abraham’s household with his mother while Isaac

'*" Duncan Derrett’s suggestion of Buddhist precedents, arguably incorporated to facilitate proselytizing in
Buddhist regions, is intriguing and not impossible, but perhaps not the most likely background (“Oriental
Sources for John 8,32-367” Bibbia e Oriente 43/1 [2001]: 29-32). He admits to parallels just as close in the
works of Philo and among the Stoics, the latter of which he rejects only because John is Jewish and “has
never been accused of being a Stoic” (p. 31) Although Derrett notes several similarities with Paul (who,
though Jewish, was evidently influenced by Stoicism), he does not consider that John might not be building
on Stoic thought directly, but on Pauline thought because it suits John’s narrative and theological goals and
because Paul is an influential member of its own tradition.

128 1 indars, John, 325; Dodd, Tradition, 380-82.

129 E.g. Brown, John, 1:362; Barrett, John, 346; Zorrilla, “Obedient Disciple,” 23.
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remains in the household'*" of Abraham and in an everlasting (LXX Gen 17:7-8, 19,
aicdviov) covenant with God.

It is possible that John is drawing on Pauline tradition here."*! In Paul’s letter to
the Galatians, the apostle is apparently dealing with fellow Christ-believers sent from
Jerusalem (cf. Gal 2:12-14) who are attempting to impose circumcision on Gentile con-
verts who wish to become “seed of Abraham.”'** Paul uses the image of Isaac and
Ishmael to highlight that physical descent is less important than recognition as an heir
(Gal 4:21-5:1). Abraham was considered righteous because he believed (Gal 3:6-9), and
only by emulating the patriarch, righteous not through the Law but through living by faith
in the “seed” (who is Christ, Gal 3:15-18), will believers be saved and be “born according
to the Spirit” (yevwn0eig xotd mvedpua) from the free woman (€x tfig éhevBépac), Sarah,

who corresponds to the Jerusalem above (Gveo Tepovcainp).

139 John uses oixia in 8:35 (cf. also 4:53; 11:31; 12:3; 14:2) rather than oikog (cf. 2:16-17; 11:20), providing
a weak echo of the covenant in LXX Gen 17:12-13 where God commands that both the slave bought with
money (from any foreigner “not of your seed””) and the slave born to the household (6 oikoyevng Tiig oikiag
oov) are to be circumcised along with sons.

! Michael D. Goulder (“John 1,1-2,12 and the Synoptics,” in John and the Synoptics [ed. A. Denaux;
Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1992], 201-37) argues that “John was a Pauline Christian embattled
with Jewish Christians; and he feels the need to develop the synoptic traditions in the light of this struggle”
(p. 203, emphasis original). The “Jews who believed in him” (John 8:31), in Goulder’s reading, represent
the sort of Jewish Christians Paul combats in Galatians. Although the argument is not terribly nuanced, and
some of his language is misguided and unsavory (e.g. twice referring to Nicodemus as a “greasy” hypo-
crite, apparently representative of a Jewish Christian type, pp. 202, 226), a Pauline Christian (in Ephesus?)
might be expected to be familiar with arguments found in Galatians. Although few others connect John to
Paul directly, the similarity of John’s argument to Pauline thought in this passage, especially in Galatians
and Romans, is widely noted.

12 See Martyn, Galatians, 304.
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There are many connections to this argument in the passage in John: the only time

133 as does

circumcision comes up in the Fourth Gospel is at Tabernacles (John 7:21-23),
“seed,” whether of David (7:42) or of Abraham (8:33, 37)."** Here Jesus is “from above”
(éx TdV Gve in 8:23, not Gvwdev)'” in contrast to the present “Jews who believed” in
Jerusalem (Jerusalemites? cf. 7:25), who are from below.'*® Jesus tells them that what
determines their association, with the Son or with the slave, is not based on the Law but
whether they remain in Jesus’ word, receive Jesus instead of trying to kill him, and con-
tinue to believe in him as their “good works” (cp. 6:29). These Jerusalemites will soon
fail in belief (cf. 8:45-46).

More importantly for us is how Jesus qualifies discipleship: “you will know the
truth” (yvdoeosBe v ainbeiav), and “the truth will free you” (1] dAnBeia EevBepioet

vuag). By way of contrast, failing to keep his word leads to committing sin, making one a

slave to sin (809A6g £oTwv Tiig dupaptiog, 8:34)."°” Similarly, Paul tells the Galatians that

133 A parenthetical remark in 7:22 acknowledges that circumcision goes back to the patriarchs, the first
allusion to Abraham in the long dispute.

13* A comment by Brown (John, 1:355) on 8:33 is important to note: “it is not impossible that John, like
Paul in Gal iii 16, is playing on the singular word to indicate that Jesus is the real descendant of Abraham.”

13 iterally Jesus is “one of those/the things above,” and it is not immediately clear what John means by
the above ones/things.

1% The identity of the “Jews who have believed” in John 8:31, and whether they should be identified with
the many who believed in 8:30, is a notorious crux (see Debbie Hunn, “Who Are ‘They’ in John 8:337”,
CBQ 66/3 [2004]: 387-99 for a survey of options). One option is that they are the former disciples who left
Jesus (6:60-66), mentioned by the brothers in 7:3, and who may include some of the many who believed
Jesus due to his signs—but whom Jesus did not trust—in 2:23-25. See Terry Griffith, “‘The Jews Who Had
Believed in Him’ (John 8:31) and the Motif of Apostasy in the Gospel of John,” in The Gospel of John and
Christian Theology (eds. R. Bauckham and C. Mosser; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2008), 183-92.

7 A small number of manuscripts beginning with D omit “of sin” here. While the external evidence is
overwhelmingly in favor of including the two words and I am not convinced by the position of Sanders and
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138 50 that they were enslaved

formerly they did not know God (ovk €166teg Ogov)
(édovievoate) to lesser beings (Gal 4:8). Elsewhere he draws a contrast between the
former lives of believers as slaves of sin (dobAot ¢ apaptiog) and their present lives as
slaves of righteousness who have been given eternal life (Rom 6:15-23). In either case,
their former slavery is not something they should return to since “Christ freed us” (WG
YpLotdc iAevdépmoey, Gal 5:1).'%

John wants to contrast lives without Christ and the liberation that comes with

1071 ike Paul, John contrasts

Christ, and it draws heavily on traditional material to do so.
being Abraham’s biological offspring (oméppa, 8:33, 37) with being his children (tékva,

8:39) who do his works.'*! Jesus has already established that at least some of his present

audience knows neither him nor his Father (7:28; 8:19; cp. 8:14). Nor will they know

Mastin, who argue that “of sin” is a gloss inserted by a copyist in imitation of Rom 6:17, 20 (John, 228). If
they are correct, this would indicate how close John’s language is to Paul’s here.

1% John and Paul use different verbs for knowing, and it is likely that John is not directly dependent on
Galatians as a text, but on the line of thinking contained in Galatians. However, it should be pointed out
that John presents a future possibility, for which it always uses ywdokm (cf. John 7:17; 8:28; 13:35; 14:20).
John uses the two verbs interchangeably for the most part in any event. For knowing Christ elsewhere in
Pauline literature, see 2 Cor. 2:14; 5:16; Eph 4:13. For knowing God, see 2 Cor. 10:5; Eph 1:17.

139 In fact the verb ékevdepém appears in the NT only in John, Galatians, and Romans. Paul makes passive
statements in Rom 6:18, 22 (“freed from sin) but in 8:2 the agent is the law of the Spirit of life in Christ
Jesus. The Jews in John paraphrase with the noun, éAe06epot (8:33). Paul uses this word to describe one of
his attributes as an apostle (1 Cor 9:1, “Am I not a free person?”), in the baptismal claim that in Christ Jews
or Greeks, slaves or free people drink of the same Spirit (1 Cor 12:13; cf. Eph 6:8 and also John 7:37-39;
8:31) so that there are no longer slaves or free people (Gal 3:28) because in the renewal Christ is in all (Col
3:11; cf. John 8:37).

10 Compare John 15:14-15 with another condition of discipleship that employs “slave” language: “You are
my friends if you do what I command you. I no longer call you slaves, because the slave does not know
what his master is doing. I have called you friends because I have made known to you all the things I heard
from my Father.”

141 See Steven A. Hunt, “And the Word Became Flesh—Again? Jesus and Abraham in John 8:31-59,” in
Perspectives on Our Father Abraham: Essays in Honor of Marvin R. Wilson (ed. S.A. Hunt; Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 2010), 81-109, here 93-94.
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whether his teaching is from God unless they do the will of God (7:17), which is that
everyone who sees and believes in the Son of Man has eternal life (6:40; cp. 8:28). John
draws in this broad complex of themes as well as the trial motif by re-phrasing traditional
language in terms of knowing the truth and the truth liberating disciples. The “Jews who
believed,” but who value their hereditary descent from Abraham, strip Jesus’ saying of its
threefold reference to truth, exasperated that Jesus suggests they are not already, like
Sarah and Isaac, free. They deny that anything could make them free by eliminating the
agent of their liberation, while Jesus, in his paraphrase, makes his claim even more
specific: the Son will free them, and only then will they really be free people (8:36).'+
A Prophet Does not Have Honor in His Own Fatherland (John 4:44)

Some of the same problems with John 1:34 apply to the narrator’s citation in 4:44,
43

where a traditional line of Jesus seems to be inserted, some might say awkwardly so:'

John 4:44: For Jesus himself testified, “A prophet does not have honor in his own
homeland.”

In the context, Jesus is leaving Judea through Samaria and heading toward Galilee. It is
not entirely clear whether the aorist tense of “testified” (épaptdpnoev) suggests that Jesus
said this as he was leaving Samaria (so matches the verbs regarding his present trip,

8ERAOeY [4:43], N\0ev, §5éEavto [4:45]), or that he said it on some previous occasion (so

"2 Edwyn C. Hoskyns (The Fourth Gospel [London: Faber & Faber, 1967], 337) notes a connection to an
episode in Matt 17:24-27 that ends with the line, “the sons are free people,” spoken in response to a para-
bolic question about the temple tax, whether kings receive tribute from sons or others. There is at least a
connection through the temple, but not much else.

' E.g. Lindars, John, 200 (“a proverbial saying of Jesus which does not seem to fit”).
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matches verbs regarding actions prior to his trip, énoinoev, fiA0ov [4:45]).'* Since the
latter is possible, let us take a moment to explore what might be going on.

Similar expressions appear in Mark 6:4; Matt 13:54; Luke 4:24; and Gos. Thom.
31.'" In each of the Synoptic cases, the saying is tied to Jesus’ rejection in Nazareth and
the homeland is Galilee. In John, it is not clear what is going on.'*® The stress could be on
his leaving Judea: “he left from there... for Jesus himself said, ‘A prophet...”” At least
since Origen (Comm. lo. 13.55) such a reading has been recognized to imply that Judea is

his home rather than Galilee.'¥’

This contradicts the Synoptic use of the saying as well as
associations between Jesus and Galilee in the Fourth Gospel (cf. 1:45-46; 7:3, 41, 52;
18:5, 7; 19:19)."*® Others read it as a proleptic warning about the welcome of the Gali-

leans, emphasizing the destination: “he left from there info Galilee, for Jesus himself

14 The latter option is suggested by Fortna (“Use of Locale,” 73) when he argues that 4:44 recalls 4:1-3,
which explains why Jesus left Judea.

% The Thomasine version survives in Greek (P. Oxy. 1) and Coptic. The insertion of the saying here is
actually more like the presentation of sayings in Gnostic documents—nearly free of narrative context with
nonexplicit connections to the surrounding material—than it is to John’s other sayings material.

146 1. Willemse (“La patrie de Jesus selon Saint Jean IV.44,” NTS 11/4 [1965]: 349-64) traces variations on
four solutions in the literature: the patris is 1) Palestine generally, 2) Galilee/Nazareth and 4:44 is either a
(too brief) summary of the rejection at Nazareth story; or Jesus went to Galilee to rest because no one
would care about him there; or the kind reception of the Galileans (4:45) is not true honor, like the belief of
the Jerusalemites was not true belief (cf. 2:23-25), 3) Judea/Jerusalem (Thyen, Johannesevangelium, 284 as
an intentional modification of the Synoptic accounts), or 4) indeterminable because 4:44 is either an inse-
rtion by an overeager and not terribly thoughtful scribe (or by a later author, von Wahlde, John, 202-3), or a
marginal note that worked its way into the body of the text (so Jiirgen Becker, Das Evangelium nach
Johannes [OTNT 4/1; 2 vols.; Giitersloh: Giitersloher Verl.-Haus Mohn, 1991], 2:222). The variety of
proposed solutions should warn against an overly definite analysis.

147 See 3) in the previous note and Hoskyns, Fourth Gospel, 260; Sanders and Mastin, John, 154. Notice
also that Jesus speaks about people who fail to honor the Son in the next chapter in Jerusalem (5:23).

18 Keener points out that most of these are assertions made about Jesus by others (John, 1:629) although
Jesus does confirm that he is “the Nazorean” (not “of Nazareth”) in John 18.
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said...”'® In this case the transitional passage acts much like John 2:23-25 (to which it

150

alludes anyway), ~ warning against trusting ephemeral demonstrations of belief based on

signs.!

If the statement points to Judea, then the Fourth Gospel uses the oddly timed
quotation to counter the Synoptic picture and re-center Jesus’ home in Jerusalem. If the
transitional passage is meant as a companion piece to the warning about signs belief in
2:23-25 and the Galileans are in view, then it would seem to highlight Jesus’ foreknow-

112 Whichever is the case,

ledge, a feature particularly emphasized in the Fourth Gospe
John presents it as testimony of Jesus in support of the gospel’s lawsuit motif.
You Have a Demon (John 7:20; 8:48)

Defenses against accusations of demon possession can be traced to Markan (3:22,
30) and non-Markan (Matt 10:25; 12:24; Luke 11:15-19) Synoptic traditions. The

original statement of the crowd in John is only, “You have a demon” (7:20). In form if

not in person, this is quite close to Mark’s, “He has Beelzebul” (3:22), quoted as, “He has

149 Dunderberg, “Anomalies,” 115-16; Kostenberger, John, 168.

1301n 2:23-25 it is noted that many believed in Jesus because they saw the signs he did (fswpodvteg owtod
T onpeia 6 émoiet), but that Jesus did not trust their belief. In 4:45 it is noted that the Galileans welcomed
Jesus because they saw everything he did in Jerusalem (ndvto émpaxodteg doa Emoincev €v Tepocoidporg).

5! Dunderberg, “Anomalies,” 121; Zbyné&k Garsky, Das Wirken Jesu in Galilia bei Johannes (WUNT
2.325; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2012), 156-58 argues that the mistrust signaled by this passage comes to
fruition in John 6, where Jesus is rejected in Capernaum. John 6:41-42, which has the Jews ask whether
Jesus is not the son of Joseph, a question similar to one found in the Synoptic rejection scenes (cf. Mark 6:3
and pars.), would then signal a reader familiar with the Synoptics that Jesus’ warning is coming to fruition.

12 See esp. von Wahlde, John, 1:163-64. Like other narrative assertions of Jesus’ special knowledge, this
would be negative and point to his rejection (as in 2:23-25, but see also 6:65, 71; 13:1-3, 11; 18:4; 19:28).
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an unclean spirit” (3:30).">® When John’s statement is quoted, the accusation that he is a
Samaritan is added, an accusation unique to the Fourth Gospel. John is also the only
gospel to portray Jesus as not only active in Samaria, but also quite successful there
during his ministry.'>* The original accusation incorporates traditional language and
motifs, while the quotation develops the statement in a manner unique to John and in a
way that fits the particular argument in John 8 where questions of heritage are paramount.
I Am Coming to You (John 14:3, 18, 28)

Our last quoted phrase will serve as an appropriate bridge to verses connected in
some way to Mark 9:1, since it too seems to have something to do with Jesus’ return,
although in what capacity varies. Twice in the first farewell discourse Jesus tells the
disciples that he is coming “again” (14:3) or “to you” (14:18). The second statement is
quoted verbatim in 14:28 (&pyopon mpog VuaG). The verb, Epyopa, is applied to Christ’s

155

advent throughout early Christian literature, including in John. ~~ Elsewhere it is not

always clear which “coming” is meant (into the world, resurrection, or the “second

coming”), but often enough an eschatological context is in view in both the Pauline liter-

157

ature'® and in the Synoptic tradition.">” Furthermore, direct statements similar to the one

33 1t is even closer to claims made about the Baptist (quoted by Jesus), that “he has a demon” (Matt 11:18
// Luke 7:33).

'3* On this point, see Adriana Destro and Mauro Pesce, “Gest, le citta e i villaggi. Le citta guardate dalla
periferia,” ASE 27/1 (2010): 233-54, here 242 n. 42.

15 The references are too numerous to list, but see Arens, HAOON-Sayings.
16 The Pauline literature more often uses mapovoia to refer to the appearance of Christ at the eschaton, but

see 2 Thess. 1:10: “when he comes (6tav €A01) on that day [cp. John 14:20] to be glorified by his holy ones
and to be marveled at by all those who believed.” The phrase, “when he comes,” also appears in the Syn-
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made three times in John 14 appear elsewhere and seem to point to a future, eschatolo-
gical application. Luke features two parables in which a potential Christ figure says, “I
am coming” (the parable of the barren fig tree, Luke 13:7; the parable of the pounds,
Luke 19:13)."® These can be read with Christ as the owner of the vineyard or the noble-
man respectively, coming in judgment at the end.

More suggestive are the seven uses of the first-person, “I am coming,” in
Revelation. The first three are spoken in quick succession to the angels of the churches:

Rev 2:5: “Repent and do the works of before! Otherwise I am coming to you

(&pyopai oot) and I will remove your lampstand from its place, unless you

repent.”

Rev 2:16: “Therefore repent! Otherwise I am coming to you quickly (€pyopai cot
tayV) and I will make war against them with the sword of my mouth.”

Rev 3:11: “T am coming quickly (€pyopon tay0). Hold fast to what you have so
that no one may take the crown from you.”

The first two encourage repentance because Christ is coming soon, while the third en-

courages perseverance for the same reason. In the visionary section Christ declares that

optic tradition applied to the Son of Man in his glory (Mark 8:38; Matt 25:31; Luke 9:26), and in parables
with messianic and eschatological undertones (see Matt 21:40; Luke 14:10).

7 In addition to the references in the previous note, see Mark’s “little apocalypse” (cf. 13:35-36, “you do
not know when the master [kOp1og] of the house comes [€pyetat]... unless, coming [éA0dv] suddenly, he
finds you sleeping”); this passage is expanded and supplemented in Matt 24:42-44 (6 kOprog OU®V Epy-
gtat... Epyetat... 0 viog 100 avOpdmov Epyetar). Cp. Luke 18:8 and Luke 12:37; Did. 16:1; as well as the
apparent scribal insertion in Matt 25:13: “So watch, because you do not know the day or the hour [on
which the Son of Man comes]” (beginning with C?).

'8 The first parable is unique to Luke; the second is shared with Matt 25:14-30, which does not have
Luke’s “until I come,” but has later in the parable, “After much time, the master (xVptog) of those slaves
comes (£pyetar) and takes account with them.”
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he is coming like a thief (Rev 16:15; cp. 1 Thess. 5:2), and as the visions close we hear
another threefold repetition by the glorified Christ:'>’

Rev 22:7: “Behold I am coming (€pyopar) quickly! Blessed is the one who keeps
the words of this book’s prophecy!”

Rev 22:12: “Behold I am coming (&pyopot) quickly! And my reward is with me,
to give to each according to his work.”

Rev 22:20: The one who testifies to these things says, “Yes, I am coming
(Epyxopon) quickly!” Amen, come (€pyov) Lord Jesus!

So in Revelation, which some date earlier than the final form of John,'® there is a seven-
fold repetition of Christ declaration, “I am coming (to you),” each time in the context of
some sort of future eschatological event. Even in the Gospel of John, Jesus saying that
the Beloved Disciple could remain “until I come” (£wg Epyopan) gives rise to the notion
that the Disciple will never die (21:22-23)!

John does not modify the statement when it is quoted, although it is extracted
from its previous contexts. We will examine sayings about Jesus’ returns in chapter 5, but
it is enough to say here that in 14:2-3 where Jesus first says, “l am coming again,” the
saying is embedded in deeply apocalyptic language that is elsewhere applied to the future

eschaton. When it reappears in 14:18, it is still surrounded by apocalyptic language,

13 Given the presence of other numerical structures in Revelation, it would not seem to be coincidental that
this important declaration not only appears seven times, but that it is structured in a 3-1-3 distribution at the
opening of the apocalypse, during its central visions, and at its close.

'% By no means a consensus position, but see e.g. J. Christian Wilson, “The Problem of the Domitianic
Date of Revelation,” NTS 39/4 (2009): 587-605; Mark Wilson, “The Early Christians in Ephesus and the
Date of Revelation, Again,” Neot 39/1 (2005): 169-200; and Floyd O. Parker, “‘Our Lord and God’ in Rev
4,11: Evidence for the Late Date of Revelation?”, Biblica 82/2 (2001): 207-31. Lupieri (Apocalypse, 44)
gives a more cautious dating of 70 to 100 CE, much of that range prior to John. Even if we date Revelation
with Irenaeus (4g. Her. 5.30.3) to the end of Domitian’s reign, it does not seem to draw on John 14:18, 28
but rather they are both drawing on traditional, eschatological language (esp. LXX Mal. 3:1). An early date
for Revelation would simply provide a more concrete precedent for such language.



247

although now language that is more ambiguous in context and which could easily apply
to the resurrection. When Jesus finally quotes himself (14:28), it appears much more
likely that Jesus refers to his presence in the community through the Paraclete, an advent
particularly emphasized in the Fourth Gospel.

Unless Someone Is Born from Above, He Cannot See the Kingdom of God (John
3:3,7)

We can now take on the last batch of sayings, each of which has been linked in
some way to the motifs found in Mark 9:1. The first saying that Theobald takes on
appears as a non-sequitur addressed to Nicodemus during his first meeting with Jesus
(John 3:3)."®! Theobald gives five points in favor of the logion being traditional to John:
1) it is marked by the double amen, which is often used to incorporate traditional mate-
rial; 2) the saying is self-sufficient; 3) it incorporates language uncharacteristic of the
Fourth Gospel (“Kingdom of God”) that is evident elsewhere in the tradition; 4) the
content of the saying has parallels elsewhere in the tradition (Matt 18:3; Mark 10:15 //

Luke 18:17; Justin, Apol. 1.61.4); and 5) the quotation in 3:7 marks it as already

162 163

citable. ”” Here I will address the third and fourth points.

1! Theobald takes on 3:3 and 3:5 as a pair in search of the original speech form, but that is not our concern
here. The introduction of Nicodemus is occasionally connected to the Synoptic story of the rich young man
(e.g. Lindars, John, 147) for several reasons: John and Luke call each a “ruler,” the young man addresses
Jesus as “teacher,” and the story ends with another saying about entering the Kingdom (cf. Mark 10:25;
Matt 19:24; Luke 18:25). If there is a connection, then one of the few Synoptic references to “eternal life”
is presumably held off until John 3:15-16 (cp. Matt 19:16, “...that I might have eternal life”). My concern
is with the saying in John 3:3 specifically, not with conjectures about the entire scene’s construction that
become more difficult to prove as they grow more complex.

12 Theobald, Herrenworte, 62-63.
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Theobald and Culpepper argue that 3:3 (and 5) provides a key-text on which the
discourse is built, which suggests that it is traditional and “Kingdom of God” a relic of
65

carlier tradition.'®* Theobald sees reflections of two Synoptic logia:'

Matt 18:3: “Amen I say to you, unless you turn and become like children, you
will not enter into the Kingdom of Heaven.”'®

Mark 10:15/Luke 18:17: “Amen I say to you, whoever would not receive the
Kingdom of God like a child, he will never enter into it.”'®’

Since there is some dispute about its relative independence from the Synoptic tradition,
we might also add:

Gos. Thom. 46: “But I have said, ‘Whoever among you becomes a child will

know the Kingdom, and will become more exalted than John’.”'%®

19 The first point is sound although inconclusive on its own (see above, chapter 1 n. 82). The last is in part
the hypothesis being explored here, so must be supported on other grounds.

1% Theobald, Herrenworte, 93-97; and Culpepper, “Origin,” 256: “John 3:3 is therefore a classic example
of how [the Fourth Evangelist] can take a traditional logion and build a dis-course around it.” See also
Lincoln, John, 149; Brown, John, 1:130; Kostenberger (John, 122), for ex-ample, claims the phrase
“underscores the authenticity of the present passage,” tracing its general absence in John to the lack of
narrative parables. By contrast, von Wahlde (John, 2:124-30), argues that “Kingdom of God” was added
later but is still a traditional element meant to align John with the Synoptic tradition.

15 See also Dodd, Tradition, 358-59 for a similar position on John’s independent development of the Syn-
optic saying, as well as the literature cited by John W. Pryor (“John 3.3, 5. A Study in the Relationship of
John’s Gospel to the Synoptic Tradition,” JSNT 41 [1991]: 71-95, p. 72 n. 4). Lincoln (John, 36) argues
instead that John reformulates Matthew and Luke directly.

1% 1f John has adapted Matthew’s logion, then John and Matthew share the £&v pi) + o construction,
although John says “he cannot” and Matthew “you will not” (o0 un + subj.); Matthew has “enter into”
(elcéAOnte gig) the Kingdom, although “of Heaven” as is characteristic of the First Gospel; and although
Matthew uses yivopor where John uses yevvaw, the verbs have some phonetic similarities. Pryor (“John 3.3,
5,7 77) points also to Matt 5:20 for a similar structure and a threat of never entering the Kingdom.

17 Mark’s 6¢ v pi| + o construction is still fairly close to John’s, although not so much as Matthew’s.
Lindars (“John and the Synoptic Gospels: A Test Case,” NTS 29 [1981]: 287-94, here 288) argues that Matt
18:3 is an “independent version of the same saying” as Mark 10:15. Dodd (Tradition, 359) argues that if
John were directly dependent on the Synoptics, he would have to take the general form from Matthew 18:3
but “Kingdom of God” from Mark and/or Luke.

"% Translation adapted from Layton, Gnostic Scriptures, 388 under the influence of Thomas O. Lambdin
(“The Gospel of Thomas (11, 2),” in The Nag Hammadi Library in English [ed. ].M. Robinson; Leiden:
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Although seemingly an adaptation of a different Synoptic saying (Matt 11:11 // Luke
7:28, “The least in the Kingdom... is greater than [John]”), Thomas alters it so that,
instead of one who is least and in the Kingdom, one becomes a child as a pre-condition to
experiencing the Kingdom. Notice that material that certainly pre-dates the Coptic
Thomas is marked as an unverifiable quotation by the character Jesus (see above, n. 20).
The similarities between the Synoptic sayings and John 3:3, 5 are both structural
and thematic. Thematically, each speaks of a spiritual rejuvenation as a necessary cri-
terion for experience of the Kingdom. Two possibilities are likely: either John signif-
icantly modified (a) Synoptic saying(s),'® or it incorporated sayings with roots early

1701 the latter,

enough to develop independently into the Synoptic and Johannine forms.
the point is made. If the former and John borrows from Matthew, Mark, or Luke, then it
retains from the original the amen-introduction, the hypothetical conditional structure,

and some reference to the Kingdom. Meanwhile John introduces new terminology when
it heightens the idea of “becoming like children” to being born anew, from above. When

the statement is quoted, each of the elements supposedly retained from the Synoptic pre-

texts is dropped: only being born from above is kept in quotation.

Brill, 1978], 123) and at the suggestion of John Dominic Crossan (In Fragments: The Aphorisms of Jesus
[Eugene: Wipf & Stock, 1983], 325-26), who notes that the Coptic word kwi can be translated either as
“child” (and so relevant to our discussion) or “little one” (and so more relevant to the Synoptic saying
about the Baptist). Although rarely presented as a direct quotation in English translation, the Coptic con-
struction is consistent with other direct speech acts in Thomas. Even more loosely connected, if we hear an
echo of rebirth, is Gos. Thom. 114, “Every female that makes herself male will enter the Kingdom of
Heaven.” However the saying is more or less free-standing as the final logion, and if there is any link to
John 3:3, 5, it is only after a long process of development.

199 S0 Lincoln, John, 149-50; Sanders and Mastin, John, 123-24.

70 Barrett, John, 206.
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It is not to say that spiritual rebirth is absent elsewhere in the tradition, only that
John’s phrasing of birth from above is unattested in the tradition prior to the Fourth
Gospel."”! First Peter 1:3, 23 speak of being born anew (Gvayevvém) into living hope,
either through Christ’s resurrection or the living and abiding word of God.'"* Titus 3:5
claims that God “saved us through the washing of regeneration (mohMvyeveoiag) and
renewal by the Holy Spirit.”'”> When Justin explains baptism he uses similar termin-
ology, almost excessively:

Ap. 1.61: Then they are brought by us where there is water, and in a manner of
regeneration (dvayevvnoewg) by which we ourselves were also regenerated
(GveyevvnOnpuev), they are regenerated (dvayevvdvtot). For in the name of God,
the Father and Master of the Entirety, and of our Lord Jesus Christ, and of the
Holy Spirit, they then perform a washing in water. For Christ also said, “Unless
you are regenerated, you will never enter the Kingdom of Heaven” (év un
avayevvnOijte, ov un eicéAOnte €ig v Paciieiav @V ovpavdv). And it is
manifest to all that it is impossible for those who have been born once to enter
(éuprivan) into the bodies of mothers.

"I Being born or begotten of the Spirit does appear elsewhere: in Matthew Mary is found to be pregnant

“by (or from) the Holy Spirit” (ék mvevpotog ayiov, 1:18) and an angel tells Joseph that Mary’s child “was
conceived by the Holy Spirit” (yevyn0ev ék mvedpatdc €otv ayiov, 1:20). Troy Martin’s examination of
Matthew’s use of €k, uncharacteristic of the First Gospel if indicating agency but in line with the Spirit (or
the wind) as initiating principle, is particularly apt with regard to John since soon after mentioning being
“born from nvevpatoc” it follows with a saying playing off of the double meaning of spirit/wind (John 3:8;
see “Animals Impregnated by the Wind and Mary’s Pregnancy by the Holy Spirit,” ASE 31/2 [2014]: 11-
24, esp.18-22). In Galatians 4:28-31, Isaac is “born according to the Spirit” (yevvnbeic katd mvedpa) and by
analogy so are believers.

12 1f the authors of John were aware of this tradition, one might easily understand its appeal.

'3 TMoryyeveoia also appears in Matt 19:28, although it seems to point to a collective renewal, perhaps tied
to the eschatological resurrection, rather than a personal one (Keener, Matthew, 480). Titus uses an odd
spelling for maAryyeveoio with the v intact.
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Although Beasley-Murray, for example, sees here an independent attestation of the trad-
ition in John 3:3-4,'”* and Theobald allows it as a remote possibility, the latter rightly
spots the influence—direct or indirect—of John on Justin.'”> What the passage more
likely demonstrates is the early association of the sayings in John with baptism and their
conflation with Matt 18:3.'7
As Theobald argues, there was probably a tradition regarding maAtyyevesio or

more likely avayévwnoig already available to John.'”’

The Johannine tradition apparently
had a tendency to formulate descriptions of entry into the community in terms of birth,
especially of God,"™ but also of water and of Spirit (3:5, 6, 8), so that they can be in some

sense God’s children like Jesus (see esp. 1 John 5:18) who is “from above” (John 3:31;

also 8:23)."” The Johannine innovation is to take the dvoyevvawm from the tradition and

1" G.R. Beasley-Murray, “John 3.3, 5: Baptism, Spirit and the Kingdom,” ExpT 97/6 (1986): 167-70. For
other scholars who argue that Justin is independent of John, see James W. Barker, “Written Gospel or Oral
Tradition? Patristic Parallels to John 3:3, 5,” EC 6 (2015): 543-58, esp. 548 nn. 15-16. Barker helpfully tab-
ulates early patristic parallels to John 3:3, 5 and examines arguments for their independence from John, ult-
imately concluding that all of them, including Justin, show signs of Johannine influence.

'3 Theobald, Herrenworte, 80-86. However, the influence is not necessarily shown in the citation of Jesus’
words, the phrasing of which may derive from baptismal usage pre-dating Justin, but in his (loose) recoll-
ection of Nicodemus’ objection. See also Pryor, “John 3.3, 5,” 75-76.

176 1n addition to Justin, see Clem. Alex., Prot. 9.82.4; Ps.-Clem., Hom. 11.26.2; Recog. 1.69.5;6.9.2;
Hippolytus, Ref. 8.10.8; and Apost. Const. 6.15.5 for similar conflations.

177 Theobald, Herrenworte, 66.
178 Cf. John 1:13; 1 John 2:29; 3:9; 4:7; 5:1, 4, 18 (2x).

' Sandnes draws particular attention to the role of the principle, “like is known by like” in this passage
(“Whence and Whither”). William C. Grese (““Unless One Is Born Again’: The Use of the Heavenly
Journey in John 3,” JBL 107/4 [1988]: 677-93), building on the influential article by Wayne A. Meeks
(“The Man from Heaven in Johannine Sectarianism,” JBL 91/1 [1972]: 44-72), connects the seeing and
entering of God’s Kingdom to heavenly journeys, of which the Son of Man is the sole performer (John
3:13). Only by being begotten from above as Jesus was, and through his mediation can the believer hope to
understand heavenly things and to attain eternal life.
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reformulate it in terms of yevvdw dvw0Oev, which has two advantages: first, it allows a
direct connection between the believer and Christ. As Jesus is the Son of God who comes
from above, so also the believer is a child of God who is (re-)born from above. Second, in
its more immediate literary context, the new phrase allows the double-entendre of “from
above” and “again,” something neither dvo- nor mov- would allow.'®® John is notably
fond of polyvalency, especially when it creates a misunderstanding that can be clarified
by Jesus. Nicodemus believes it would be impossible for him to be born a second time.
Jesus, in his paraphrastic self-quotation, explains that it is necessary (3:7).

As has been mentioned, however, John 3:3 is occasionally connected to Mark 9:1
and pars., another amen-saying that speaks of seeing the Kingdom of God:'®!

Mark 9:1: “Amen I say to you, there are some standing here who will not taste
death until they see the Kingdom of God having come in power.”

This Markan tradition has also been connected to John 8:51-52 and 21:22-23, making it
quite possible that in composing a double variant of the saying regarding spiritual rebirth,
John adapted seeing the Kingdom from an eschatological tradition and entering the King-

dom from a baptismal one.'** If so, John may be criticizing those who put their hope for a

18015 this a critique of non-Johannine Christian traditions of “rebirth,” or a theological clarification and/or
expansion of them?

181 K gstenberger, John, 122. Caragounis (“Kingdom of God,” 125) connects the verse to Mark 9:1 as well
as Mark (sic, Luke) 13:28, “when you see Abraham... in the Kingdom of God.” The Synoptics use the
same verb (i0€iv) as John. Luke’s version (9:27) is the closest since “they” see only the Kingdom of God,
rather than, in Mark, the Kingdom of God coming in power. Matthew replaces the object so that they see
the Son of Man coming in his kingdom (16:28).

182 Cp. Carson, John, 188: “To a Jew with the background and convictions of Nicodemus, ‘to see the king-
dom of God’ was to participate in the kingdom at the end of the age, to experience eternal, resurrection life.
The same equivalence is found in the Synoptics (cf. Mk. 9:43, 45 “to enter life’, parallel to 9:47 ‘to enter
the kingdom of God’).”
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vision of God’s Kingdom only in end-times apocalypticism rather than in the current,
spiritual vision of Christ already available to those who believe in him (cp. embedded in
DIQ, John 14:8-9, “Whoever has seen me has seen the Father”).183
If Anyone Keeps My Word, He Will Never See Death Forever (John 8:51-52)

Toward the end of John 8, Jesus’ now hostile audience interprets him to say that a
person who keeps his word will never physically die. Jesus says someone who keeps his
word will never see death (8:51), and the Jews quote him as saying such a person will
never taste of it (8:52). There are two traditions connected to this saying, one more firmly
prior to John than the other. The possibly later tradition appears in the Gospel of Thomas:

Gos. Thom. Prologue (P. Oxy. 654): These are the hidden words of the living one

that Jesus said and that Judas, who is called Thomas, has written down. And he
said, “Whoever finds the interpretation of these words will never taste death

([Bavdtov] 00 i yevontar).”

The prologue marks the words of the gospel as past speech acts, even if it is unclear
whether Jesus said the first logion or Thomas did.'®* That the phrasing in Thomas reso-

nates so precisely with John’s can mean either that Thomas records an independent

version of the tradition in John 8:51-52,'® in which case the tradition would pre-date

'8 Cp. Barrett, John, 207: ““Kingdom of God’ calls to mind that apocalyptic Judaism which John seems for
the most part to avoid... [3:3] is criticism of that Judaism which was content to await the miraculous vindi-
cation of Israel in the kingdom of God and to ignore the necessity for inward conversion or rebirth.” Al-
though Barrett might not agree, some of the Judaisms that John is critical of here may also be of the Christ-
following sort.

18 For other references to not tasting death, see Gos. Thom. 18-19; 85.

185 Although most of the logia are introduced by, “Jesus said,” that Jesus also gave this saying is allowed by
the logia introduced by only, “And he said” (Gos. Thom. 8; 21; 51-53; 65; 72; 74; 79; 91; 99).

'% Nicholas Perrin and Christopher W. Skinner (“Recent Trends in Gospel of Thomas Research (1989-
2011). Part II: Genre, Theology, and Relationship to the Gospel of John,” CBR 11/1 [2012]: 65-86, here 78-
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John, or that Thomas is influenced by John,'®’ in which case we cannot be sure. P. Oxy.
654 dates within a few decades of the earliest manuscripts containing John 8:51-52.
However, I am still hesitant to consider 7homas as strong evidence for a pre-Johannine
tradition in these verses. It seems more likely that Thomas has taken John’s logion, which
speaks of merely keeping Jesus’ word, and amplified it as the opening of a Gnostic or
proto-Gnostic sayings text to claim that one must not only keep the words but also
interpret them correctly.

The earlier case appears in Mark 9:1 (“there are some standing here who will not
taste death...”) and is adapted by both Matthew and Luke. Precisely what “some” will
see varies in Matthew and Luke, but otherwise the saying is fairly stable.'™ Much of
what is going on in Mark has been subject to scrutiny: who will see the Kingdom coming
with power, friends or foes?'™® Is it an early reference to the parousia, as it seems, one

perhaps not yet contradicted by the eventual death of everyone imagined to be standing

81) track scholars who advocate for shared sources, a shared community, or that John was dependent on, or
at least familiar with, some form of Thomas.

87 An under-explored option with weak counter-arguments (e.g. that Thomas never cites John directly) that
may be avoided in the interest of maintaining the perceived “primitivity” of the material in Thomas. See
Perrin and Skinner, “Recent Trends,” 81 for the minority of scholars who view Thomas as reacting to John.

188 L uke 9:27 substitutes 6An0&¢ for apnv, avtod for Gde, and ot for oftvec. Matthew 16:28 alters the parti-
ciple from €otnKdTOVY to E6TOTOV.

"% By “friends” could be meant either the disciples or the members of Mark’s community (see the literature
cited by Thomas R. Hatina, “Who Will See ‘The Kingdom of God Coming with Power’ in Mark 9,1 —
Protagonists or Antagonists?,” Biblica 86/1 [2005]: 20-34, here 20 nn. 1-2). Hatina instead takes the posit-
ion that the Kingdom will be seen by “this sinful and adulterous generation” (Mark 8:38).
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by Jesus in the 30s, or does Mark discursively attempt to reapply eschatological language
to something else like the crucifixion or, more likely, the transfiguration (Mark 9:2-8)?'*°

The eschatological problem may be felt by John, whether with the saying itself or
with its use in Mark. The context of John 8:51-52 deals with precisely this issue: do
Jesus’ predictions about eternal life indicate that believers will never physically die? It is
a problem dealt with elsewhere by Paul,'”! and, as we will see, by the followers of the
Beloved Disciple (John 21:22-23). It is notable that the quotation by the Jews is closer to
the Synoptic tradition than Jesus’ statement. For this reason Lindars, arguing that John is
dependent on a tradition close to Mark (if not Mark itself), connects the quotation to tra-
dition rather than the statement that is directly attributed to Jesus.'** Still marked as an
amen-saying in 8:51, John also eliminates the temporal reference by changing the con-

19

dition:"”* not experiencing death is dependent on keeping Jesus’ word rather than seeing

the Kingdom.'** Caragounis traces a similar movement in John 3:3, where “‘seeing’ is

' Enrique Nardoni (“A Redactional Interpretation of Mark 9:1,” CBQ 43/3 [1981]: 365-84) argues con-
vincingly that Mark takes a saying about the parousia from the tradition and re-applies it to the transfig-
uration. If Mark does reapply the saying to the transfiguration, the eschatological problem is still apparently
felt in Luke, which eliminates “having come” and “in power” to make the saying less definite and less
time-dependent; so Hans Conzelmann, The Theology of St. Luke (trans. G. Buswell; London: Faber and
Faber, 1960), 104. For attempts to interpret the prediction as applied to the cross, see Kent Brower, “Mark
9:1: Seeing the Kingdom in Power,” JSNT 2/6 (1979): 17-41 and Michael F. Bird, “The Crucifixion of
Jesus as the Fulfillment of Mark 9:1,” TrinJ 24/1 (2003): 23-36.

1 See for example 1 Thess. 4:13-5:11 (esp. 4:15) and 1 Corinthians 15 (esp. 15:36, 51).
"2 Lindars, John, 332-33.

193 Lincoln, John, 275.
"% The only Synoptic use of seeing death occurs in Luke 2:26 where the conditional is time dependent:
Simeon is told by the Holy Spirit that he will not see death (ur) idelv 6avatov) before he sees (idn) the
Lord’s Messiah. Given the eschatological issues in John’s saying, we might also consider Rev 6:8: “And I
saw (£180v), and behold (i300) a green horse, and he who was sitting on it, his name was Death.”
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not conditioned by a temporal factor, the when of the [Kingdom of God], but by the basic
prerequisites for catching a glimpse of it, that is, the conditions for seeing the Kingdom at
all.”'”> Only true disciples (cp. 8:31-32) will not see death. Only those born from above,
of water and of the Spirit, will see the Kingdom of God (3:3). Neither of these realities,
whatever is meant by them, will be experienced by Jesus’ enemies.

The logion, as it is phrased in Mark, is likely evidence that some early Christians,
if not Jesus himself, expected a realization of future eschatological hopes in the lifetime
of some of those who knew Jesus. According to such a belief, some of these people
would never physically die; they would have life into the aion. John presents this as a
profound misunderstanding by voicing it through hostile (if formerly believing) Jews.
They interpret Jesus to mean that those who keep his word will never physically die,
when even Abraham and the prophets died (8:52-53). Placing the logion with more tradi-
tional phrasing in the mouths of Jesus’ enemies, during one of the most hostile scenes in
the gospel, distances Jesus from temporal claims about the end and criticizes any belie-
vers in Christ who would make it. The fit here, however, between John and Mark is not
exact: John’s Jesus makes a statement about anyone (tic) who keeps his word, while
Mark’s Jesus includes only some (tiveg) of those standing by him as if to say that the
advent will be within the lifespan of only certain people. John provides a response to

such a specific claim in the final case of DIQ in the gospel.

193 Caragounis, “Kingdom of God,” 126 (emphasis original).
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If I Want Him to Remain until I Come, What Is That to You? (John 21:22-23)

Although there is very little lexical similarity between Mark 9:1 and Jesus’ final
saying in John, a connection has nonetheless been perceived in the trouble they may have
caused.'”® Peter is told about his death and commanded by Jesus to follow him (21:18-
19). Peter notices the Beloved Disciple already following them both and asks about him
(21:20-21). Jesus responds:

John 21:22: “If [ want him to remain until I come, what is that to you? You follow
99197
me.

“Until I come” appears to point to the parousia,”® but the saying is problematic if the
Beloved Disciple should die only on the assumption that he actually wil/ remain (alive)
until such a time. That it could be taken this way is evident, despite John’s best efforts, in
much later popular traditions that portray the Beloved Disciple as a sort of immortal,

wandering the Earth until Jesus’ eschatological return.'”” The situation in John’s com-

1% Paul N. Anderson (“John and Mark: The Bi-Optic Gospels,” in Jesus in Johannine Tradition [eds. R.T.
Fortna and T. Thatcher; Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2001], 175-88, here 184) views John 21:23 as
a correction of Mark 9:1: “False rumors had been spread, and perhaps even Peter got it wrong—Iet alone
gospel narratives constructed upon a Petrine memory.” Lincoln (John, 521), connects both John 8:51-52
and 21:22-23 to Mark 9:1. In the latter case he argues, “In order for the rumour to have had the troubling
effect it did, it must have been deeply rooted in the tradition. Its origin could well have been the saying of
Jesus in Mark 9.1 that some of his followers would remain alive until the coming of the kingdom in power.
Over time this would have become linked to the Beloved Disciple.” Both have probably gone too far in
pointing to Mark 9:1 as the saying’s origin: the rhetorical effectiveness of the DIQ relies on using the
original wording in the narrator’s favor; this would fail if listeners could reply that, actually, he said,
“There are some standing here...” Instead, Mark 9:1 gives evidence that the strains of thought necessary to
interpret the Johannine saying as the “brothers” do were not unique to the Johannine experience.

%7 The saying shares with Mark 9:1 only &wc and a form of &pyopo.

%8 1t does not seem to refer to Jesus’ spiritual return in the body of the church, which presumably has been
fulfilled already.

199 Apparently such legends about John the Beloved were popular in the eastern United States during the
18™ and 19™ centuries, and were canonized into Mormon mythology along with three Nephites filling sim-
ilar roles. In the Book of Mormon, nine of Christ’s American apostles request to go speedily to his King-
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munity is quite different: apparently the Beloved Disciple is either dead or close to it,
forcing the gospel to address the issue. Here we have no need to hypothesize that John
incorporates traditional material or to search for external evidence of it, because the
gospel itself marks the saying as a pre-gospel tradition:

John 21:23: So this saying went out among the brothers, “That disciple will not

die.” But Jesus did not tell him, “He will not die,”*® but, “If I want him to remain

until I come, what is that to you?”
At some point prior to the composition of chapter 21 something like this saying went
around and as a result gave rise to a misinterpretation presented as an inappropriate
paraphrase. The tradition is now too popular to ignore. The narrator quotes the phrase
exactly (except for the subtraction of the final command to Peter) specifically to draw
attention to its hypothetical, conditional form in contrast to a rather more definite
paraphrase, “He doesn’t die.” In its final use of the device, the gospel tips its hand to the

fact that it can use DIQ to incorporate and to comment upon material that pre-dates its

composition, at least in some cases. If each of the last three logia are tied to something

dom after they have lived “unto the age of man” (i.e. 72 years, 3 Nephi 28:2-3). Jesus knows the thoughts
of the remaining three and tells them, “ye have desired the thing which John, my beloved, who was with me
in my ministry, before that I was lifted up by the Jews, desired of me. Therefore, more blessed are ye, for
ye shall never taste of death [cp. John 8:52!]; but ye shall live to behold all the doings of the Father unto the
children of men, even until... I shall come in my glory with the powers of heaven” (3 Nephi 28:6-7, emph-
asis added; cf. also Mormon 1:16; 8:10-11; Doctrines and Covenants T; 78). The three Nephites and John
continue to wander separately and occasionally appear to believers individually. In testimonials of such
meetings collected by A.E. Fife, one records the appearance of John and four others record the appearance
of a man who could either be one of the three Nephites or John (“The Legend of the Three Nephites among
the Mormons,” JAF 53/207 [1940]: 1-49). A tradition less violent to the text of John appears in some man-
uscripts of Acts of John 115, reflected later in Giotto’s Assumption of Saint John (1320) and refuted by
Dante (Paradiso 25.100-113), posits that John was assumed bodily to heaven before his death. It is not a
matter of ignorance of the Fourth Gospel in any case since, in Acts of John, when John’s body cannot be
found the narrator comments, “we remembered what was spoken by the Lord to Peter.”

2% D presents the second citation of the paraphrase as, “You do not die,” (00K Gmo®viickelc, which requires
just the addition of ¢) so that the initial paraphrase is an indirect one and Jesus would seem to be speaking
directly to the Beloved Disciple. This has little chance of being the original reading.
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like what is found in Mark 9:1, it would seem that John was eager to distance Jesus from
predictions of an imminent apocalyptic, eschatological advent where Christ is manifested
“to the world” instead of only to “those who love me” (cf. John 14:22-23). The Fourth
Gospel re-works traditional material to focus on the conditions for seeing the Kingdom of
God and for not seeing death rather than their timing, while bluntly dismissing the idea
that Jesus predicted anything at all about the Beloved Disciple.
Speculations on Other Possibly Pre-Johannine Material

So far we have examined quoted material with parallels in early Christian texts
that either precede John or at least have a fair chance of being independent of the Fourth
Gospel. Some of these cases are stronger than others, but a general pattern emerges where
John’s use of DIQ overlaps densely with traditional sayings material. We might also
speculate about other quoted statements, such as Jesus’ commands in miracle scenes, due
to their potential ritual or liturgical resonances and their attachment to primitive material
in the gospel. Graham Twelftree, for example, has suggested that by repeating Jesus’
declaration to the royal official, “your son lives,” John “probably intends an echo of the

resurrection of Jesus (cf. 14:19).72!

Earlier Jesus asks the Samaritan woman to “give me
a drink” (4:7), then reinterprets the command not through paraphrase but by pointing out

the context:

21 «Bxorcisms in the Fourth Gospel and the Synoptics,” in Jesus in Johannine Tradition (eds. R.T. Fortna
and T. Thatcher; Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2001), 135-43, here 140. In John 14:19, Jesus tells
the disciples, “because I live, you also will live.” For other early assertions that Jesus lives ({fj), see Rom
6:10; 2 Cor. 13:4; Gal 2:20; I Clem. 58:2; and Mark 16:11, “When they heard that he lives” or, “When they
heard, ‘He lives’.” The phrase, “your son lives,” appears in an Elijah healing miracle in LXX 3 Kgdms
17:23. Such a scriptural background would only deepen the resonance of the phrase. Quite speculatively,
one can imagine liturgical settings in which calling out, “Your Son lives!” would occur.
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John 4:10: “If you knew the gift of God, and who it is who says to you, ‘Give me
a drink,” you would have asked Aim and he would have given you living water.”

An informed audience of the Fourth Gospel knows the gift of God and who Jesus is. John
virtually turns to such an audience and gives it the proper response: ask of Jesus, “Give

me a drink” so that he may give you living water!***

Finally, Jesus’ command to the blind
man, “Go to Siloam (i.e. the sent one) and wash,” may sound entirely appropriate as told
to a new member about to be baptized.’”® Incorporating these phrases, if traditional,
would form a liturgical or ritual connection between the life of Jesus and the believer’s

experience. But this is again speculative, whereas the previous examples are preferable

because they can be supported by non-Johannine evidence.

292 That is, John seems to instruct its audience how to pray. Martha says that God will give Jesus whatever

he asks (John 11:22), which leads to Jesus’ first prayer of the gospel (11:41-42). Jesus repeats this language
throughout the farewell discourse (14:13-15; 15:7, 16; 16:23-26), and the verb didwut appears 11 times in
the prayer in John 17. Elsewhere in the NT, didwpt often appears in reference to the Spirit (Acts 5:32; 8:18-
19; 11:17-18; 15:8; Rom 5:5; 1 Cor 12:8; 2 Cor 1:22; 5:5; 1 Thess. 4:8; 2 Tim 1:7; 1 John 3:24; 4:13) or in
the context of prayer (Acts 4:29 [60¢]; and esp. where Jesus teaches his disciples how to pray in Matt 6:11
[60¢] // Luke 11:3 [8idov], “Give us bread”; Eph 1:17, “in my prayers that God... might give you a spirit of
wisdom”), sometimes in combination with aitéw (esp. Matt 7:7-11 // Luke 11:9-13, “Ask and it will be
given to you... how much more will the Father give the Holy Spirit to those who ask him”; also James 1:5).
Giving and drinking appear together abundantly in the institution of the Eucharist (Mark 14:22-25 // Matt
26:26-29 // Luke 22:17-19); and asking (2x), giving (2x, including 80c), and drinking (4x) appear together
when James and John request to be seated beside Jesus in his glory (Mark 10:35-40; cp. Matt 20:20-23).

2% Bruce Grigsby (“Washing in the Pool of Siloam: A Thematic Anticipation of the Johannine Cross,”
NovT 27/3 [1985]: 227-35, here 227) argues that the command serves as “a universal command to all unbe-
lievers to wash in the fountain of cleansing waters at Calvary.” Grigsby demonstrates how that water points
to expectations about the temple in the messianic age and to the gift of the Spirit. There is no necessary
contradiction in connecting baptism with the gift of the Spirit (or for that matter, with the cross) in the latter
half of the first century.
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Common Phrases Incorporated through DIQ
Before concluding, a brief note should be said on three common phrases that are
imputed to others in John.?** Two appear in chapter 4. First, the Samaritan woman
imputes a position to Jesus as a generic Jew:

John 4:20: “Our fathers worshiped on this mountain, yet you say, ‘In Jerusalem is
the place where it is necessary to worship’.”

While a close parallel to the Samaritan’s phrasing here has yet to be found, the use of

“place” (t16mog) points strongly to Deuteronomy and similar or derivative ideologies:
LXX Deut 12:5: You will seek out whichever place (t6mov) that the Lord your
God chose among one of your tribes to establish his name and be called upon
there, and you will enter there.
LXX Deut 12:13-14: Watch that you do not bring your burnt offerings to every
place (tém®) you may see, but rather to the same place (torov) which the Lord
your God chose.?®

The “place” is interpreted as Jerusalem in Jewish traditions, and one might easily infer a

claim to exclusivity from these passages.’’® Although we may not find Jewish statements

%% «Gnomic utterances are perhaps also to be regarded as a species of [oratio recta] insofar as they are
sensed as unaltered, ‘prefabricated’ speech. In some instances there is a formal resemblance to framed
[oratio recta]” (Bers, Speech in Speech, 30). I have expanded the scope to common sayings.

% See also Deut 12:11: “There will be the place that the Lord your God chose,” and 12:18, 21, 26. Else-
where, see 2 Chr 3:1 (in the place which David prepared); 7:12, 15 (“I chose this place... my ears will hear
the prayer from this place”); 1 Kings 8:29 (“that your eyes may be open... night and day toward the place
which you said, ‘My name will be there’, that you may hear the prayer which your servant prays toward
this place™); Ps 132:5 (until I find a place for the Lord, a dwelling for the God of Jacob); and in the Davidic
covenant scene referring to the temple, 2 Sam 7:10 // 1 Chron. 17:9 (“I will set up a place for my people,
Israel”). See also LXX Sirach 36:12; 2 Macc. 3:1-2. By contrast the Samaritan Decalogue (Deut 27:3-5)
was modified to include a commandment regarding an altar on Mt. Gerizim (Keener, John, 1:611).

% However a second temple in Elephantine (ca. 6™ to 4™ centuries BCE) rebuilt with permission from
Jerusalem, shows that the deuteronomic passages were not always interpreted exclusively.
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that align precisely with the saying that the Samaritan cites,””” we have to consider the
rhetorical strategy of this type of imputed speech. If she claims that Jewish people in
general say, “God is a big green elephant,” Jesus may simply reply that no, in fact no-
body says that. To impute speech to another person or group, the statement must sound
like that person or group, or the conversation stops before it starts.””® The Samaritan does
not seem to want to end the conversation here by mocking or misrepresenting Jesus’ like-
ly position as a Jew. She has been impressed with his special knowledge about her, and
addresses him with respect as a prophet (4:19), presenting Jesus with a genuinely felt
contradiction that she wants him to resolve. Of course, it is a different question whether
the contradiction would plausibly be felt by John’s audience, but here again we can be
confident that John wishes to present Jesus’ teaching as a solution to a real problem as far
as the audience understands it. It is probable that the Samaritan’s quotation reflects a
position to which John responds, not one it creates.

Later in the chapter, Jesus pairs a saying that he credits to the disciples with one

of his own (4:35): “Do you not say, ‘Four months yet and the harvest comes’? Behold I

27 Keener (John, 1:612-14) provides a number of references to Jerusalem and the temple as an important
place to Jews, although most of them have little to do with worship and none are precisely exclusive;
however, see esp. Sipra A.M. par. 6.187.1.1 which depicts all other temples as defiling. Additional temples
in Elephantine (ca. 6" to 4™ centuries BCE), Leontopolis under Onias II1 i century BCE), and even
occasional tolerance for the Samaritan temple on Gerizim show that the deuteronomic passages were not
always interpreted exclusively to Jerusalem.

2% In this way, imputed speech is related to prosopopoiia, “the creation of appropriate speech for a per-
son... which is germane to the occasion on which the speech is given” (Myers, “Prosopopoetics,” 581-82).
Myers continues: “the key aspect of any attributed speech... is its appropriateness to both the character to
whom it is attributed and the situation in which it is delivered” (emphasis added). That is, for the Samari-
tan’s citation to be effective, it has to sound like something a first century Jew coming from Judea would
say in the context of a debate over the Jerusalem temple and Samaritan worship on Gerizim. On prosopo-
poiia and attributed speech, Myers cites Theon, Prog. 68; 84 and Quintilian, /nst. Or. 9.2.29-37, among
others.
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tell you, lift up your eyes and see the fields, that they are white for the harvest.” The form
of the question anticipates a positive response that yes, they do say something along these
lines. Although strict parallels have not been found, the proverbial character of the quoted
phrase is widely noted.”*’ Linda M. Bridges has recently supported this position in the
context of aphorism studies.?'® Again, it is not that the disciples need to have said this
particular proverb,”'" but that they recognize it as traditional and would more or less
agree. Jesus sets one saying against another, contradictory statement to test which is true,
much like the Samaritan did. Here the second statement is given authoritatively by Jesus
while the proverb is left behind.*'? Incidentally, it should be noted that Jesus has been
perceived to collapse the delay of the eschaton in this passage: where others await the

213
“harvest”

soon yet still after a pre-set amount of time, Jesus tells the disciples that the
time of the harvest is already present in his ministry.*'* Given the right (i.e. agricultural)

context, Jesus would probably agree with the proverb; but in the context of his

missiological and perhaps eschatological teaching, he refutes it.

209 E.g. Sanders and Mastin, John, 151; Lindars, John, 195; Kostenberger, John, 162; Brown, John, 1:174.

219 «Aphorisms of Jesus in John: An Illustrative Look at John 4.35,” JSHP 9/2 (2011): 207-29. Bridges’
focus is on the aphorism that follows (“lift up your eyes...”) but she differentiates between the function of
the aphorism and that of a proverb, which relies on its relatability and recognizability.

I Although Lindars (John, 195) insists that Opusic is emphatic: “Do you not say...?”

*12 Jesus invokes another proverb in 4:37-38, but there endorses it: “For in this the saying (Aoyoc) is true,
‘One sows and another reaps’: I sent you to reap for what you have not labored; others have labored, and
you have entered into their labor.”

13 The “harvest” is a common missiological image (e.g. Mark 4:1-20 and pars.; Matt 9:37-38; Luke 10:2),
but it is also an eschatological one (cp. Matt 13:24-30, 36-43; Rev 14:14-20).

214 See Lincoln, John, 180: “the conventional agricultural wisdom that there is a period of waiting between
sowing and harvesting is overturned here. Just as Jesus’ presence signified that the time of eschatological
worship had arrived (cf. v. 23).”
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There is one final example where common, traditional language is reflected in
speech that Jesus imputes to the Jews. In fact, it seems that incorporating this language
forces Jesus into a paraphrase that is somewhat distortive of their position at the story
level. In John 8:41 the Jews claim, “We have one (£va) Father, God.” The claim to have
one father in God conflicts with their immediately preceding claim that Abraham is also
in some sense their father (8:39; cp. 8:33). Jesus’ paraphrase reflects his own position
(that his Father is also God) and distorts theirs:

John 8:54: “If I glorify myself, my glory is nothing. It is my Father who glorifies
me, whom you say, ‘He is our God’ (0£d¢ judv éotwv).”*"

In fact the Jews specifically deny that Jesus’ father is their God.*'® However, Jesus intro-
duces his quotation as general (say, not said), even if 8:41 is the probable referent in this
conversation. Their problematic claim to one father points to the common saying that

217

Jesus is probably invoking the Shema as expressed in the LXX:

LXX Deut 6:4: Hear (tkove), Israel, the Lord our God is one Lord (kbprog ¢ 0g0g
NUGV KOP1Og £1¢ EoTIv)!

All three of Jesus’ words appear in this passage in the same order. So far in this dispute,

Jesus has declared that he says what he heard (fjkovca) from the one who sent him

215 Some good witnesses have, “whom you say that he is your God” (P*", x, D, B¥). Along with the cor-
rection in P%, P”| A, C, and the second hand of B read “our God.” Brown (John, 1:359) sides with the
direct quotation, arguing that it is “less polished and thus more original.” The variant reading also follows a
tendency to render troublesome quotations as indirect; see the Appendix.

216 Most likely the Johannine “Jews” would not even concede that God is Jesus’ father in the same way as
God is theirs, i.e. in the same relationship, since they accuse him of being a Samaritan and demon-
possessed (8:48; cf. also 8:16-19, 26-27).

27 This connection also noted by Lori Baron, “Interpreting the Shema: Liturgy and Identity in the Fourth
Gospel,” ASE 27/2 (2010): 53-60, esp. 56. Lincoln (John, 271-72) and Ridderbos (John, 313) note echoes
of the Shema in 8:41-42 (cp. also, “If God were your Father, you would /ove me” in John 8:42 with “You
will love the Lord your God...” in Deut 6:5), but not in 8:54.
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(identified as his Father, 8:26-27), the truth that he has heard (jxovca) from God (8:40)
just before they claim to have one father in God (8:41). Meanwhile, Jesus tells the Jews
they (should) do what they have heard (Wkovcate) from their father (8:38) and later
(8:47), “Whoever is of God hears (dkovet) the words of God; for this reason you do not
hear (axobete), because you are not of God.” Jesus may misrepresent their position, but
it is with a purpose: he has alluded to the famous prayer throughout the dispute, and their
appeal to “one father” moves him to invoke the Shema even more explicitly against them.
Unsurprisingly, they do not hear his appeals to his own unity with the Father and instead,
within a few verses, attempt to stone him. Although it is easy to breeze past this seeming-
ly innocuous paraphrase, the counter-suit against Jesus’ opponents is augmented by draw-
ing in elements of a gravely important passage from the Law to demonstrate that, as they
are about to stone him for failing to follow this particular commandment,*'® it is actually
Jesus’ opponents who do not hear the Lord.
Conclusion

All told 26 cases have ties to pre-Johannine tradition, demonstrable through
parallels still preserved in early texts, and we can speculate about additional cases.
Sometimes in John DIQ plays the role only of a narrative device, for example when it
draws testimonial features into the text (such as the quotations during the blind man’s

trial). In these cases we would not expect the quoted phrases necessarily to reflect a

18 See Adele Reinhartz, “John 8:31-59 from a Jewish Perspective,” in Remembering for the Future: The
Holocaust in an Age of Genocide (3 vols.; eds. J.K. Roth and E. Maxwell-Meynard; London: Palgrave,
2001), 2:787-97, esp. 791, who argues that the Shema and the first commandment are behind much of the
Jewish opposition to Jesus, but does not recognize how John is aware of this and effectively heads off these
criticisms by turning them against his opponents.
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traditional statement even if, as is the case with Jesus’ summary quotation of the
Pharisees (9:41, “we see”), he uses paraphrase to tie what they have said (9:40, “We are
not also blind, are we?”) to an allusion to Isaiah he has only just made (9:39, “...that
those who see may become blind”).*"’

Furthermore, I have restricted the study in this chapter to phrases with parallels to
other early Christian literature already detected by modern scholars.**® This was in part to
stave off the threat of “parallelomania,” in part to focus on sayings by or about Jesus. Yet
if I were to lift the restriction to Christian literature alone, strong arguments could be
made for John drawing in pre-Christian Jewish motifs through DIQ. For example, Jesus
takes the time to remind his fellow Jews that he had told them, “you will die in your
sin(s)” (8:24; cf. 8:21). Shortly thereafter he launches into an argument that their claims
to righteous fathers, whether Abraham or God, are immaterial if they do not behave like
their fathers (8:37-47). Of the possible allusions evoked by the phrase quoted in 8:24 is

the following:**'

Deut 24:16: Fathers will not be put to death for their sons, and sons will not be put
to death for their fathers. Every man will die in his own sin.

The law is stated negatively—I cannot be punished for my father’s crimes, and he cannot
be punished for mine—but it serves to disentangle the righteousness of one generation

from another. Abraham cannot be put to death for the sins of the present generation since

219 See chapter 3 above on this verse. “I came into this world for judgment, so that those not seeing may
see, and those who see may become blind” alludes to Isa. 6:9-10, a text explicitly cited in John 12:40.

220 BExceptions were John 4:20 and 8:54, which are presented in John as something the Jews say.

21 But compare LXX Prov. 24:9: “A fool dies in sins” (&mofviioket 8¢ 8ppav &v dpaption).
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after all he is already dead (8:52-53). But neither can his righteousness protect the present
generation since “every man dies in his own sin.” Jesus seems to anticipate the argument
by alluding to a law dealing with the sins of fathers and sons,*** then drawing particular
attention to it by repeating it twice more.

Other allusions to Jewish writings could be found in John’s quotations, both from
writings that we now consider normative (i.e. the OT) and in other streams of Jewish
writing. Furthermore, both Theobald and Noack remark on similarities between John’s

223

citations of Scripture and John’s citations of John.”*” First of all, the scriptural citations

are phrased in terms of what was once said almost as often as they refer to what was
written.*** A primary example helps to equate the authority of Jesus’ word and that of

. 225
Scripture:

2 The first clause in the LXX reads, “Fathers will not be put to death for children (tékvov)” (the second
clause has “sons”); cp. 8:39: “Our father is Abraham.” Jesus said to them, “If you were children (tékva) of
Abraham, you would do Abraham’s works.”

22 Theobald, Herrenworte, 42-47; Noack (Tradition, 71-103, 157-61) is less direct, but draws several of
the same conclusions regarding the scriptural citations as he does regarding the internal quotations, most
importantly that the inaccuracies in both types of citation are not intentional but a byproduct of John’s oral
tradition.

224 Bor what was said, see John 1:23; 7:38, 42; 12:38, 40; 19:37; and 12:34 is marked as something the
crowd heard, so probably should be put in this category. For what was written, see 2:17; 6:31, 45; 8:17;
10:34; 12:14; 15:25. Three others are marked only as fulfilled: 13:18; 19:24, 36. I have ignored 17:12 and
19:28 because they only refer to Scripture being fulfilled without necessarily citing it.

223 See also John 18:32 for a similar fulfillment formula and 2:22 for an equivalence of Scripture and Jesus’
word as things to be believed. Moloney (“The Gospel of John as Scripture,” CBQ 67/3 [2005]: 454-68)
argues that 18:9 refers back to 17:12 (spoken to fulfill Scripture), and that 18:32 refers back to 12:32-33:
“The close juxtaposition of 17:12 and 18:9 enables the author to draw a parallel between 1 ypae1| and 6
Adyoc... many have suggested that LXX Isa 52:13 (OywBnceton kol do&acOnostol 6@pddpa) is behind the
Johannine use of Vyow. If this is the case, then 7 ypaen and 6 Adyog 100 Incod coalesce across 3:14; 8:28;
12:[32-]33; 18:32.” That is, according to Moloney, the Fourth Gospel discursively presents itself as
Scripture, specifically the fulfillment or completion (ivo tekeibi 1 ypaer), John 19:28) of Scripture.
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John 18:8-9: Jesus replied... so that the word he said might be fulfilled, “I lost not
one of those you have given me.”**

In form, this is remarkably like the citation formulas later in the gospel, beginning with a
citation of Isaiah:
John 12:38: They did not believe in him, so that the word Isaiah the prophet said
might be fulfilled, “Lord, who believed our report? And to whom was the arm of
the Lord revealed?”**’
The citation matches LXX Isa. 53:1 precisely, rare for John and especially notable at 12
words long. The same cannot be said for the following citation, still largely covered by
the previous introductory formula:
John 12:40: Because again Isaiah said, “He has blinded their eyes and hardened
their heart, so that they may not see with the eyes and understand with the heart,
and they turn and I will heal them.”***
LXX Isa 6:10: For the heart of this people has been fattened, and they hear with
heavy ears, and they shut their eyes lest they see with their eyes and hear with
their ears and understand with their heart and they turn and I will heal them.*”
Of 23 words in the citation, only 15 (~65%) find a match in LXX Isa 6:10, with ten of

them articles, pronouns, and conjunctions, and even then not in the same order. Appeals

to the Hebrew do not fare much better.”*° By contrast Matthew (13:14-15) cites 47 words

226 The introduction formula reads: vo, TAnpw0f 6 Adyoc dv girev 6.

T The introduction formula reads: fva 6 Adyog ‘Hoaiov Tod mpogrtov mhnpwdii dv einev.

% The citation reads: TeTOQAOKeY adTOV T0DG OQOAALOVS Kai ETOPOGEY ADTOV THV Kapdiav, va uf
dwow 101 dBaAp0TG Kai voowoty T Kapdig Koi oTpap®doty, Koi idcopot anTong.

22 : 3 , \ . r ~ ~ , \ ~ oy 5~ . o B 5

? The line reads: émaydovOn yap 1 kapdic Tod Aaod ToHToL Ko T0ig holv adtdv Papéng fkovoav Kol Todg
0000AoVG aTGV EKbppoay uNmote IB®otv Toig 0@BaAois Kol Toigc MGiv dkoVowmoly Kol T Kopdig
GLVAOLY Kol EMOTPEYOOLY Kal idcouat adtovg.

239 See Bruce G. Schuchard, Scripture within Scripture: The Interrelationship of Form and Function in the
Explicit Old Testament Citations in the Gospel of John (SBLDS 133; Atlanta: Scholars, 1992), 94-105.
John’s tva pun is perhaps closer to the MT’s 19 than pfjmote in the LXX, but iva is a favorite conjunction of
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from Isa 6:9-10 and all of them are found in the Septuagint.”'

Noack argues that John is
inexact because the author cites from memory.** It is possible, even likely, but unnec-
essary. John paraphrases Isaiah as it does Jesus:*** in place of the people closing their
own eyes, he/it (the Father? Jesus? the report [cf. 12:38]?) has blinded their eyes (recall-
ing the allusion to Isaiah in John 9:39-41)*** and, like Pharaoh before them, Ae has

hardened their heart.>*

God’s, and through God Christ’s, absolute control over the
situation is asserted even as the threats against Jesus mount—themes that are paramount

to the Fourth Gospel and that are worked even into a citation of Scripture. Seventeen

explicit citations of Scripture appear in John ranging from three to 23 words long;

John’s and it uses iva un 11 times elsewhere (cf. 3:20; 4:15; 5:14; 6:12; 7:23; 16:1; 18:28, 36; 19:31, and
two cases immediately surrounding the citation, 12:35, 42; cf. also the allusion to Isaiah in 9:39, iva oi un
BAémovteg; unmote appears only in 7:26), so we cannot be sure of an independent translation (here
Schuchard follows M.J.J. Menken, “Die Form des Zitates aus Jes 6,10 in Joh 12,40,” BZ 32 [1988]: 189-
209). John is not likely to use vorfjomotv instead of cuvinut in the LXX as an independent translation of 12:
John has a marked preference for oida and ywdckw, using them over 100 times total, whereas voéwm ap-
pears only here, most likely borrowed from the quite similar LXX Isa 44:18 (as Schuchard notes).

1 Matthew does omit one owtdv. Acts 28:26-27 cites 54 words of the same passage, including the
introductory command to Isaiah which Acts modifies in four words so that only 50 (~93%) are found
exactly in Isaiah. The same avtdv is absent. Mark 4:12 and Luke 8:10 are more allusions than citations.
2 Noack, Tradition, 71-89; cp. Charles Goodwin, “How Did John Treat His Sources?”, JBL 73/2 (1954):
61-75.

33 Compare the analyses of Menken and Schuchard (e.g. Scripture within Scripture, xv: “deviations in
biblical citations... are frequently the result of the conscious application of established exegetical tech-
niques... Evident in John’s editorial activity is an exegetical procedure already well-established in first-
century Judaism”).

234 Recall 9:40, “We are not also blind, are we?” Compare 9:39, “I came into the world for judgment,” with
12:46-48, “I have come into the world as light [cp. 9:5]... I do not judge anyone... for I did not come to
Jjudge the world, but to save the world. The one who rejects me and does not receive my words has one who
judges him: the word that I spoke, that judges him on the last day.” An additional link is provided by the
threat to expel confessors from the synagogue (9:22; 12:42).

233 The allusion to Pharaoh should not be overemphasized, not only because hardening of hearts is a
common phrase but also because a variant reading, “he mutilated (énfpwoev) their heart,” has strong
attestation beginning with the Bodmer papyri, which Menken takes to be original (“Joh 12,40”). If so the
change may have been intentional, but variations going the other way, topdw to tnpdéw, appear elsewhere,
so that it may have been a common mistake with a resultant phrase that sounded fine in context.
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ignoring abridgements, three of them (~18%) are exact to the LXX.?* Others use all of

237 238

the familiar forms of paraphrase: omissions,”’ additions,”® transpositions,”’ and sub-
stitutions.”*’ John has at most 44 verifiable quotations ranging from one word to at most
14;**! ignoring subtractions, 17 (~39%) are exact.*** So John is actually more exact when

citing its own text, even if the discrepancies stand out more with the text and pre-text

26 Here [ follow the useful survey in von Wahlde, John, 3:295-323. In what follows, I choose only the

proposed parallel that accounts for the greatest number of John’s cited words.

37 The citation of Zech 9:9 at John 12:14-15 simplifies the double description of the animal (“an ass and
[or: which is] a young foal” becomes “foal of a donkey”), and much of the rest is streamlined by omissions
(von Wahlde [John, 3:307] agrees with Freed that John “included only the essentials™).

3% The most notable occurring in the first citation in John 1:23, of Isa 40:3, which adds &y to identify the
Baptist with the Voice that cries out. On the paraphrastic substitution of “straighten” for “prepare” later in
the citation, see Schuchard, Scripture within Scripture, 11-15.

39 There are several transpositions in John 12:40-41 from Isa 6:10, both minor (todg 6@OAALODS DTGV
becomes adtdv ToVg d@BaAoVS) and major: the references to eyes and heart are not only modified, they
are inverted, creating a neater parallelism after John’s omissions break up an original chiasm (Schuchard,
Scripture within Scripture, 93): “He blinded their eyes and hardened their heart, so that their eyes may not
see and their heart may not understand.”

9 Notable cases include “the Messiah” (John 12:34) for “his [David’s] seed” (LXX Ps 88:37), tpdym
(John 13:18) for é08iw (LXX Ps 40:10), and a shift from aorist (“consumed,” LXX Ps 68:10) to future
(“zeal for your house will consume me,” John 2:17) to allow a reference to Jesus’ still future execution.
Matthew W. Bates (The Hermeneutics of the Apostolic Proclamation: The Center of Paul’s Method of
Scriptural Inter-pretation [Waco: Baylor University Press, 2012], 245-46) briefly examines John’s citation
of LXX Ps 68:10 as an example of “prosopological exegesis,” where an ambiguous speaker in Scripture is
given a suitable persona while making the declaration (and in this way is closely related to prosopopoiia;
see above, n. 208): here “me” from the psalm becomes Jesus during the temple incident. Often within this
type of exegesis past tense (aorist or perfect) verbs can be read as referring to a future moment, for example
when Hebrews 1:9 applies LXX Ps 44:7-8 (“God anointed you”) to Jesus’ life, centuries after the psalm
was written, and as Paul applies the second half of LXX Ps 68:10 to Christ (“insults... fell on me”; Rom
15:3). However at the presumed historical moment that John applies the psalm to Jesus, he has yet to be
consumed and so John can change the tense of the verb to fit the assumed point in time (outside of such a
narrative context, the aorist could normally apply to Jesus even though the events occurred long after the
psalm was composed). For more on how John plays with verb tense and temporal perspective in quotations
of Jesus’ words, see chapter 5 below.

1 1t is unclear whether a second “me” should be included in 7:34, 36. If so, the quotation is 14 words long.
Either way, ignoring subtractions the quotation is exact until the 9™ century.

2 Another five of them (3:28a; 4:17; 5:12; 12:34; 13:11) introduce no new words or grammatical forms,
although they omit and rearrange words from the original statement.
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side-by-side. Put otherwise, John may cite Scripture from memory or indeed from his
own translations or as influenced by Targums in addition to using something like the
Septuagint, but many of the differences can be explained as paraphrases similar to those
of Jesus within the Fourth Gospel. Since Jesus’ word is given similar weight to Scripture
and yet John paraphrases Jesus often, it also paraphrases Scripture as needed.

Table 9. The Extent of John’s Paraphrase with Scripture and in DIQ

Scripture John
Shortest citation (number of words) 3 1
Longest citation (number of words) 23 14
Average citation (number of words) 8.82 5.73
Average exact ratio 58% 73%

Along similar lines to Theobald, Peder Borgen has examined how John para-
phrases Scripture within the gospel to elaborate on it in the Johannine context. He com-
pares how John develops a scriptural citation in John 6:31 with how it develops the
logion in John 3:3 through a question and answer format that is used also by Philo (see
Mut. 1.142b-44 on Gen 17:16) and Mekilta on Exod 12:2.** A logion is brought in and
expounded, in one case, “Unless someone is born from above, he cannot see the King-
dom of God,” and in the other, “He gave them bread from heaven to eat,” where Jesus
identifies himself with the bread (6:35; cp. 6:33, 38) and then the bread with his flesh
(6:51).* Each position causes an interpretive problem, and an objection is raised that

adapts Jesus’ language and paraphrases what Jesus has said:

3 Borgen, “Independence,” 1824-28. The following will build on and expand Borgen’s argument.
% Borgen continues to view the discourse as a unified homily through to 6:58 and so skips over the ident-
ification of Jesus with the bread to focus on the problem caused by Jesus’ cannibalistic language in 6:51-
58. However, for the people of Capernaum Jesus’ claims to be from Heaven are just as problematic as the
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John 6:42: “Is this not Jesus, the son of Joseph, whose father and mother we
know? How (n®dg) does he now say, ‘I have descended from heaven’?”

John 6:52: “How can (n®dg duvarar) this one give us flesh to eat?”

John 3:4: “How can (n®¢ d0varat) a person, being old, be born? He cannot (un
dvvator) enter into his mother’s belly a second time and be born, can he?”

In response, Jesus elaborates through paraphrase:
John 6:51: “I am the living bread that descended from heaven. If someone eats of
this bread, he will live eternally; and the bread that 1 give for the life of the world
is my flesh.”

John 6:53: “Amen, amen I say to you, unless you eat the flesh of the Son of Man,
and drink his blood, you do not have /ife in yourselves.”*

John 3:5-8: “Amen, amen I say to you, unless someone is born of water and of
Spirit, he cannot enter into the Kingdom of God. That which is born of flesh is
flesh, and that which is born of spirit is spirit. Do not be amazed that I told you,
“You must be born from above’. The wind (ntvedua) blows where it wills and you
hear its sound, but you do not know from where it is or where it goes; so it is with
everyone born of the Spirit.”
The elaborative moves are remarkably similar. John begins with a traditional saying, in
John 6 a line from Exodus cited by the crowd and in John 3, according to Borgen, some-
thing like Matt 18:3, although he maintains John’s independence of the Synoptics. John
then interprets the saying first, in John 6 by having Jesus identify himself with the bread,

and then again by interpreting the bread as his flesh, and in John 3 by reformulating

cannibalistic (or simply Eucharistic) language is for Jesus’ disciples (6:60-66). There are two expositions
dealing with two different problems, but following similar formats.

5 Notice that Jesus summarizes his previous discussion in 6:51 and introduces a new elaboration, linking
life to his flesh. In their paraphrase in 6:52, the Jews fail to pick up “life,” instead focusing on eating flesh.
Jesus picks up these terms in his response, but reintroduces “life” and reapplies it from “someone” (Tig)
directly to “you” (buiv, pdynte). The same move is made in 3:3, 5 (tig) and 3:7 (Oudc).
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“becoming like children” as “being born from above/of water and of Spirit.”**® The Jews,
or one of their rulers, then voice a potential objection incorporating the language Jesus
used in his reformulation.**” They object to the interpretation, not to the teaching itself.
Finally Jesus elaborates on the disputed terms, such as eating his flesh or being born from
above, paraphrasing himself as he does so.

Borgen detects similar patterns in John’s “disruption of the temple,” elaborating
the evidently traditional logion in John 2:19 (“Destroy this temple...”), objected to in
2:20 and elaborated (by the narrator) in 2:21-22.%48 Something similar appears to be
happening when John 5:10-18 (containing two quotations) is appended to a core miracle
story in 5:1-9 (containing a logion evident in the tradition; see above).

Borgen’s model is a variant of similar three-part structures detected by other
Johannine scholars over the last century: Jesus makes a statement, someone else voices
an incorrect or at least limited interpretation, and Jesus paraphrases—himself and their
interpretation—in order to clarify the statement or broaden its application. Some have

described the sequences as statement-misunderstanding-clarification, while others influ-

46 There is a double reapplication of a traditional motif in John 3:3, 5 (born from above and of the Spirit),
just as there is in John 6. In John 3, though, the reapplications are more intertwined. The last word of
Nicodemus, “How can (néd¢ dvvatar) these things be?” is an additional sign of this double reapplication.

7 As was discussed in chapter 2 above, “from heaven” appears in the scriptural citation and is picked up
by Jesus, but “descended” is introduced by Jesus, as is his use of himself as the subject of the verb, and the
phrasing, “I am” (cf. 6:41). For the second elaboration, the Jews pick up “flesh” from 6:51 (where it ap-
pears for the first time). Nicodemus picks up “being born” (twice) from Jesus’ reformulation and para-
phrases “from above” as “a second time.”

8 Borgen, “Independence,” 1830-31. Statement: “Destroy this sanctuary and in three days I will raise it.”
Objection: “This sanctuary has been built up in 46 years, and you will raise (i.e. rebuild) it in three days?”
Clarification (for post-resurrection audience only): But he said this concerning the sanctuary of his body.
Then when he was raised (i.e. resurrected) from the dead (i.e. how the sanctuary was destroyed), his
disciples remembered that he said this.
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enced by the social sciences use the model of statement-challenge-riposte to incorporate
the ways in which Jesus’ honor is challenged in these eXChangeS.249 Thatcher’s riddling
sessions also follow this pattern with the model, riddle-confusion-answer. Each of these
variants on the three-part interpretive structure offer important insights into the several
ways that John uses it, but my interest in Borgen’s model derives from the fact that he
examines specifically how John uses paraphrase in the contest of interpretations over
pre-gospel material.

In the next chapter, we will expand on Borgen’s observations since there are other
cases where John uses DIQ in this manner. What is important to note here is that DIQ has
been found to incorporate and modify evidently traditional material in over two dozen
cases. This is already highly suggestive that one of the main functions of DIQ as a device
is to draw in and comment upon traditional ideas. Borgen’s analysis shows that John
elaborates these sayings in a way that is quite similar to how the Fourth Gospel reinter-
prets and elaborates material taken from Scripture. Together a strong case is made that
when John elaborates on a saying using DIQ it is quite likely to be traditional even if we
cannot find close parallels in the literature that survives. Indeed it may be an idea tradi-
tional only within Johannine circles. It then becomes important to note where the saying
starts and where it is moved to understand how John is using its traditions. In the next

chapter, we will closely observe how John addresses Jesus’ cosmic movements out of the

9 See Neyrey, John, 13 for the former, and the useful survey of literature on the pattern prior to 1980 in
D.A. Carson, “Understanding Misunderstandings in the Fourth Gospel,” Tyndale Bulletin 33 (1982): 59-91.
Neyrey also uses the model of challenge and riposte (e.g. on John 2:13-22; see John, 71-72) when honor is
challenged, but see also Neyrey’s sometime collaborators, Bruce J. Malina and Richard L. Rohrbaugh,
Sacial-Science Commentary on the Gospel of John (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1998).
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world (through death and ascension) and back into the world in a variety of ways
(through resurrection, parousia, and spiritual presence in the church) through similar
interpretive means in order to make the argument for Jesus’ real presence in the
community without downplaying the reality of the resurrection or of the eschatological

advent of the Son of Man.
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Table 10. Summary of Quoted Johannine Statements with Outside Parallels

Quoted Statements in John

Proposed Outside Parallels

1:20: "'l am not the Christ" (cp. 3:28)

Acts 13:25: "l am not he"

1:27: "One is coming after me, of whom | am
not worthy that | should loosen the strap of
his sandal" (cp. 1:15, 30)

Acts 13:25: "Behold he comes after me of
whom | am not worthy to loosen the sandal of
his feet" (cp. Mark 1:7-8; Matt 3:11; Luke
3:16)

1:33: "On whomever you see the Spirit
descending (1:32: like a dove) and remaining
on him, this is the one who baptizes in Holy
Spirit"

Mark 1:8, 10: "He will baptize you in the
Holy Spirit"... he saw the heavens torn apart
and the Spirit descending like a dove on him
(cp. Matt 3:11, 16; Luke 3:16, 22)

1:34: "This is the Son of God"

Matt 3:17: "This is my Son, the beloved" (cp.
Mark 1:11; Luke 3:22)

3:3: "Amen, amen | say to you, unless
someone is born from above, he cannot see
(3:5: enter) the Kingdom of God" (cp. 3:7)

Matt 18:3: "Amen | say to you, unless you
turn and become like children, you will not
enter the Kingdom of Heaven" (cp. Mark
10:15; Luke 18:17; Gos. Thom. 46)

3:3: "Amen, amen | say to you, unless
someone is born from above, he cannot see
the Kingdom of God" (cp. 3:7)

Mark 9:1: "Amen | say to you, there are some
standing here who will not taste death until
they see the Kingdom of God having come
with power" (cp. Matt 16:28; Luke 9:27)

3:14: "The Son of Man must be lifted up" (cp.

8:28; 12:32, 34)

Mark 8:31: "The Son of Man must suffer
many things... and be killed, and after three
days rise up" (cp. Matt 16:21; Luke 9:22)

3:28: "l am sent ahead of him"

Luke 7:27: "Behold, | am sending my
messenger ahead of you, who will prepare
your way ahead of you" (cp. Matt 11:10)

4:44: "A prophet does not have honor in his
own fatherland"

Mark 6:4: "A prophet is not without honor
except in his fatherland" (cp. Matt 13:54;
Luke 4:24; Gos. Thom. 31)

5:8: "Rise, carry your bed and walk!" (cp.
5:11, 12)

Mark 2:9: "Rise and carry your bed and
walk!" (cp. Mark 2:10-11; Matt 9:5, 6; Luke
5:23, 24)

7:20: "You have a demon" (cp. 8:48; 10:20)

Mark 3:20: "He has Beelzbul" (cp. Mark
3:30; Matt 10:25; 12:24; Luke 11:15-19)

8:31-32: "If you remain in my word, you will
truly be my disciples, and you will know the
truth, and the truth will free you™ (cp. 8:33)

Luke 14:26-27: "If anyone comes to me and
does not hate his father... he cannot be my
disciple"/Gal 4:8; 5:1: Formerly you did not
know God... [but] for freedom Christ freed us

8:51: "Amen, amen | say to you, if anyone
keeps my word, he will not see (8:52: taste)
death forever"

Mark 9:1: "Amen | say to you, there are some
standing here who will not taste death until
they see the Kingdom of God having come
with power" (cp. Matt 16:28; Luke 9:27; Gos.
Thom. Prologue)
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Table 10. Summary of Quoted Johannine Statements with Outside Parallels (cont.)

Quoted Statements in John

Proposed Outside Parallels

10:33: "We do not stone you concerning a
good work but concerning blasphemy" (cp.
10:36)

Mark 14:64: "You heard the blasphemy!" (cp.
Matt 26:65)

10:36: "l am God's Son"

Matt 27:63: "I am God's Son"

11:50: "It is better for you that one person
should die for the people, so that the whole
nation should not perish" (cp. 11:51-52;
18:14)

Rom 5:8: Christ died for us (cp. Mark 14:24;
Matt 26:28; 1 Cor 11:24; 15:3; 2 Cor 5:14;
Gal 1:4; Heb 2:9)

13:16: "A slave is not greater than his
master" (cp. 15:20)

Matt 10:24: "A student is not above the
teacher, nor a slave above his master" (cp.
Luke 6:40)

14:18: "l am coming to you" (cp. 14:28)

Rev 2:5: "l am coming to you" (cp. Rev 2:16;
3:11; 16:15; 22:7, 12, 20)

18:4-5: "Whom do you seek?" They replied
to him, "Jesus the Nazorean." He said to
them, "l am." (cp. 18:6, 8)

Mark 14:61-62: "Are you the Christ, the Son
of the Blessed One?" And Jesus said, 'l am"

19:21: "l am the Jews' King"

Mark 15:26: Jesus of Nazareth, King of the
Jews (cp. Matt 27:37; Luke 23:38)




CHAPTER 5
DIRECT INTERNAL QUOTATION AND THE COSMIC MOVEMENTS OF JESUS

The Messiah will come only when he is no longer necessary; he will come only
on the day after his arrival; he will come, not on the last day, but on the very last.

Franz Kafka, “The Coming of the Messiah™*
Introduction

The principal goal of our examination so far has been to understand the various
ways that direct internal quotation functions in John’s gospel, if only because it is used so
frequently and consistently throughout the narrative. In the second chapter we examined
the variations between verifiable quotations and the original reported speech act. Previous
scholarship had determined that the fact of variation was notable, but that the variations
themselves did little to change the sense of the quoted statements. By contrast, examining
DIQ in the context of Greek education and of other ancient literature suggests the
opposite assessment. The fact of variation in quotation is hardly notable since it is the
rule, not the exception. That the paraphrases can often be heard with roughly the same
sense as the quoted statement is not surprising: a radical and noticeable modification
would violate the rules of paraphrase. Instead, minor alterations are made in order to shift

emphasis, draw in context, focus the discussion, or clarify a past statement. Paying

" “The Coming of the Messiah” found in Parables and Paradoxes (Nahum N. Glatzer, ed.; New York:
Schocken Books, 1961), 81. This fragment of Kafka’s parable is not presented because his understanding
of the Messiah is particularly Johannine, but because of the triple repetition that “he will come.” The
present chapter will argue that the Gospel of John uses DIQ to argue also for a triple advent of Christ.

278
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attention to these minor alterations may tell us a considerable amount about how the
authors understood the various sayings or how they wished to present the argument.

In the third chapter we examined the broader roles that DIQ plays within the
Fourth Gospel. Direct internal quotation allows both the characters (at the story level) and
the authors (at the discursive or narrative level) to return to themes that need clarification,
to eliminate misunderstandings, and to broaden the possible understandings of a given
teaching or claim. The device also contributes to the characterization of the Fourth
Gospel as a forensic text, with DIQ playing the role of testimony. Again this occurs both
at the level of the story, as when the Baptist testifies on behalf of Jesus through quotation,
and at the level of the narrative, as when the narrator uses DIQ to characterize the Jews as
Jesus’ legal opponents who intimidate witnesses and fail to follow proper legal pro-
cedures. While the Johannine trial motif is a major motivator for using DIQ, even in that
discussion it was noted that DIQ can also serve a pedagogical function. Most of the quo-
tations used in the trial motif arguably serve both functions: they make the case for Jesus
in his ongoing trial with the Jews while also teaching the audience proper understandings
of Jesus’ words. Since we will examine material for the most part from the farewell dis-
course in this chapter, the weight will shift considerably from the juridicial to the peda-
gogical. Still, some of John’s interpretations—and defenses against interpretations—may
reflect contemporary disputes with other groups or sub-groups. Below I will support
another, less literary role for DIQ as a protection against interpretations that diverge too
widely from the traditional teachings of Jesus as understood by the group.

Finally in the previous chapter we examined evidence for DIQ as a meta-textual

device used to incorporate traditional, pre-Johannine material in order to endorse, correct,
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or add to it. Most of that examination was done empirically—a significant amount of the
quoted material has strong parallels with pre- or at least non-Johannine material found in
other early texts. Often the paraphrases shift the statement in a direction that John wants
to push it. In the rare cases that the quotation moves the statement closer to pre-Johannine
tradition, as it arguably does in 8:52 or 12:34, John perhaps does so in order to correct
what was perceived as a misunderstanding held by other Christ-followers. At the end of
that discussion similarities were noted between how John uses DIQ to interpret words of
Jesus, and how John uses paraphrase with scriptural citations to interpret Scripture, under
the model advocated by Peder Borgen. Below we will examine cases that involve his
three-part, paraphrastic structure but where the three parts are not contiguous. Direct
internal quotation is often the device that allows Jesus or his audience to return to this
material and take it up a second (or a third) time.

Now that we have built up these observations on the roles of DIQ, it is time to
apply them to a narrower set of statements. The main object of study in this chapter will
be verses in which Jesus discusses his cosmic movements which have been variously
interpreted to refer to his original descent into the world, his departure from the world in
death and ascension to the Father, and his return to the world in resurrection, in parousia,
and through the Spirit into the body of the church. By following the use of DIQ to repeat
and reinterpret logia regarding Jesus’ cosmic movements, John negotiates the various
applications of these sayings, emphasizing in particular the coming of Christ into the
present life of the church without eliminating the resurrection or the parousia as legiti-

mate interpretations.
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Final and Realized Eschatology

The eschatology of the Fourth Gospel carries with it a tension that is not neatly
resolvable: what exactly is Jesus’ temporal perspective when he speaks, especially in the
farewell discourse? And when exactly does John imagine certain predictions being ful-
filled? Declarations about judgment, resurrection and life, and Jesus’ cosmic movements,
are applied to the present and to the future, often side by side. It is possible to argue that
“realized” eschatological statements like 5:24-25 (“anyone who hears my word... has
eternal life”’) and “final” eschatological statements like 5:28-29 (“the hour is coming
when all those in the tombs... will come out”) are complementary, but for some scholars
such arguments are so much special pleading because there is simply no way to resolve
the differing viewpoints evident in John 5:25-29.2

A variety of diachronic solutions (where verses with final eschatology are put to
the side because they are either remnants of earlier eschatological thinking or an accom-

modation to more popular eschatology)® and synchronic solutions (where the entire gos-

? For example, von Wahlde, John, 2:238, where the verses are credited to two different authors: “This is a
contrast between realized and future eschatology... Not only do they reflect different theological con-
ceptions, but they also reflect distinct worldviews.” By contrast, see Harold W. Attridge, “From Discord
Rises Meaning: Resurrection Motifs in the Fourth Gospel,” in The Resurrection of Jesus in the Gospel of
John (WUNT 222; ed. R. Bieringer and C.R. Koester; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck 2008), 1-19, here 7: “The
intricate interplay between the ‘realized’ and ‘future’ aspects of resurrection, within which Jesus can so
fully imitate the Father, may possibly be the result of redactional activity; but if so, what has the redactor
achieved? The references to a ‘realized’ eschatology stand and have not been eliminated by the affirmation
of a future resurrection. Would a reader notice the tension and be surprised by it?... Or might she simply be
confused, ‘wondering’ (5:28) how the eschatological hope works?”

? For the former, see C.H. Dodd, The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel (Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, 1953), 405-6 and throughout; M.-E. Boismard, “L’évolution du theme eschatologique dans
les traditions johanniques,” RB 68/4 (1961): 507-24; and Jiirgen Becker, “Die Abschiedsreden Jesu im
Johannesevangelium,” ZNW 61 (1970): 215-46. For the latter, Jorg Frey provides a brief survey (“Eschato-
logy in the Johannine Circle,” in Theology and Christology in the Fourth Gospel [BETL 184; eds. G. van
Belle, J.G. van der Watt, and P. Maritz; Leuven: Peeters, 2005], 47-84, here 49 n. 5), but see also the
commentaries by Schnackenburg, Thyen, and von Wahlde.
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pel is read through the lens of either realized or final eschatology) have been sought.”
None have garnered a broad consensus.” If the final authors of the Gospel of John per-
ceived the tension (and it is not clear they viewed it as such), then apparently they did not
find it significant or perhaps overwhelming of other concerns.

Increasingly the field of Johannine scholars has tried to find ways of reading final
and realized eschatological statements in John together in a more nuanced and interactive
way.® Brown was an early advocate of allowing both types of eschatology to stand, re-
cognizing that passages with final eschatology “are often doublets of other passages
where the same words of Jesus are interpreted in terms of realized eschatology,” but

never outright rejected.” The most comprehensive and thorough example of this school is

* For the former, see Ernst Kdsemann, The Testament of Jesus: A Study of the Gospel of John in Light of
Chapter 17 (trans. G. Krodel; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1968), Robert Kysar, “The Eschatology of the Fourth
Gospel: A Correction of Bultmann’s Redactional Hypothesis,” Perspective 13/1 (1972): 23-33, and more
recently, Hans-Christian Kammler, Christologie und Eschatologie: Eine exegetische Untersuchung zu Joh
5,17-30 (WUNT 126; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2000) and Theobald, Herrenworte. For a rare attempt at
reading John entirely through the lens of final eschatology, see Lodewijk van Hartingsveld, Die Eschato-
logie des Johannesevangeliums: Eine Auseinandersetzung mit R. Bultmann (VGTB 36; Assen: Van
Gorcum, 1962).

> A comment by David Rensberger (“The Messiah Who Has Come into the World: The Message of the
Gospel of John,” in Jesus in Johannine Tradition [R.T. Fortna and T. Thatcher, eds.; Louisville: West-
minster John Knox, 2001], 15-23, here 20) is especially apt: “Whether one considers the passages that
speak of a resurrection on the last day... as an earlier layer of futuristic eschatology overwritten by [the
Fourth Evangelist]’s strongly realized eschatology, or as a later redactional reversion to the standard
futuristic eschatology of the church, or as a promise to carry out an act that has in essence already been
accomplished, it is clear that the eschatological weight in [the Fourth Gospel] falls on the coming of Jesus
himself” (emphasis added).

% Here the study by Jan van der Watt, “Eschatology in John: A Continuous Process of Realizing Events,” in
Eschatology of the New Testament and Some Related Documents (WUNT 2.315; ed. J.G. van der Watt;
Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2011), 109-40, is particularly helpful. Van der Watt not only highlights that
“John’s eschatology is neither exclusively futurist nor realized” (p. 124), he also focuses on the role that
one’s presumed temporal perspective plays on how certain eschatological statements are heard, and on the
communal nature of much of John’s eschatology: “Eschatological life is here and now and stretches into
the future—it is the continuous life in the family of God” (pp. 123-24).

" Brown, John, 1:cxxi.
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Jorg Frey’s three volume study, Die johanneische Eschatologie.? Especially in his exam-
ination of the farewell discourse (John 13:31-14:31), Frey attempts to balance how John
addresses the pre-resurrection time of the story and the post-resurrection time of the audi-
ence.® Meanwhile final eschatology, including the parousia of Christ on the last day, is
treated as a real part of John’s Gemeindetradition. John is just as aware of the distinction
between past and present (the coming of Christ in birth and resurrection, and the spiritual
advent of Christ in the church) as it is the distinction between present and future, but bal-

ances these with an emphasis on the similarity of the various temporal moments.*® Thus

¥ Die johanneische Eschatologie (WUNT 96, 110, 117; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1997, 1998, 2000). The
first volume is an extensive survey of positions on Johannine eschatology since H.S. Reimarus (d. 1768),
providing a much more extensive bibliography than is found here. The second volume is a dissertation on
the Johannine understanding of time. The third volume details Frey’s model for understanding eschatology
in the Fourth Gospel. Earlier, see Ingo Broer, “Auferstehung und ewiges Leben im Johannesevangelium,”
in “Auf Hoffnung hin sind wir erlést” (Rom 8,24): Biblische und systematische Beitrdge zum Erlosungs-
verstdndnis heute (SBS 128; Stuttgart: Katholisches Bibelwerk, 1987), 67-94.

? See Frey, Eschatologie, 2:248 and throughout. See also Ridderbos, John, 475: “we are struck by the
strong salvation-historical discontinuity that is posited in the Fourth Gospel between the modes of existence
of the earthly and the heavenly Jesus.” I would suggest that the discontinuity is not so much “posited” by
John as it is acknowledged and in some ways mitigated by John.

"% In support of the distinction of times, Oscar Cullmann (Christ and Time: The Primitive Christian Con-
ception of Time and History [rev. ed.; trans. F.V. Filson; Philadelphia: Westminster, 1964], 168) stresses
the distinction between past and present through the roles and character of Christ’s presence. By asserting
John’s temporal distinctions, I am in disagreement with Bultmann’s famous line, “for John, Easter, Pente-
cost, and the Parousia are not three separate events, but one and the same” (Theology of the New Testament
[trans. K. Grobel; 2 vols.; New York: Scribner, 1965], 2:82; based on a similar formulation by Wilhelm
Heitmiiller, “Das Evangelium des Johannes,” in Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments [2 vols.; ed. J. Weiss;
2" ed.; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1908], 2:685-861; here 829: “Das Kommen des Geistes ist
Ostern und Pfingsten zugleich—und endlich auch das (wieder)—Kommen Jesu (die Parusie), das man als
Abschluss dieser Zeit erwartet”). Hans-Ulrich Weidemann (“Eschatology as Liturgy: Jesus’ Resurrection
and Johannine Eschatology,” in The Resurrection of Jesus in the Gospel of John [WUNT 222; ed. R.
Bieringer and C.R. Koester; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck 2008], 277-310, here 290-91) counters this idea:
“from the very beginning of the Farewell Discourse, the readers (or hearers) of the text are reminded that
their situation is fundamentally different from that of the figures in the story... This fundamental differ-
ence... is intended to oppose an all too quick identification of the two audiences,” although ““Easter’ and
‘Parousia’ traditions creatively influence each other” (emphasis original).
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much of the same language can be applied to each of them.*! Below we will focus on
how John uses DIQ to maintain such a balance with regard to Christ’s various advents
(his resurrection, parousia, and his present coming through the Spirit into the church) by
paraphrasing and reapplying traditional statements about Jesus coming.

Before we begin that examination, something needs to be said about the function
of the farewell discourse (John 13:31-17:26),"? where many of these statements appear,
and the possibility that John’s realized eschatology evinces signs of early Christian
prophetism or visionary activity. | do not wish to get into the wide-ranging discussions
about how precisely the farewell discourse is laid out or how neatly it matches extra-
polated ideals of the farewell genre(s).* One general observation I will make here has to
do with the similarity between the first section of the discourse (13:31-14:31) and a later

section (16:4b-33). Both have to do with Jesus’ departure, addressing the topic in much

" Conversely put, to whatever extent John records genuine Jesus tradition—and it is quite possible that
some of the quoted material in John does go back to traditions stemming from Jesus, although the current
study is not equipped to draw these conclusions with anything remotely approaching certainty—I might
state it differently: early Christians sought out appropriate applications (or fulfillments) of enigmatic state-
ments about Jesus’ departure and return, and found his resurrection, parousia, and spiritual presence in the
church to be variously adequate.

12 Some would include 13:1-30 within the same block of material (e.g. John Carlson Stube, 4 Graeco-
Roman Rhetorical Reading of the Farewell Discourse [LNTS 309; London: T&T Clark, 2006], as a
narratio). It is certainly connected to the discourse, but the earlier passage focuses much more on Jesus’
actions than does the rest of the farewell material, and more to the point there is a change in audience as
Judas Iscariot leaves the room in 13:30. Second, many refer to the farewell discourses, dividing the scene
into four or more parts (e.g. 13:31-14:31; 15:1-16:4a; 16:4b-33; 17:1-26). I more or less follow this, treat-
ing 15:1-16:4a and Jesus’ final prayer briefly and separately but only because DIQ is either absent (in the
prayer) or unrelated to the motif under investigation (cf. 15:20).

13 See the influential chapter by Ethelbert Stauffer, “Valedictions and Farewell Speeches,” in New
Testament Theology (London: SCM, 1955), building off of his earlier “Abschiedsreden,” RAC 1 (1950):
29-35. More recently, see Paul A. Holloway, “Left Behind: Jesus’ Consolation of His Disciples in John
13,31-17,26,” ZNW 96 (2005): 1-34, who like Stube reads the discourse in the context of Greco-Roman
literature, including both farewell and death bed speeches. Meanwhile others, for example Johannes Beutler
(Habt keine Angst: Die erste johanneische Abschiedsrede (Joh 14) [SBS 116; Stuttgart: Katholisches
Bibelwerk, 1984], esp. 19, citing texts from Genesis, Jubilees, I and 2 Enoch) and Ashton (Understanding,
421), insist on a stronger connection to Jewish testamentary literature.
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the same language. Scholars have noted the strong connections between these sections,
whether as doublets of a departure discourse tradition or as parallel sections in a larger
chiastic structure.** While either may be correct, the development of departure and return
language through DIQ suggests also that John presents the language twice in order to
shift focus between different issues: first on social distinctions (who can see Jesus?), then
on temporal distinctions: when can Jesus be seen, and how?

Stepping back from these more refined discussions, each of the various genres of
testament, farewell, and consolation to which John 14-17 has been linked addresses a
singular concern: the real absence of the speaker.’® The Johannine group may argue for,
and indeed truly feel Jesus’ presence in the church, but it is something that must be ar-
gued for over the course of a significant chunk of the gospel. Furthermore this presence,
real as it may be, does not fully mitigate his absence. The people behind the gospel seem
to long for Jesus’ former presence in earthly life and resurrection appearances, and his

future presence in parousia. John’s genius is in taking elements from the farewell and

'* For a summary of the parallels between the two passages, see Brown, John, 2:589-92. He sees them as
duplicates, possibly arranged in a chiastic structure when the second passage was added to the first (p.
2:594; although with caution, see above chapter 3 n. 42). Marie-Joseph Lagrange (Evangile selon Saint
Jean [8"™ ed.; Paris: Gabalda, 1948]) had already argued that the second passage was a less developed,
earlier stage of thought, while Fernando F. Segovia (The Farewell of the Word: The Johannine Call to
Abide [Minneapolis: Fortress, 1991]) views the second passage as a development of themes in the first. I
suspect Lagrange is close to the truth, but it is not a question that concerns us here. For more, as well as a
detailed if in some ways idiosyncratic chiastic reading of the farewell discourse, see Wayne Brouwer, The
Literary Development of John 13-17: A Chiastic Reading (SBLDS 182; Atlanta: SBL, 1999), esp. 95-118.

"> As D. Bruce Woll comments (“The Departure of ‘The Way’: The First Farewell Discourse in the Gospel
of John,” JBL 99/2 [1980]: 225-39, here 228): “the farewell discourse form as such gives formal expression
to a basic distinction in time. The use of the farewell discourse form in contrast to the apocalyptic discourse
found in Mark and Matthew, for example, is significant because of the emphasis which is placed, by this
very choice, upon the fact of the departure of Jesus. The departure enacts a division between past and
future... This division, or discontinuity, or separation is not merely a theme found in one ‘text’ [i.e. John
14:2-3] taken from the tradition.” Wendy E.S. North argues that a similar assurance of presence in absence
is given through the narrative construction of healing miracle scenes, all of which involve Jesus’ absence in
John (““Lord, If You Had Been Here...” (John 11.21): The Absence of Jesus and Strategies of Consolation
in the Fourth Gospel,” JSNT 36/1 [2013]: 39-52).
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testament genres which acknowledge Jesus’ departures in death and ascension to the
Father, and redirecting them toward his presence among believers and, as | will argue, his
appearance in visions experienced by an inner circle of his disciples.
Such a mystical understanding of Johannine worship was hypothesized by David
E. Aune several decades ago: “the primary characteristic of the Johannine community is
precisely that of a prophetic, charismatic or pneumatic community... [and] within the
cultic assembly of the Johannine community, the prophetic phenomenon was accompa-
nied by both visions and auditions.”*® Aune points especially to the promise to Nathanael
in John 1:51, “Amen, amen I say to you, you will see heaven opened and the angels of
God ascending and descending on the Son of Man,” as “the kind of event which the
Johannine community experienced pneumatically within the context of the community at
worship.”*" Such visions would confirm Christ’s real presence within the church even if
they were not experienced by everyone:
Some of the references to the “seeing” and “coming” of Jesus within these Dis-
courses apparently refer to the cultic vision or epiphany of the exalted Jesus, in
which the actual pneumatic experience of a cultic Christophany is clothed in the
language and imagery of conventional theophanic and Parousia traditions... [The]
final coming of the exalted Jesus was conceived as either a direct visionary exper-
ience within the context of worship, or alternately as a presence mediated through

prophetic personalities who spoke in the name and with the full authority of their
exalted Lord.'®

' The Cultic Setting of Realized Eschatology in Early Christianity (NovTSup 28; Leiden: Brill, 1972), 89.

"7 Aune, Cultic Setting, 97. As Aune points out, with respect to visions of Christ or, more specifically, the
Son of Man, John is not at all out of character with other early Christian literature, as is evident in the
visions of Stephen (Acts 7:55-56), of Paul (Acts 9:1-9; 22:3-11, 17-21; 26:9-19), of John of Patmos (e.g.
Rev 1:7, 12), and the promises of such visions in Mark 13:26; 14:62 and pars., which Aune traces to cultic
worship “in which the exalted Lord and coming Son of man were the objects of prophetic vision” (p. 94).
Meeks (“Man from Heaven”) and Grese (“Heavenly Journey”) both connect John 3:3 (“unless one is born
from above, he cannot see the Kingdom of God”) to heavenly journey traditions, although the latter reduces
these visions to only “the revelation of God that is available in the life and death of Jesus” (p. 693).

'8 Aune, Cultic Setting, 15.
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Aune does not do away with the final advent of Jesus, but instead traces how parousia
traditions evident in John 14:2-3 (and 21:22-23) are acknowledged but re-appropriated to
the visionary presence of Christ in the church.

Jonathan Draper develops the visionary aspects of the Gospel of John further by
highlighting how similar the setting of the farewell discourse is to those typically used to
induce altered states of consciousness: purification (cp. John 13:4-11),% the ritual eating
of meals, a central visionary surrounded by an inner circle who can vouch for his vision
and who can record any prophetic messages that are delivered.”* Adriana Destro and
Mauro Pesce argue for a similar understanding of “Johannine prophetism” (profetismo
giovannista) over the course of several works.? Importantly, they focus on the potential

hermeneutical role of such practices in interpreting the words of both Scripture and Jesus,

1 Aune, Cultic Setting, 129-33.

It is noted in 13:11 (through DIQ) that Judas Iscariot is not pure (kaBapdc), and for this reason the “ses-
sion” cannot begin until the impurity is removed (cp. 13:30); see Jonathan Draper, “The ‘Theatre of Perfor-
mance’ and ‘The Living Word’ of Jesus in the Farewell Discourse(s) in John’s Gospel,” JECH 4/1 (2014):
26-43, here 38.

*! See also “Temple, Tabernacle and Mystical Experience in John,” Neot 31/2 (1997): 263-88. Draper high-
lights how important scribes are in such a setting, if sometimes tertiary (the seer receives a vision, delivers
it to the inner circle, who deliver it to the scribe), listing Baruch (to Jeremiah and his own visions), Ezra,
and Sebna (to Isaiah, Asc. Isa. 1:2-5) (“Theatre,” 32-33). We might add Enoch (“the scribe of righteous-
ness,” I En. 12:4; 15:1) and John of Patmos. In John, depending on how we interpret 6 ypayog (John
21:24), the Beloved Disciple may be thought of as the scribe who records the words of Jesus (whether hist-
orical or through christophanic auditions) or as the member of the inner circle who vouchsafes the words
and delivers them to a scribe (i.e. causes to be written; cf. John 19:19).

** Adriana Destro and Mauro Pesce, Come nasce una religione: Antropologia ed esegesi del Vangelo di
Giovanni (PEL 8; Rome: GLF editori Laterza, 2000), followed by “Il profetismo e la nascita di una
religione: Il caso del giovannismo,” in Carisma profetico, fattore di innovazione religiosa (ed. G. Filoramo;
Brescia: Morcelliana, 2003), 87-106, and “Continuity or Discontinuity between Jesus and Groups of His
Followers? Practices of Contact with the Supernatural,” ASE 24/2 (2007): 37-58. Michael A. Daise follows
up on their work, specifically applying it to John 14:2, although he tends to ignore the communal setting
emphasized throughout Destro and Pesce’s works, which has the effect of overemphasizing the individual
(“Ritual Transference and Johannine Identity,” ASE 27/2 [2010]: 45-51). For example, he is quite close
when he says (p. 50), “the interface between the divine and human is relocated from the temple precincts to
the believer’s body,” although I might re-phrase, “the believers’ bodies” since it is always the unified group
of believers to which Jesus comes through the Spirit (i.e. always npog vudg, never [in John] mpog ce).
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a function of the Spirit/Paraclete that is evident throughout the farewell discourse.? It is
the cultic presence of the Spirit that enables the disciples to remember that Jesus said, for
example, “Destroy this sanctuary, and in three days I will raise it up” (2:19), and to infer
—only after he was raised from the dead and the disciples received the Spirit—that he
was speaking of the sanctuary of his body (2:21-22).

Such prophetic understanding may point to two new functions of DIQ. First, as
we have already seen, since new messages received through prophetic means must still be
understood, DIQ grounds new understanding in well-established language.?* Minimally
we can say that as John adds radical reinterpretations of how believers have access to
God in the present and in the eschaton, it grounds these reinterpretations in words already
ascribed to Jesus and in stock language and images taken from visionary circles. John
assumes that these latter ideas are understandable, and uses them to facilitate a new un-
derstanding of visions of Christ as nothing short of theophanies,? and the church (or at

least the Johannine group) as the rebuilt earthly temple.?

3 For a brief catalogue of these aspects of Johannine prophecy, see Destro and Pesce, “Il profetismo,” 104.

* See Draper, “Theatre,” 33: The message “has to be translated or expressed in terms of what can be said in
a particular language and culture: in short it represents the cultural capital... which is available to the seer
in the contested field to which the prophecy speaks and which is deployed to strategic advantage.”

* Draper collapses everything in the farewell discourse (and often outside them) to discussions of present
visions of Christ through heavenly ascent. That is, Jesus will draw all people to him in heaven (12:32),
Jesus will return to draw visionaries up to the heavenly temple (14:1-4), etc. I am far from convinced that
John only discusses visionary experiences, but Draper's work does highlight how John's language is con-
structed in a way that allows us to ‘hear’ these resonances in a polyvalent fashion.

*8 Draper (and others) takes the motif of Jesus as the eschatological temple, combined with the intimate
connection between believers and Christ, to mean that the church also constitutes the eschatological temple.
I would agree that Jesus becomes the eschatological temple that will descend from heaven visibly and
physically at the eschaton. However, the community of believers becomes the new earthly temple, reflec-
tive of and intimately connected to the heavenly temple just as it should be, but in need of ongoing purifica-
tion (3:22-25; 13:10-11) and sanctification (17:17-19), still vulnerable to attack (15:18-16:4; 17:15) and
corruption (6:60-66). Coloe comes close to recognizing the similarity between the Father’s dwelling in the
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Second, in this context DIQ also provides protection against deceptive or defec-
tive prophetic messages. The presence of visionary prophetism within the group does not
necessitate that everyone is granted such visions of Christ.?” It may be a small minority of
believers who experience visions. Draper discusses the many safeguards against the ab-
use of prophecy contained in Didache 11:7-12, such as the prophet giving true teaching
and practicing it (cp. John 13:17, 34-35; 14:21).28 Among Johannine groups, 1 John 4:1
discusses testing spirits to determine whether they are from God or the product of false
prophets. One test is the confession of Jesus having come (éAnAv06ta) in the flesh (1
John 4:2-3). Meanwhile John of Patmos has a vision of unclean spirits emerging from the

mouth of a false prophet (Rev 16:13).%°

community as he did in the temple, but she seems to see this indwelling as the ultimate consummation of
the Father’s (or Jesus’) presence (so cannot be withdrawn?) and views the idea of a heavenly temple as a
useless consolation to the grieving disciples (despite paradoxically noting that the image is used in Christ-
ian funeral services two millennia later; see the summary of her position in Dwelling in the Household of
God: Johannine Ecclesiology and Spirituality [Collegeville: Liturgical Press, 2007], 107-13).

T «Of course it is an inner circle of those accepted as true prophets, represented here by the disciples, who
are granted the possibility of ascent to the heavenly vision of Jesus enthroned. ‘Cosmic mysteries of the
assembly/church’ [cf. Did. 11:11] are hedged around with prohibitions and protections because they are
dangerous to the prophet and to the community as well. Ordinary members of the community would not see
or hear Jesus except through faith and through the words of the prophet uttered in [altered states of con-
sciousness]. Nevertheless, the community can know that one who has seen Jesus has seen the Father [John
14:9], and that the disciples will do greater works than Jesus because he goes to the Father and whatever
they ask in his Name Jesus will do (14:12-14)” (Draper, “Theatre,” 38). Draper interprets John 20:29
(“Blessed are those who have not seen, yet believed”) as an effort to maintain full inclusion of non-vision-
ary members of the group. If it is correct to infer visionary activity among Johannine Christians, those
visions are clearly contingent on belief (e.g. 11:40, see below), placing Thomas in a unique position to
believe because he has seen. See additionally below on 14:18-22. Destro and Pesce (Come nasce, 137-39)
argue for rather more universal visionary experiences as the mark of inclusion in the group (John 4:20-24),
although this may only indicate initiation to a certain ‘rank’.

% Draper, “Theatre of Performance,” 33-34; the protections are based on exegesis of Deuteronomy 18, as
are similar prophetic safeguards discussed in m. Sanh. 11.5 (b. Sanh. 89a).

% Also 1 John 2:18-25. Compare the testing language regarding false prophets in Matt 7:15-20, while 2
Peter 2:1-3 describes false prophets/teachers as those who deny the master. In John, the works of Jesus are
either identical with or closely related to the signs. Just as Jesus issues enigmatic “I am” statements and
promises the disciples that they will do greater works than he (John 14:12), in other texts he predicts that
false prophets will also declare “I am” and perform signs (cf. Mark 13:6, 22 and pars.; Rev 19:20).
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In such a context where believers may have cause to doubt the reports of visions
and auditions, especially when they report controversial teachings about Christ, DIQ not
only grounds the prophetic messages in traditions linked to the earthly Jesus, it also pro-
tects against false teaching. John explicitly and argumentatively works to hold the com-
munity grounded in Jesus’ words, which must be kept.*® Paraphrastic DIQ expresses the
same concern in practical terms: the authority of Jesus’ words is acknowledged, and one
may only push them as far as their intrinsic polyvalency (hence John’s affection for
double-entendre) or an appropriate paraphrase will allow. Such a prophetic model of DIQ
helps to account for the inclusive hermeneutic that we have detected on other grounds: if
the ‘original’ statement is given Jesus’ authority (however it is phrased, and more import-
antly, however it is understood), it is difficult to supersede through paraphrase without
undermining his authority, although one might add to its range of meanings within the
linguistic bounds established by the group. In only a few cases does John try to limit the
interpretation of what Jesus has said.*

The literary understanding of DIQ that | have presented so far is not exclusive to
an understanding within the context of early Johannine mysticism that | will occasionally
advocate for in this chapter, due both to the form and especially to the content of the say-
ings being elaborated by John. A visionary group can still use the appropriate literary
tools to convey meaning through a text. So while the bulk of the analysis will be of a

literary nature, tracing how John introduces and reexamines similar themes in new con-

3% See John 8:51; 14:15, 21, 23-24; 15:10, 20; 16:14-15; 17:6. Cp. 10:35, “Scripture cannot be broken.”

3! In those few cases where John wishes to eliminate an interpretation, it either voices it through Jesus’ op-
ponents or portrays it as an inappropriate paraphrase. Notably, the content often has to do with death and
absence, whether Jesus’ departure (7:35-36; 8:22; 12:34) or the death of believers (8:52; 21:23).
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texts, with new audiences, and with modified wording, the visionary hypothesis is meant
to enrich our understanding not only of the concerns of the Johannine group, but most
likely its cultural and religious context.
Jesus Comes and Jesus Goes, Part I: Outsiders

From here on we will examine how John develops sayings about Jesus’ cosmic
movements into and out of the world, in some cases using a disjointed three-part inter-
pretive pattern similar to the one discussed by Borgen, but spread out over multiple
scenes and addressed to distinct audiences. Under the influence of scriptural sayings
about the coming of the Lord, the Messiah, or other figures, some statements about Jesus
coming into the world have already been applied to the beginning of his public ministry
or to the incarnation.® In the former category are the variants of the Baptist’s statements
about the one coming after him (1:15, 27, 30). In the latter category are the particularly
Johannine sayings about Jesus as the bread of life that descended from heaven (6:33, 38,
41-42). Yet after chapter 6, John ceases to quote claims about Jesus’ cosmic movements
into the world and instead begins to focus on his various departures from the world and
returns to it. In fact, the discussion of what it means for Jesus to go begins in the dispute
at Tabernacles in chapter 7. Here Jesus twice introduces the theme of his departure and it
is twice objected to by a hostile audience, but in neither case does Jesus elaborate or
clarify his meaning. Instead, he waits until he is alone with the loyal disciples (cf. 13:33)

to endorse any interpretations of his message.

% A fuller list of such statements using &pyopat would include John 1:9, 11 (the Light; also 3:19; 8:147);
3:2, 31; 6:14 (the Prophet); 7:28 (the Messiah), 42; 9:39 (the Son of Man); 12:47; 13:3; 18:37 (the King).
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The declaration about where Jesus goes (7:33-34) does not arrive precisely out of
nowhere, but it is quite loosely connected to the material surrounding it. The block of
material preceding it deals mainly with Jesus’ origins (7:25-31)—where he is from, not
where he is going. A narrative break intervenes in which we learn that officers have been
sent to arrest him (7:32), at which point Jesus makes a bold statement that seems to com-
bine four strands of tradition:*

John 7:33-34: a) Yet a little time 1 am with you, b) and I go to the one who

sent me. ¢) You will seek me and you will not find [me], and d) where | am,

you cannot come.
Only c) and d) are quoted by the Jews, now or later, but b) influences the development of
this material in the next chapter. The first statement (a) will not be developed until Jesus
is alone with his disciples. Before tracing this development, the pre-Johannine evidence
for the material placed on the lips of Jesus in this scene should be traced.
Yet a Little Time I Am with You (£t xpovov pikpov ped’ dpdv sip)

Jesus introduces immediately the temporal and social themes that will dominate
this material as it is developed. Two strands of tradition are alluded to by “yet a little

time.” The first refers to the shortness of life, as for example Job 24:24, “They are exalted

a little while (vyn) and are gone,” or Ps 37:10, “Yet a little while (v¥n 7131) and the

33 Cp. Ridderbos, John, 270 on John 7:33: “These words of Jesus that now follow are clearly intended not
as a reaction to vs. 31 but to vs. 32.”
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wicked man is no more.”** The second strand refers to a major and imminent action to be
taken by God:®

Isa 10:25: For yet a little while (LXX: &t1 pukpov) and the indignation will end,
but my anger will be on their [the Assyrians’] council.

Hag 2:4-7: Act because | am with you (LXX: ped’ vudv éyd ey, says the Lord
Almighty... Yet it is one small moment®® and | will shake the heavens and the
earth and the sea and the desert; and | will shake all the nations, so that the trea-
sure of all the nations will come and I will fill this house with glory.*’
As it moves from prophetic texts into apocalyptic ones, the note of imminence turns into
urgency. The above text from Haggai is adapted into the first century Hebrew apoca-
lypse, Hazon Gabriel (24-25), calling for the Jerusalem temple to be divinely rebuilt
soon.*® Second Baruch uses the phrase in much the same way of Zion.*® In John, Jesus

has already compared his death to the destruction of the temple (John 2:19-22), and here

he appropriates from the temple the source of living water (7:37-39) and light (8:12) in

** The LXX of Job 24:24 is quite different from the MT, with no temporal reference, but LXX Ps 36:10 has
&t OMiyov. The line continues, “you will seek his place (LXX: {ntmoeig tov 16m0ov awtod), and you will not
find (0¥ pn eVdpng).” Second Baruch uses the phrase to refer proverbially to the shortness of life in general
(48:12, “For we are born in a short time, and in a short time we return;” cp. also 16:1; 48:50).

% In addition, see Isa 29:17 (“Will Lebanon not in a little while [LXX: ovkétt pkpov] be turned into a
fruitful field”); Jer 51:33 (“Yet a little while [LXX Jer 28:33: &t1 pukpov] and the time of her [Babylon’s]
harvest will come”); Hos 1:4 (“Yet a little time [LXX: &€t pixpov] and I will avenge the blood of Jezreel on
the house of Judah”). See also Isa 26:20 [cp. Heb 10:37]; 54:7 [LXX: ypdvov wkpov]; Rev 6:11; 20:3).

%% The phrasing here is awkward in the MT, which has X°7 vy» nnx 719. When the line is drafted nearly ver-
batim into Hazon Gabriel, it is simplified to vyn M. The LXX has €11 dmo&. Whatever the precise sense,
“the phrase denotes imminence” (John A. Kessler, “The Shaking of the Nations: An Eschatological View,”
JETS 30/2 [1987]: 159-66, here 163) even if it was later understood as eschatological.

37 See also the allusion to Hag 2:7 in Rev 21:24.

¥ For more detail, see Jeffrey M. Tripp, “A Revelation from Gabriel to Nathan? The Herodian Temple and
the Ideology of the Davidic Covenant in the Hazon Gabriel,” ASE 31/1 (2014): 7-27. Hazon Gabriel also
anticipates a sign (nX7) in three days (HG 80), probably tied to the temple; cp. John 2:19-23.

%% See 2 Bar. 32:2 (“For after a short time, the building of Zion will be shaken in order that it will be re-
built”) and 68:5 (“after a short time, Zion will be rebuilt again”).
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the Tabernacles ceremony.“’ If these intertextual clues were heard in the short phrase,
then Jesus’ audience might expect that his life will be short, but that a divine act is also
imminent that will renew the center of worship and punish the unrighteous rulers of
Jerusalem. “Imminent,” however, should be taken with a grain of salt. If the eschato-
logical predictions of Haggai—yVet to be fulfilled a number of centuries later, in the
readings of the first century CE—were anticipated “in a little while,” then we should not
necessarily limit the loose time-stamp to the hours (as in 12:35; 13:33) or months (in
7:33) until the crucifixion. What Jesus points to is a temporal distinction between the
situation now and some future circumstance that approaches.

Here the threat is that Jesus will be with them only a little time. Given the high
christology of the gospel, assertions of Jesus being with believers probably gain added
depth from similar assertions of God’s presence with his people. In the Hebrew Bible,
this almost always has the additional sense that God is on Israel’s side.** Such language
continues in the early church, with Paul making stereotyped promises of having God
“with you” (cf. 2 Cor 13:11; Phil 4:9).* In Rev 21:3, God’s presence is linked directly to

the new creation when God “will tabernacle with them” (cknvoocet pet’ avt®dv). Accor-

40 Moloney, John, 252-53; Barrett, John, 328.

*! For other examples of God/the Lord “with” Israel generally, see Num 23:21; Deut 20:1; Joshua 1:9;
Judges 6:12-13; 2 Chron. 13:12; 15:2 (“’Yhwh is with you while you are with him, and if you seek him, he
will be found by you [LXX: éav ék{ntionte avtov gbpebnioetar vpiv]™); 19:6; Isa 8:10; Zech 8:23; 10:5.
All of these cases use petd in the LXX. For more, see Ulrich Wilckens, Das Evangelium nach Johannes
(NTD 4; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2000), 227. Only two people are told that God is with them
individually: Abraham (Gen 21:22) and David (1 Sam 10:7; 2 Sam 7:3; 1 Chron. 17:2), who are both men-
tioned at Tabernacles (John 7:42; 8:33, 37, 39-40, 52-53, 56-58). Earlier in John, Nicodemus declares quite
confidently (3:2), “No one can do the signs that you do unless God is with him (1§ 6 8gd¢ pet’ avtod).”

2 Although stated in the future (£oton pe®' Opudv), Paul’s promises seem only conditional on practicing cer-
tain virtues; that is, God will be with any believer who is at peace or who does what (s)he learned, received,
heard, and saw in Paul. John 12:26 builds the co-presence of Jesus and those who believe in him on the
condition of behaviors like serving and following Jesus.
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ding to John’s prologue Jesus “tabernacled among us” (éoxnvmaoev &v fuiv) after he be-
came flesh, an example of John applying imagery to Jesus’ earthly life that is elsewhere
applied to God’s eschatological presence. The conflation of the presence of God and of
Jesus is made explicit with Matthew’s citation of Isaiah, that Jesus will be called Emma-
nuel or “God with us” (1:23).* The notions of taking sides and of presence are under-
standable in each of these cases, but in John weight shifts dramatically toward presence.**
Logia pertaining directly to Jesus’ presence with believers are applied both to his
earthly life and to his post-resurrection spiritual presence with the church in the Synoptic
tradition. Jesus’ response to a question about fasting is that his disciples cannot fast for as
much time (6cov ypovov) as they have the groom with them (pet’ avtdv) (Mark 2:18-20
and pars.). A future time is implied when Jesus will not be with them,* and John is at
least tangentially aware of this tradition (cf. John 3:29). Elsewhere Christ declares in a
resurrection appearance, “l am with you (éyo ped’ dpdv eipn) all the days until the comp-
letion of the age” (Matt 28:20), and in a vision to Paul, “I am with you (éy® gip peta

60¥), and no one will lay a hand on you to harm you” (Acts 18:10).*° In Johannine

 W.F. Albright and C.S. Mann (Matthew [AB 26; Garden City: Doubleday, 19711, 8-9): “The sense is of
God’s active vindication of his people,” a statement often true of the “little while” sayings. The revelation
is presented to Joseph by an angel who appears to him in a dream (Matt 1:20).

* Given that the Paraclete is imagined as both with (14:16-17, 26; 16:12-15) and on the side of (16:7-11)
the disciples in their conflicts, the expression may be polyvalent in those cases.

* See Hooker, Mark, 99-100. Compare also at his final meal, Luke 22:27 (“I am in the middle of you [8y®
8¢ év uéom vudv i) as one who serves”), a line that some have (dubiously) seen as the inspiration for
John’s footwashing scene (e.g. Lincoln, John, 375). Later at a post-resurrection meal the risen Christ refers
to the “words I spoke to you while I was with you (§t1 ®v ovv vuiv)” (Luke 24:44).

* The saying in Matt 28:20 forms an inclusio with Matt 1:23, where Jesus is named “God with us.” In one
of Luke’s resurrection appearances, Jesus is asked to “remain with us” (24:29, ueivov pued’ nudv). He does,
and he shares a meal with Eucharistic overtones (24:30-31).
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circles, in a revelation shown to John of Patmos, the risen Christ assures the angel of the
church of Laodicea that he will enter and eat “with him” (uet’ ou’)tof)).47

The assertions of Jesus’ post-resurrection presence with believers outside of John
often occur in a vision, and most in the context of a meal. When Jesus returns to these
themes at the beginning of the farewell discourses in the context of a meal, he begins by
telling the disciples, “I am with you yet a little while” (13:33, &t1 pukpov ped’ vudv gipr),
paraphrasing 7:33a. The context of visionary revelation appears after Philip asks that
Jesus show them the Father:

John 14:9: “Such a time [ am with you (tocovt® ypoéve ped’ vudv aim)48 and you

have not known me, Philip? The one who has seen me has seen the Father. How
do you say, ‘Show us the Father’?”
While the referent in both of those cases could easily be the earthly life of Jesus, this is
not the case when, after telling the disciples that the Paraclete will be with them forever
(14:17, 7 ped’ Hudv eic 1ov aidva), Jesus paraphrases explicitly in terms of vision:

John 14:19: “Yet a little while (¢t1 pucpov) and the world no longer (ovxétt) sees
me, but you see me.”

A time approaches when Jesus is coming to the disciples (14:18) and the Paraclete will be

with them (14:16), and when the world no longer sees Christ but the disciples do.*® The

" There is reciprocity here: Jesus will dine with the angel, and he with Jesus. Earlier in the verse, Jesus
says that he “will come in to him” (gicehevcopat Tpdg avtdv). Jesus’ coming to (mpdc) believers is recip-
rocated by their coming to (ntpdg) him (cf. in DIQ, 6:44, 65).

* The same phrase, “I am with you,” is backward looking here (cp. NRSV, “Have I been with you all this
time”) as opposed to 7:33, where it is forward looking (cp. NRSV, “I will be with you a little while long-
er”). John accomplishes this by modifying the time reference, not the phrase, “I am with you” (as e.g. ne6'
vudv Eoopa, in Matt 17:17).

* The expansion regarding the Paraclete in 14:17 is important: he is called “the Spirit of Truth whom the
world cannot receive because it does not see him, nor does it know him. You know him because he remains
with you (rap’ vpiv) and will be in/among you (€v vuiv €otar).” It is possible but not necessary that know-
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reference here cannot be to the earthly life of Jesus but, at the soonest, to the resurrection
appearances.™ It probably points well beyond these: John agrees with the Synoptic tradi-
tion in applying a prosaic but polyvalent expression to Jesus’ earthly life and also to
Christ’s spiritual presence with believers after the resurrection.

I Go to the One who Sent Me (bady® nipog Tov TEPWYAVTA pE)

“I go” will only be quoted after the scene repeats more or less (8:21-22; and see
14:28), while the Johannine, “to the one who sent me” never is. The Fourth Gospel uses
Oméyo more than any other text in the NT,>" but there is perhaps a Synoptic case that is
relevant. During his last meal, just before the institution of the Eucharist, Jesus comments
on his impending betrayal (Mark 14:21): “Because the Son of Man goes (0mdyer), as it is
written about him.”** Notably, given the paraphrases that will happen in the Jews’ res-
ponse (John 7:35; see also 14:2-3), Luke 22:22 replaces vméyet with mopevetar.”> Where
it is written that the Son of Man goes away is unclear, and Mark probably only summar-

izes the passion predictions. Jesus obliquely reveals an awareness of his own death using

ledge of the Paraclete implies also visions of him, in parallel with the world’s inability to do either (cp. the
Baptist’s vision of the Spirit in 1:32-33).

3% Keener (John, 2:973), who assigns most of the “coming” language to the resurrection appearances, is
overly strong: “the coming must refer to his coming in 20:19-23 to impart the Spirit to them” (emphasis
added). The intratextual links to 20:1-23 argue that the final gospel has this appearance in view, if perhaps
not exclusively so (see below). Jean Zumstein (“Jesus’ Resurrection in the Farewell Discourses,” in The
Resurrection of Jesus in the Gospel of John [WUNT 222; ed. R. Bieringer and C.R. Koester; Tiibingen:
Mohr Siebeck 2008], 103-26, here 108-9) lists scholars who agree with Keener (n. 12) or who point instead
to the parousia (n. 13), but concludes that “one cannot exclude the possibility that the implied author plays
with a certain ambiguity to increase the potential meaning of the text.”

>! Schnackenburg, John, 2:150 n. 47. All 15 cases of the first person form, Vnéym, appear in John.

52 Compare the intrusion of an awkward historical present (dmdyet) in John 13:3 (Jesus... goes to the
Father), just after a note about Judas’ betrayal (13:2) and just before Jesus’ last meal.

>3 Cp. also Luke 13:31-33. Luke 22:22 uniquely replaces, “just as it is written about him” with, “according
to what has been determined” (katd 10 ®piopévov). Could Luke not find where it was written?
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this verb in Mark, but such a use of bméyw is not common and contributes to the opacity
of Jesus’ prediction.>* John likewise uses the ambiguity (inaptness?) of the verb to its
advantage: “these words [a little longer, and then I go]... are intentionally vague; Jesus
has foreknowledge of coming events, but to speak more precisely would obscure the
deeper meaning of them.” A social distinction is highlighted: Jesus is with them now,
but soon he is going to be with others.
You Will Seek Me and You Will not Find [Me] (ntosté pe kai ovy sopicets [pe])
Although above (chapter 3) I argued that this and other similar phrases tap into
Greco-Roman judicial language, there is little question that they tap into Jewish pro-
phetic, sapiential, and apocalyptic motifs as well. The challenge is actually in narrowing
down which of them might be in view.*® A frequently cited text is LXX Prov 1:28-29,
spoken by Wisdom: “The wicked will seek me ({nmcovciv pe) and they will not find
(kai ovy evpricovow), for they hated wisdom.”®’ Given that John portrays Jesus very
much like Wisdom in the prologue, the Proverbs passage is a viable pre-text. But there

are others:® the bread of life discourse precedes the scenes at Tabernacles, in which Jesus

> See Hooker, Mark, 336-37: “The verb to go (Unéyo) is taken up by the fourth evangelist and used of
Jesus going to the Father (e.g. John 7.33; 8.14; 16.5) but is not normally used in the sense of ‘to die’.” In
Mark, Jesus does not clearly signal who the betrayer will be (a problem Matt 26:25 addresses but that Luke
22:23 highlights), when he will be betrayed, or even (here) that it will lead to his death.

55 Lindars, John, 295.

%% The intertextual links are present whether the real authors intended them or not. It is perhaps more acc-
urate to say that we, as readers, are in search of the pre-text that gives the richest reading.

37 For example, Bultmann, John, 307 n. 2; Keener, John, 1:720 n. 168; Cory, “Wisdom’s Rescue,” 101.
Such a reading is strengthened by Wisdom motifs in John 7:37-38 (cp. Prov 9:4-5; Sir 51:23-24), and
strengthens LXX Prov 24:9 (“a fool dies in sins” [anoBviiokel év auoptiouc]) as a pre-text for the para-
phrase in John 8:21 (Cory, “Wisdom’s Rescue,” 110 n. 28).

*¥ Klaus Berger has collected a number of these texts, many of which pre-date the Fourth Gospel (Die
Griechische Daniel-Diegese: Eine altkirchliche Apokalypse [Leiden: Brill, 1976], 76-79), e.g. 4Q185 1-2 1
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establishes that he is “true food” (dAn6ng Bpdoic, 6:55; see also 6:27), making LXX Lam
1:19 relevant: “My priests and my elders failed in the city, because they sought food
(élqmoav Bpdowv) so they might reorient their lives, and they did not find (kai ody
ebpov).”* Either of these pre-texts helps to characterize the hostile Jerusalemites as un-
wise, sinners, evil ones.
The same seeking-and-not-finding motif appears in apocalyptic writings.*® The
Enochic Book of Similitudes records the following passage in a vision of the Son of Man:
1 En. 63:5-8: They will say, “Would that someone had given us a chance to
glorify, praise and have faith before his glory! Now we desire a little rest but do
not find it; we pursue it, but do not procure it. Light has vanished from before us
and darkness has become our habitation forever because we have formerly
neither had faith nor glorified the name of the Lord of the spirits and kings, nor
glorified the Lord in all his creation. We had put our hopes in the scepters of our
empires. On the day of our hardship and our tribulation he is not saving us, and
we have no chance to believe.”®*

| have presented the text in full to highlight not only its criticism of the rulers who

possess the land (cf. 1 En. 63:1), but also the Johannine themes of light and darkness,

11-13 and Ezek 22:30. Keener (John, 1:720 n. 168) adds several thematically relevant texts (e.g. Isa 55:6;
Ezek 7:25-26). More on point are Hosea 5:6 (“they will go to seek [éx{ntijcat] the Lord and will not find
him”) and Amos 8:12 (“they will run around seeking the word of the Lord, and they will not find”).

% Compare John 6:26: “You seek me ({nreité pe) not because you saw signs, but because you ate from the
loaves and were satisfied.”

% Fourth Ezra 5:10 still applies it to Wisdom, while Rev 9:6 uses it to describe the effects of the torture that
comes with the fifth trumpet: “people will seek death and they will not find it.” With variant language,
Luke 17:22 is more reflective of apocalyptic usage: “Days will come when you will desire to see one of the
days of the Son of Man, but you will not see.” The Synoptic tradition also features the more positive logi-
on, “Seek and you will find” (Luke 11:9; Matt 7:7), which Lindars views as the source of John’s logion
(John, 296). There is no contradiction: Prov 1:28 sits within the same document as Prov 8:17, “Those who
seek me will find.” The difference is in who seeks Wisdom, and how they go about it.

%! Translation modified from E. Isaac, “1 (Ethiopic Apocalypse of) Enoch,” in The Old Testament Pseud-
epigrapha (ed. J.H. Charlesworth; 2 vols; Peabody: Hendrickson, 1983), 1:5-89, here 1:44. Text suggested
by T. Korteweg, “‘You Will Seek Me and You Will not Find Me’ (Jn 7,34): An Apocalyptic Pattern in
Johannine Theology,” in L ’Apocalypse johannique et I’ Apocalyptique dans le Nouveau Testament (BETL
53; ed. J. Lambrecht; Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1980), 349-54. As can be seen from the examples
in Luke and / Enoch, desiring can stand in for seeking in some texts (see Berger, Daniel-Diegese, 77).
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glorification and belief. The image of the exalted Son of Man appears soon after the
repetition of the seeking motif in the next chapter of John (cf. John 8:21-22, 28).%2

Over time and genres, the phrase is consistently used to criticize the seekers as
unwise, sinful, or proud. Often they are leaders of God’s people. Theodore Korteweg
understands John’s invocation in its apocalyptic context, where it more strongly carries
the urgent warning that a time approaches when it will be too late to repent. There is,
however, disagreement over when it becomes “too late.” A problematic but unfortunately
common reading is that the Jews will not find Jesus because he will soon be dead, as even
Brown suggests: “These attempts on his life lead Jesus in vss. 33-34 to think of his return
by death and resurrection to his Father... [which] will take away from his hearers their
opportunity to believe in him.”®® Nowhere else in his commentary does Brown argue that
belief is uniquely available (to the Jews only?) during the earthly lifetime of Jesus and
unavailable thereafter. It is quite the opposite, as John 20:31 (“these things are written so
that you may believe™) and the argumentative flow of the gospel indicate.*® Indeed the
flow of the three quoted moments in which this seeking occurs, argues against this

precise interpretation. To indulge in a bit of paraphrase:

62 Korteweg, “Apocalyptic Pattern,” 353.

% Brown, John, 1:318; see also Barrett, John, 324-35; Ridderbos, John, 271; Lincoln, John, 252; Keener,
John, 1:720. F.F. Bruce, The Gospel of John (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1983), 180; Korteweg, “Apoca-
lyptic Pattern,” 353: “In the same way in St. John’s Gospel is it emphasized time and again that the short
period of Jesus’ earthly ministry is in fact the last opportunity of salvation” (emphasis added). The only text
he cites in support is John 12:35.

6 After the implied passing of the Beloved Disciple, the audience of the gospel is perhaps exclusively com-
prised of people who never met Jesus, most of whom were probably not born during Jesus’ earthly life. To
suggest that salvation is uniquely available during Jesus’ earthly life would be self-defeating for almost all
of the people passing on these traditions. If the issue is their initial, negative reaction to Jesus, then such a
reading would be notably anti-Pauline, although nobody advocating this position seems to make the con-
nection. However, the reading is very unlikely to be correct and so would be weak support for Johannine
anti-Paulinism.
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Jesus: You will seek me and you will not find me.
The Jews: Is it because of your physical absence (7:35-36)?
Jesus: No, this is a misunderstanding.®® You will seek me and will die in your sin.
The Jews: Is it because you will be dead (8:22)?
Jesus (to the disciples): No, this too is a misunderstanding.®® You will seek me,
and where | am going you cannot follow now, but you will follow later.
Neither Jesus’ death nor his physical absence is presented as an insurmountable obstacle
to finding Jesus, believing in him, or coming to him. The temporal distinction is pushed
too far by isolating the passage from the rest of John. To the extent that Jesus’ death is in
view, Moloney is probably closer to the truth in seeing the accusation as particular: not
all people or even all Jews, but these chief priests and Pharisees who send officers to
arrest him and seek to kill him, will fail to find salvation.®’

If the claim, understood apocalyptically, must be generalized beyond Jesus’ story
world audience, then we might focus on the vision of the Son of Man. Barrett embraces
the apocalyptic language, so that Jesus is ‘locatable’ until the final judgment, and only
then does it become “too late.”®® In John 7:34, this makes the most sense: those who react

negatively to the Son of Man as revealed on the cross may seek a ‘Son of Man’, but they

will not find him. They will die in their sin because they fail to believe, a belief that is

5 As will become clear later, Jesus is wherever his disciples are (12:26; 14:3; 17:24). See above on “I am
with you” and below on “where I am.”

% As is also made explicit, Jesus continues to live (6:51, 57-58; 11:25; 14:19).

7 Moloney, John, 270. Bultmann (John, 307) initially seems to have a similar view to Moloney (“It is not
Jesus whom they will destroy, when they remove him, but themselves”—emphasis original), but then he
goes too far: “Then ‘they will seek him’, they will long for the revelation, but in vain; for then it will be too
late; he will no longer be accessible to them.” Why? Can they not receive revelation through Christ’s dis-
ciples like any new believer does? “Too late” becomes a refrain for the next several pages in Bultmann’s
commentary. Nevertheless he later argues that “precisely in the community’s Spirit-inspired proclamation
of the word he himself [i.e. Jesus] is at work as Revealer” (John, 618).

58 Barrett, John, 325: “there would be a time (the final judgement rather than a time of national necessity is
meant) when, too late, they would seek his aid.” Barrett seems to be arguing against a view like that advo-
cated by Haenchen (John, 2:16): “They will seek Jesus and not find him—viz., during the distress of war
and the destruction of Jerusalem.”
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really only possible after the cross and the only means of access to the Son of Man until
his final, eschatological arrival.®’
Where I Am, You Cannot Come (67tov gipi £y® Dpeic oo dvvacOe $A0ETV)

Finally Jesus tells them that where he is, they cannot come.”® Brown hears echoes
of the divine éy® &iu (here inverted) and approvingly cites Augustine (In lo. 31.9):
“Christ was ever in that place to which he would return.”’* The question of Christ’s
location—where Christ is, has been, is going—is one that the Fourth Gospel obsesses
over. The first question that his disciples ask him is, “Where do you abide?” (John
1:38).” In fact, later in the gospel Jesus will repeatedly claim that believers are or should
be “where I am.”"® There is a distinct chance that John has constructed this statement as a
variant of “you cannot come to me” in a Johannine idiom.

Yet John is not the only early Christian text concerned with where Christ is, as

can be seen in Colossians:

% Gos. Thom. 38, addressed to the disciples by the risen Jesus, at first glance would seem to support the
“too late” interpretation, if moving it a bit later to his ascension: “On many occasions you have wanted to
hear these sayings that I am saying unto you. And you have no one else to hear them from [no Paraclete?].
Days will come when you will seek me, and you will not find me.” However the following logia seem to
explain why this is: the Pharisees and the scribes (i.e. the Twelve? the Church?) have chosen not to enter
and will not allow anyone else to enter, whereas Thomas envisions the true object of seeking not the Jesus
who is outside (cp. Gos. Thom. 40) but the divine inside (cp. Gos. Thom. 2; 24; 94).

7 On the sapiential background of this and other elements here, see Theobald, Herrenworte, 424-55.

"' Brown, John, 1:314. Consider the emendation to John 3:13 in the Latin tradition (“no one has ascended
into heaven except the one who descended from heaven, the Son of Man who is in heaven™), which
Augustine follows (cf. In lo. 12.8).

72 In narrative context we might translate, “Where are you staying (mod péveic)?” Yet the question takes on
a deeper resonance in John. Other questions about Jesus in John include, “Where is he?”” (7:11; 9:12; cf.
11:57), and “Where are you going?” (13:36; cf. 14:5, although see 16:5). See also John 3:8, 8:14; 14:4.

3 Cf. John 12:26; 14:3; and 17:24. All four instances use the same word order (6mov giui &y®), which may
argue for a formalized phrasing in John’s tradition, but at the very least argues against variatio for vari-
atio’s sake in the Fourth Gospel. Keener (John, 2:872 n. 65) suggests also that John wishes to “avoid intro-
ducing christological connotations [in the use of ‘I am’]... where they are not an issue.”
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Col 3:1: If you were raised together with Christ, seek ({nteite) the things above
(1& Gvw), where (00) Christ is sitting at the right hand of God.”

Matthew meanwhile places Christ more down to earth:

Matt 18:20: “For where (00) there are two or three gathered together in my name,
there I am in the middle of them.”

The adverb here differs from John’s (6mov), but we can find it in other early writings.
Ignatius of Antioch, whom tradition connects to the Apostle John,” gives two proverbial
sayings on this theme:

Smyr. 8: Wherever Christ Jesus may be, there is the universal church (7 kafolikn
gkkAnoia).

Phil. 2: Where the shepherd is, follow there like sheep.
The Gospel of Thomas also picks up the question of where the risen Christ is:

Gosp. Thom. 24: His disciples said, “Show us the place where you are, for we
must seek it.”

Gosp. Thom. 30: Jesus said, “Where there are three divine beings, they are divine.
Where there are two or one, I am with him.”"®

Ignatius or Thomas may have been influenced by the Fourth Gospel, or at least by Johan-
nine tradition. Even so John is not the only writer to consider where Christ is in the pre-
sent. Matthew, Ignatius, and Gospel of Thomas emphasize Christ’s immanence, while
Colossians emphasizes his distance, even transcendence. John draws two lines of devel-

opment with this saying, the first through lexical similarity and the second through para-

™ The passage continues (Col 3:2-4): Consider the things above, not the things on the earth... When Christ,
your life, is manifested (@oavepwb6fi), then you will also be manifested (pavepmOricecte) with him in glory.

7 See Eusebius, Hist. Ecc. 3.22-23.
7 Modified from Layton, Gnostic Scriptures, 386 in favor of the reading in P. Oxy. 1, which has ET'Q EIMI

MET AYT[OY]. The Greek saying continues (cp. Coptic Thom. 77), “Take up the stone, and there you will
find me; split the wood, and I am there.”
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phrase and quotation. The first emphasizes, like Matthew’s Jesus, that where he is so also
are believers (John 12:26; 14:3; 17:24). The second emphasizes, like Colossians, that
Jesus is with the one who sent him. The pair of lines comes together in two paraphrases
of quoted material (cp. 13:33 and 14:2 with 13:36 and 14:3): “Where I am going you
cannot follow now, but you will follow later... And if I go to prepare a place for you, I
am coming again and will receive you to myself so that where I am, you may also be.”
John draws Jesus closer to the community of believers in the present by emphasizing
Christ’s immanence, but prepares the audience to be with Christ in his transcendence.

The Jews provide the second step of the elaborative process, the objection, and it
reflects Jesus’ wording beyond the accurate quotation (as far as it goes), as the intro-
ductory questions attest:

John 7:35: “Where (nod) does he intend to go (ropevecsbon) that we will not find

(ovy evpnoopev) him? He does not intend to go (mopevecbar) to the diaspora of

the Greeks and to teach the Greeks, does he?”
The misunderstanding is geographical and social: they cannot go where Jesus does
because that would put them among impure Greeks, Jewish or otherwise.”” Scholars have
rightly detected irony in this objection since Jesus’ word will be carried into the diaspora
through his followers, whom he is with (ueté) and among (év). Socially, Jesus will
consort with Greeks (signaled in 12:20). There is another sense in which the separation
between Jesus and the hostile Jerusalemites will be insurmountable: Jesus will be with

the Father. By barring themselves from movement toward Jesus (at the time of Jesus’

earthly life) and subsequently into the company of Greeks (in the time of the audience),

77 There are no other reasons I can think of why Jerusalemites cannot come to the diaspora if they want in
order to learn from Jesus.
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the Jerusalemites bar themselves from movement toward heaven and into the company of
God (both in the time of the audience and on the last day).

There is no direct elaboration, interpretation, or clarification of what Jesus meant
in the immediate context. The three-part interpretive pattern is interrupted. Instead a
narrative break intervenes, fast-forwarding the action from the middle of the festival (cf.
7:14) to “the last day, the great one” (7:37).”® John 7:37-39 fails to clarify the little time
that Jesus is with them, what it means for him to go to the one who sent him, why they
will be unable to find him or, in a clear manner, why they cannot come where he is.”® All
four statements emphasize Jesus’ absence, but polyvalently so that either his death or his
ascension could be in view. These topics drop out of focus until Jesus paraphrastically
returns to them in the next chapter.

Another narrative break intrudes (8:20) prior to Jesus picking up the topic of his
departure again (8:21): “I am going (bndyw), and you will seek me and you will die in
your sin. Where I am going (bndyw) you cannot come.” It is a toss-up whether we should
view this modified saying as Jesus taking up the matter a second time, or as a disjointed

paraphrastic interpretation of the first saying. The first subtraction of the Johannine, “to

" The temporal note, &v 8¢ Tf] £oydrn AUEPQ TH| peydAn Tiig €optiig, can point to the seventh day of Taber-
nacles (more likely given the water imagery in 7:37-38), or to the eighth added day of rest (m. Sukk. 5:6;
see Moloney, John, 232-37). “The great day” is unattested elsewhere and so fails to clarify. “On the last
day” has an apocalyptic ring to it (cf. John 6:39, 40, 44, 54; 11:24; 12:48), tapping into eschatological
dimensions of the Feast of Tabernacles, and it is perhaps this echo that was more important to John than a
precise temporal marker. Remo Cacitti (Grande Sabato: 1l contesto pasquale quartodecimano nella forma-
zione della teologia del martirio [Studia Patristica Medolanensia 19; Milan: Vita e Pensiero, 1994]) traces
the patristic disputes over this verse and its conflations with John 19:31, which border on allowing a re-
punctuation of the verse: “On the last, great day of the feast,” Jesus stood up and cried out, saying, “if
anyone should thirst, let him come to me and drink.”

"It is only much later at John 16:7 that the going away is tied explicitly to the advent of the Spirit. It might
be argued, since Jesus invites anyone who thirsts to come to him (7:37) that the Jews do not thirst, but then
it is not immediately clear how thirsting is distinguished from seeking Jesus.
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the one who sent me,” is perhaps implied by synecdoche. “You will not find me” has
been replaced to help explain why they will not find him: because they will die in their
sin.® Jesus also seems to accommodate the Jerusalemites’ earlier focus on where he will
go by substituting vy for ipd.

There is perhaps also a temporal aspect to this substitution: where 8:21-22 seems
to point to the future (i.c. Jesus’ death), 7:33-36 may point to the unbridgeable distance
between Jesus and his audience in the present.®* Brankaer sees the one (“where I am™) as
atemporal or eternal, and the other (“where I go’) as temporally embedded in the story.
She may be right, but it is also possible that John has presented two versions of the logion
linking the story time (in which Jesus has yet to go to the Father) and the audience’s time
(in which Jesus is with the Father already).®?

Jesus says he is going away. Someone familiar with the Son of Man logion in
Mark 14:21 may conclude that this involves his death (as the Jews do here), especially
since the second “lifted up” Son of Man saying (John 8:28) might help his or her recol-
lection. One note of irony in the second objection of the Jews, that they wonder if Jesus
will kill himself when they seek to kill him (and will momentarily attempt to stone him),

works in its immediate context. A second note of irony, that Jesus will not kill himself

% On this point, compare Gos. Thom. 59: “Consider the one who is alive while you are alive, lest you die
and then seek to behold that one—and you will not be able to behold.” It is not clear, however, that John
thinks the Jews can seek Jesus after death, physical or otherwise.

81’Brankaer, “Citations internes,” 140, drawing the model from Jean-Marie Sévrin, “La fin et le temps dans
I'Evangile selon Jean,” Revue d'Ethique et de Théologie Morale (Supplement) 207 (1998): 101-24.

%2 The Fourth Gospel has already made a similar move with the Baptist: in the story world, this is the one
who is coming (1:30); from the post-resurrection perspective of the prologue, this was the one (1:15). John
will continue this tendency in the farewell discourses.
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but he will lay down his life for believers, only works with the addition of John 10.%
Similarly, the irony of the first objection, that Jesus will teach in the diaspora through his
disciples, only works if he is in some way present among his believers, in some way with
them in a way that he is not with the Jerusalemites after the “little time” has passed. Such
an understanding of Jesus’ presence will only become clear in the farewell discourse
when Jesus takes up the same themes for a third time.%*
Jesus Comes and Jesus Goes, Part I1: Insiders

Jesus does not return to his departure until his audience is restricted to the dis-
ciples.® In fact, he waits until even Judas has left the group (cf. 13:30), a significant
narrative break. After a saying about the Son of Man (that carries its own temporal
tensions),®® Jesus launches into the topic of the discourses by quoting himself, recalling

the previous declarations of his departure:

% The intratextual connections to the shepherd discourse are subtle but viable given that the later discourse
occurs at the same festival. They are strengthened when Jesus quotes what he said in 8:21 to the loyal
disciples at 13:33 and Peter declares that he will lay his life down for Jesus.

8 Certain lexical echoes of the present material appear at the conclusion of the first half of the gospel (at
12:26, “where I am,” and 12:35-36, “yet a little time the Light is with you”) and in the mini-prologue to
second half (13:1-3, Jesus knows “he goes”). Each tends to focus the material more on Jesus’ death,
especially 13:1-3, but this tendency is hidden from the secondary characters through metaphorical lang-
uage, or in the last case as an assertion from the narrator directly to the gospel audience. The focus on death
will continue into the beginning of the farewell discourse and Jesus’ dialogue with Peter.

% Applying Borgen’s three-part interpretive model in an expanded sense, a similar move is made at two
other points in John. In 1:19-34, the Baptist confesses, “I am not the Christ” and two of his disciples leave
to follow Jesus (1:35-37); later his remaining disciples voice an objection drawing in language from the
earlier passage (3:25-26) and the Baptist responds by paraphrasing and quoting what he said before (3:27-
30). In 6:43-45, a block of material lexically and thematically unrelated to the objection of the Jews (6:41-
42) appears and just as quickly disappears so that Jesus can actually address their objection (6:46-51). The
objection to 6:43-45 does not appear until it is voiced by the disciples in 6:60, and Jesus responds by
paraphrastically quoting in 6:65 what he said in 6:44.

% John 13:31-32 is a crux passage in the tension between now and not yet: the Son of Man was glorified
(8860&ao0N) yet God will glorify (do&doet) him. The general opinion is that the passage refers exclusively to
Jesus’ passion (e.g. Keener, John, 2:922), but Barrett argues for two events (John, 450-51): vdv the Son of
Man is glorified in death, but soon (£00vg) he will be glorified in “the gift of the Spirit, and his abiding
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John 13:33: “Little children, I am with you yet a little while. You will seek me,
and just as I said to the Jews, ‘Where | go you cannot come,’ I now also say to

2

you.
The quotation is from 8:21, but the introductory language from 7:33.%” Jesus quite
precisely draws attention to the two moments of the speech acts: he said it to them then
with an exclusive sense; he says it to the disciples now with an inclusive one. Both the
temporal and social distinctions are important.

An objection soon follows, only here the three-part pattern is given room to be
completed, allowing Jesus to elaborate on what he has said.® Peter picks up Jesus’
language with the simple question, “Where are you going?” (mod Vmdyeic;). This becomes
one of the defining themes of the farewell discourse, paraphrased by Thomas in 14:5
(“we do not know where you are going [mod vmdyeig]”) and invoked negatively by Jesus:

John 16:5: “Now I go (bmdyw) to the one who sent me, and none of you asks me,
‘Where are you going?’ (mod bmdyec;).”

This verse is notoriously problematic, but here it is enough to point out that the question

of where Jesus is going was apparently important enough to reappear three times on the

presence with his own.” Frey rejects the hypothesis that John has adapted an early Johannine apocalyptic
hymn (Eschatologie, 3:285), although the “hymn” may only reflect the temporal perspective of the post-
resurrection church: the Son of Man is glorified now (through death and resurrection), and God will glorify
him immediately (through the Spirit and in parousia, which is always near).

%7 Johannes Beutler (“Synoptic Jesus Tradition in the Johannine Farewell Discourse,” in Jesus in Johannine
Tradition [R.T. Fortna and T. Thatcher, eds.; Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2001], 165-73, here 168)
claims that the triple repetition of this motif echoes the Markan passion predictions (complete with an ob-
jection from Peter), but the match is not as close as with the “lifted up” sayings.

% Catherine Laufer (“The Farewell Discourse in John’s Gospel as a Commentary on the Seder Service,”
Colloquium 27/2 [1995]: 147-60), argues that Jesus is questioned by four named disciples in the first sect-
ion of the discourse (Peter, Thomas, Philip, and Judas, all “children” according to 13:33) in imitation of
“the four sons” who ask questions at the Seder. The fit is not perfect, but it is notable that the second
question deals with apparent contradictions in Scripture (cp. Thomas in John 14:5, resolving an apparent
contradiction in Jesus’ words), and the last often deals with the coming of the Messiah (cp. Judas’ question
regarding Jesus’ future manifestation in 14:22). It is more certain that John uses the questions to interpret,
clarify, and expand on controversial points in Jesus’ teaching as it does elsewhere.
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lips of three different speakers. Jesus responds by paraphrasing (13:36): “Where | am
going (6mov vayw) it is not possible to follow now, but you will follow later.” Jesus
does not answer Peter’s question—they still do not know where he is going, only that
they will one day be able to join Jesus there (when exactly?). Socially something about
the disciples is different from the hostile Jews at Tabernacles, who simply cannot come
where he goes, and temporally something is different about now and later.

It will be eight chapters before John clarifies that Peter will follow Jesus in violent
death (21:18-19), although an informed audience might already pick up on the allusion.*
Awareness of traditions in Revelation would strengthen such a reading. In an eschato-
logical vision of the Lamb (Rev 14:1; cp. John 1:29, 36), those who have not defiled
themselves with women “follow (dxoAovBodvteg) the Lamb wherever he goes (dmov dv
omayn).” These 144,000 appear earlier, their robes whitened in the blood of the Lamb
who is their shepherd (Rev 7:14, 17). The 144,000 are probably the same as the souls
(yuyac) of those slaughtered because of God’s word and their testimony (Rev 6:9), i.e.
martyrs.” In his objection in John, Peter offers to lay down his life (yvynv) for Jesus,

who as the good shepherd lays his life down for his sheep. The wealth of intertextual

% Mark Jennings (“The Fourth Gospel’s Reversal of Mark in John 13,31-14,3,” Biblica 94/2 [2013]: 210-
36, here 219) points out that Jesus does, in part, answer the question with his self-citation at 14:2 (“I go to
prepare a place”). The “reversal” of Mark that Jennings describes is more one of emphasis than of argu-
ment, vocabulary, or even of literary structure, but his article highlights some of the eschatological motifs
in John 13:31-14:3 and the similarities in Mark’s and John’s ideologies.

% Acts of Peter 35 (late second century?) does, portraying Peter as attempting to leave Rome before being
martyred. He passes (the risen) Jesus walking into Rome and asks, “Lord, where are you going?” Jesus res-
ponds, “T go to Rome to be crucified.” Note the paraphrastic DIQ: “And Peter came to himself, having seen
the Lord ascending into heaven. Then he returned to Rome, rejoicing, and glorifying the Lord, because he
said, ‘I am being crucified again,” which was about to happen to Peter” (translation and discussion in Paul
Foster, “Peter in Noncanonical Traditions,” in Peter in Early Christianity [ed. H.K. Bond and L. Hurtado;
Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2015], 222-62, here 242).

*! Lupieri, Apocalypse, 151-52.
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links between John and Revelation at this point strengthens the case not only for John’s
development of traditional material, but also for the interpretation that Jesus means that
he is going in death, and that Peter will follow in a similar death later.

Remarkably Peter presses Jesus again with a second objection, this time respon-
ding to Jesus’ paraphrase and correctly inferring that death is in view:

John 13:37: “Lord, why can 't I follow you now? | will lay down my life for
you.”

It is not clear whether Peter’s substitution of &ptt for Jesus’ vdv is significant, although it
does help to recall Jesus’ earlier warning that Peter does not understand what Jesus is
doing now (éptt), but will understand later (13:7). That line referred to the footwashing,
but John uses the footwashing in part as a symbol of the crucifixion—a symbol clarified
by the present exchange.*?

Jesus responds by picking up Peter’s language and clarifying why Peter will not
lay down his life for Jesus now, just as he said:

John 13:38: “Will you lay down your life for me?°® Amen, amen I say to you, the
cock will not crow until you deny me three times.”

Notice that Jesus does not deny the relevance of death to a proper interpretation of his
words, only that Peter might precede him. The focus has shifted almost entirely to tem-

poral issues: Jesus must die before anyone may follow him. This may betray a need on

%2 See, for example, Boismard, “Le lavement des pieds (Jn 13:1-17),” RB 71/1 (1964): 5-24 and Brown,
John, 2:566-68.

% Jesus follows Peter’s word order precisely:

Peter: v yuynv pov vmep cod Bow.

Jesus: v yoyfv cov v1Ep Epod Boelg;
Again variatio for variatio’s sake is absent in terms of both vocabulary and word order, and we might take
Jesus’ statement as an unmarked, indirect quotation of Peter.
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John’s part to emphasize the importance of Jesus’ death, or at least the application of this
material to it.

Jesus re-complicates the matter with another citation that adds to the departure
language. Jesus begins by encouraging the disciples not to be troubled and to believe in
him as they do in God (14:1).%* Then he explains why they should not be troubled:

John 14:2-4: “In my Father’s house there are many dwelling places. If not, would

I have told you, ‘I go (mopevopar) to prepare a place for you’? And if | go

(mopgvb®d) and I prepare a place for you, I am coming again and I will receive you

to myself so that where | am (6mov €ipl £€yd) you may also be. And where | go

(6mov Vmdyw) you know the way.”

Jesus (re-)introduces a topic and then interprets his earlier statement through paraphrase.
The greatest problem is that John has never reported Jesus as saying anything like, “I go
to prepare a place for you.” Scholars who are uncomfortable with this sort of unverifiable
quotation placed so prominently in the farewell discourse either seize on textual and lin-

guistic difficulties in the verse to eliminate the quotation altogether,*® or seek out previ-

ous lines of the gospel to fill the gap.® It is simpler to accept that John has Jesus cite a

% The addendum to not let their heart be terrified (und¢ dethdro) in 14:27 recalls many angelic visions,
especially in the contemporary 4 Ezra 10:55, after Ezra’s vision of the heavenly Jerusalem: “Therefore do
not be afraid, and do not let your heart be terrified; but go in and see the splendor and vastness of the build-
ing.” But see also LXX Deut 1:28-29 for a testamentary if earthly example.

% Eliminating &1t on text-critical grounds, see Brown, John, 2:619-20 (against this, see the Appendix); ac-
cepting 6t1 but reading it as causal because they are explicitly disturbed by the unverifiable quotation, see
Barrett, John, 457; Fischer, Wohnungen, 35-36; Schnackenburg, John, 3:57-58; Ridderbos, John, 489 n. 25;
Moloney, John, 397. James McCaffrey, (The House with Many Rooms: The Temple Theme of Jn. 14,2-3
[Rome: Editrice Pontificio Instituto Biblico, 1988], 138-40) takes a less extreme view, accepting both the
6t and the citation, but reading it as indirect (“would I have told you that 1 go to prepare a place for you?”)
because Jesus has not said this explicitly in John.

% Bultmann, John, 601 n. 4 says that it recalls 12:26 indirectly (and 17:24, since his reconstruction
displaces much of John’s text). Noack is even more tentative ( Tradition, 148: “wenn auch kaum als
tatsichliche “Vorlage’”). Schackenburg (John, 3:59) argues for 13:33, 36, but this would go well beyond
John’s other paraphrases. The relevance to John 8:35 is sometimes noted (e.g. Barrett, John, 456) and
Scholtissek goes so far as to read John 14 as a réécriture of John 8:12-59 (In Ihm sein und bleiben: Die
Sprache der Immanenz in den Johanneischen Schriften [HBS 21; New York: Herder, 2000], 241-44),
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speech act that the gospel has never narrated, as it does elsewhere (cf. 1:33-34; 3:28;
6:36; 11:40).
In the Appendix, | give textual and syntactic arguments for the above translation,
but even accepting these does not solve all the problems presented by John 14:2-3.%’
There are various ways to understand what Jesus means by “my Father’s house” (the

100

earthly temple,® the heavenly temple,” heaven generally'®), what the many “dwelling

although he acknowledges that 14:2 does not cite 8:35 (because it is an unverifiable quotation like 11:40).
Since povn is related to a favorite Johannine verb, pévo, the phrasing of 8:35 in a larger discussion of what
it means to be Jesus’ disciple is broadly relevant: “The slave does not remain in the house forever (ov pévet
v 1] oikiq &ig TOV aidva); the son does remain forever (6 vi0¢ pévet gic TOvV aidva).”

°7 That Fischer devotes his entire dissertation (Wohnungen) to just 14:2-3, often without resolving the
issues he examines despite a thorough survey of ancient and modern literature, underlines the difficulty of
this brief passage.

% For an immediate comparison, see John 2:16 (tdv oikov 100 matpdg pov; cf. 2:17). That John is referring
to the earthly temple is the position taken by McCaffrey (House, with the disciples originally the new
priesthood), in part supported by a conflation of John 14:2 with Luke 2:49 in Irenaeus, Adv. Haer. 5.36.2:
&v 1oi¢ 10D moTpdc pnovog sivar moAldg (noted in S. Légasse, “Le retour du Christ d’aprés 1’évangile de
Jean, chapitre 14 et 16: Une adaptation du motif de la Parousie,” Bulletin de Littérature Ecclésiastique 81
[1980]: 161-74, here 163-64). Légasse, however, does not take this position. Steven M. Bryan (“The Escha-
tological Temple in John 14,” BBR 15/2 [2005]: 187-98) critiques McCaffrey but only in that he argues
that, while the earthly and heavenly temples are in view, John anticipates a dissolution of the barrier be-
tween earth and heaven (esp. p. 198). Bryan’s model has much to commend it, especially the focus on in-
clusion in the earthly temple rather than limited entry into the priesthood. Keener (John, 2:932) hears a
double-entendre, agreeing with Augustine (7r. Ev. lo. 68.2.1) that Jesus prepares Christians to become
God’s temple (I would add, earthly temple) in language allowing future eschatology.

% Bryan (“Eschatological Temple,” 189-90) draws attention to 2 Macc. 2:17-18, where Israel is gathered
into “his holy place,” and the Animal Apocalypse (I En. 90:28-29), where the sheep are all drawn into the
eschatological temple. See also Segovia, Farewell, 83 n. 46, and I would include arguments like Kerr’s
(Temple, 293-99) and Robert H. Gundry’s (“In My Father’s House Are Many Monai (John 14:2), ZNW 58
[1967]: 68-72), that “my Father’s house” refers to Christ due to Jesus’ assimilation of the temple (so Kerr
although he argues also that “house” is symbolic of “family”) and to the notion of remaining in Christ (so
Gundry).

' David E. Holwerda, The Holy Spirit and Eschatology in the Gospel of John: A Critique of Rudolf Bult-
mann’s Present Eschatology (Kampen: Kok, 1959), 20 n. 52; Brown, John, 2:625 and Barrett, John, 456-
47 (in line with Philo); W. Robert Cook, “Eschatology in John’s Gospel,” Criswell Theological Review 3

(1988): 79-99, here 97, citing images of God enthroned in heaven (e.g. Ps 33:13-14).
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places” might refer to (resting places for souls after death™- or in the eschaton™*), or
whether preparing a place for the disciples is primarily a play on motifs related to the

exodus'® or to the Davidic temple.'® Depending on how we answer those questions, our

1% Luke’s “eternal tents” (1 aimviovg oknvag, 16:9) are sometimes invoked in support of this interpret-
ation, although it is not clear that they necessarily should. Philo describes a descent-ascent schema for the
soul (back to its “heavenly place” [oOpaviov tomov], De Somn. 1.181) that really only applies to Christ in
the Fourth Gospel, but he does so while commenting on God’s promise to Jacob, “I will bring you back to
this land” (Gen 28:15)—a tradition that evidently interested John (John 1:51). Cp. also LXX Gen 28:15 (“1
am with you,” éya® petd ocod). The model of receiving heavenly dwelling places at death was the most pop-
ular patristic understanding (see Irenaeus, Adv. Haer. 3.19.3; 5.36.2 citing John [see also 2.34.1]; Clem.
Alex., Strom. 4.6; 6.14; 7.14; Origen, Princ. 2.11.6; Jerome, Ag. Jov. 2.28). Brown (John, 2:619) notes that
Irenaeus credits the transmission of the saying to the elders, not to John, possibly indicating that the saying
was at one point variably attributed. However as Frey rightly recognizes (Eschatologie, 3:139-40), while
John may hint at the dualistic model of one set of dwelling places for the righteous and another for the
wicked (as in / Enoch), there is no indication that the quality of the dwelling places will vary according to
the believer’s worth, as it appears in the patristic interpretations. Gos. Truth 42.37-43.8 is similar to Origen
in broad strokes but perhaps closer in this regard to John: “This is the place of the blessed; this is their
place... it is not fitting for me, having come to be in the resting place, to speak of anything else.” Fischer
(Woh-nungen, 236-40) and Frey (Eschatologie, 3:140-41) trace the development of these motifs in Gnostic
(e.g. Gos. Truth 40.30-41.14; Apocr. James 2.19-34; Left Ginza 442.28ff.) and rabbinic literature. The
Gnostic literature, including Gos. Thom. 24a (His disciples said, “Show us the place where you are, for we
must seek it,” which Frey correctly views as a Gnosticized reinterpretation of John 14:1-8), is later than
John and in some ways a development of John 14. Much of the rabbinic material is Talmudic (7th century)
or later. The repeated appearance of these motifs in Gnostic and rabbinic circles attests to their popularity
among apocalyptic groups.

192 See below n. 106 for references in the Enochic Similitudes. Jerome rejects the supposition ascribed to
Jovinian, that the dwelling places are churches scattered throughout the world (4g. Jov. 2.28, a very real-
ized interpretation), as “laughable” not due to the timing but to the earthly location (see previous note).

' Bryan (“Eschatological Temple,” 195) draws attention to the song of Miriam in LXX Exod 15:17, where
the Lord is asked to bring Israel in “to the mountain of your inheritance, to your prepared habitation (&ig
ETOLYLOV KATOIKNTPLOV GOV)... a sanctuary, Lord, that your hands prepared (froipacav at xeipég cov).”
Brown, John, 2:625, noting that the speech takes place the night before Passover, supports this reading by
appeal to Deut 1:29 and 1:33 (the Lord “goes before you on the way [LXX: mpomopevetat mpoTtepog HUDY
&v 1] 60®] to choose a place [tomov] for you, guiding [6dnydv] you by fire at night and a cloud by day,
showing you the way by which you should go [dgucvomv Dpiv tv 666V kaf’ fjv mopevecsbe]”). These
declarations appear at the beginning of what is essentially a long farewell speech from Moses. Robert A.
Bascom (“Preparing the Way: Midrash in the Bible,” in Issues in Bible Translation [UBSMS 3; ed. P.C.
Stine; London: UBS, 1988], 221-47) traces the development of the exodus tradition through Isaiah and
Malachi into John in several stages, from an exodus from Babylon that includes the return of the Lord to
the rebuilt temple (Isaiah 40; 57 and 62), to the (eschatological) return of the Lord in judgment (Malachi
3:1-5, 23). Bascom argues that John picks up on these traditions, presenting Jesus as leading a new exodus
into the heavenly temple.

19 Scholtissek, In Thm sein, 246-47. In support of this reference, Ashton (Understanding, 424) points to
David’s testament to his son, Solomon in 3 Kingdoms 2:1-9 and the intertextual echoes it has to the fare-
well discourse (note the DIQ): “I am about to go the way (£y® eiju Topedopat év 66®) of all earth. Guard
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understanding of when and how Jesus returns to receive believers varies widely. Space
does not permit us to explore these details fully, but I will point out that each question
allows a (final) eschatological interpretation. The elements of John’s argument that force
a realized eschatological interpretation follow after the present passage.'® Realized esch-
atology is a development of John 14:2-3 that must be argued for over the course of the
entire chapter. John assumes his audience’s familiarity with the teaching about Jesus
going to prepare a place and returning to receive the disciples as an apocalyptic and esch-
atological reality, a teaching that is no more refuted than the Baptist’s testimony that he
was foretold about the Spirit descending onto Jesus is. Now John must draw in a more
challenging understanding of these sayings. With what we have seen already of how John
develops material reintroduced by a quotation, often in an inclusive manner that builds on
the previous understanding rather than replacing it, there is little reason to doubt that John
supports both a final eschatological understanding of Jesus’ teaching and a realized one,

without collapsing the one into the other.

the charge of the Lord your God, going on his ways (mopevecbot év toig 660i¢ avtod) and guarding his
commandments (puAdooe T0G EvToliag adtod)... so that the Lord might establish his word which he
spoke, saying, ‘If your sons guard their way (trv 060v a0T®dV) to go before me in truth (mropgdechat Evaon-
v €uod €v anBeiq) with their whole heart and their whole soul,” saying, ‘there will not fail you a man on
(éndvwBev) the throne of Israel’.” The quotation seems to mix elements evident in the Shema (Deut 6:5),
Ps 132(131):11-12, and the Davidic covenant scene in 3 Kingdoms 7, the last pointing heavily to the impor-
tance of the Jerusalem temple.

15 Compare Ridderbos’ comment on Becker: “He admits that vss. 2 and 3 can only be understood as refer-
ring to the parousia... and speak of Christ’s exaltation and communion with his disciples in the same sense
as ‘the early Christian tradition in 1 Co. 16:22ff.; 1 Th. 1:9, etc.” But the Fourth Evangelist used an older
apocalyptic revelatory saying that he ‘explains and decisively reinterprets in what follows (vss. 4ff., 18ft.)’
... All these forced understandings of vss. 2 and 3 are based on the view (repeatedly combated in this com-
mentary) that because of the ‘presence’ statements in John there is no room for a still to be expected ‘com-
ing’ of Jesus that has dimensions of glory that are not or cannot be manifested in this earthly dispensation”
(John, 491).
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It is unclear whether the claim about the Father’s house has already been con-
nected to the quoted phrase that follows, or if Jesus only juxtaposes the two. % The
Enochic Similitudes record visions of dwelling places for the righteous, holy, and elect.**’
The righteous may dwell in these abodes immediately after death or in the eschaton, but
the latter is a strong option: in the vision the Righteous One is already revealed and drives
sinners from the face of the earth (1 Enoch 38). We cannot be sure that the Similitudes
provide a direct background for John’s image, but if so they point to two things: a still
future fulfillment, but one perceptible through visions.

Jesus comforts his disciples about his departure with a traditional but social and
eschatological image of the righteous together in the household of God.®® He supports it
with a quotation, in which the “place” that he goes to prepare is probably connected with
the house with many rooms (14:2b). The introduction, “Otherwise would I have told

you...” is unusual but points forcefully to its testimonial nature: Jesus is on record as

telling the disciples that he goes to prepare a place for them. That is not to say that in the

19 A few verses earlier Jesus said, “you will seek me” before quoting himself as saying, “where I go, you
cannot come” (13:33). This recalls 8:21-22, where the two statements appeared together.

197 Among the verses often cited: 7 En. 39:4 (There [at the ends of the heavens] I saw other dwelling places
of the holy ones; cp. 41:2); 45:3 (On that day... their resting places will be without number, their souls will
be firm within them when they see my Elect One [cp. John 1:34], those who have appealed to my glorious
name [cp. John 14:13-14; 15:16; 16:23-26; 17:6, 11-12, 26]); 60:8 (east of the Garden of Eden, in which
the elect and the righteous ones dwell [the righteous dwelling in the garden also becomes a motif in rab-
binic texts]); 70:3 (But he [the Son of Man] placed me between two winds... where the angels took a cord
to measure for me the place for the elect and righteous ones); and 71:6 (Everyone... will follow your path
[cp. John 14:4-6], since righteousness never forsakes you. Together with you will be their dwelling places,
and together with you will be their portion [cp. John 13:8]). Outside of the Similitudes, see 1 En. 108:13:
“[God] will give faith—as well as the paths of truth [cp. John 14:4-6]—to the faithful ones in the resting
place.” Translations from Isaac, “1 Enoch.” Compare also 2 En. 61:2: “Many shelters have been prepared
for people, good ones for the good, but bad ones for the bad, many, without number.” Udo Schnelle (Das
Evangelium nach Johannes [THNT 4; Leipzig: Evangelische Verlagsanstalt, 1988], 228) gives additional
references, including Apoc. Abr. 17:16; 29:15.

1% On this, see van der Watt, “Eschatology in John,” and Nozomi Miura, ““My Father’s House’ (Familia
Dei): A Network of ‘Family’ Metaphors in the Fourth Gospel,” AJBI 39 (2013): 21-63, esp. 49-54.
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presumed past Jesus used the saying to make this exact point, i.e. to comfort his disciples
by assuring them a place in the Father’s household in light of his own death and depar-
ture.'® Within the story world, the point is only that the disciples can confirm that he has
said it as he reapplies the saying to a new context. The rhetorical force of quoting it for
the real world audience is stronger if they are familiar with it, which has led some scho-
lars to conclude that it was well-known among John’s initial audience.'*°

Even if the message is familiar to the audience or to the disciples, John may still

paraphrase here.'*!

The use of mopevopat over the more favored vrdyw perhaps may
argue that it is borrowed from a source,™*? as might the relatively precise conditional re-

petition that introduces the interpretation:

nopevopat £Totudoot Témov VUiV

113

19 «“The Merkabah mystical experience of an ascent to heaven is described as a heavenly journey of Jesus’

disciples with him to go to the Father’s oikia at the end-time. However, this experience is the outcome of
the prior descent-ascent of Jesus” (Jey J. Kanagaraj, ‘Mysticism’ in the Gospel of John: An Inquiry into its
Background [JSNTSup 158; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 1998], 312). It is not clear that the “place” has
already been identified with the Father’s household; it may be a novel connection of this passage (cp. 8:35).

"9F g Becker, “Abschiedsreden,” 222-23; Weidemann, “Eschatology as Liturgy,” 291.

""" Although he does not address the possibility of paraphrase, Moloney (Jokn, 398) comments: “while an
end-time eschatology is dominant... there is already a hint of the presence of the absent one.” It would be
in keeping with John’s other citations to anticipate this development and to modify the wording of the
citation accordingly.

"2 With regard to mopevopai, Matthew uses it 30 times, Luke 51, and Acts 37. Mark (prior to the longer
ending) never uses it, and John uses it only 13 times. With vnéyw, Matthew uses it 19 times, Mark 15,
Luke five, and Acts never. John uses dméym 33 times. According to LSJ, dméym has the sense of “go
away,” but it can also mean “to lead,” “to draw on by a pretended flight,” and “to bring before a court,” all
of which may be active resonances in John. / Clem. 5.7 refers to Paul’s death by saying that he “was
brought (émopehOn) to the holy place (tov dyov tomov).” Rev 12:6 similarly builds on exodus imagery of
preparation: “And the woman fled into the wilderness, where she has a place there prepared (émov £xet éxel
tomov fronacpévov) by God.”

'3 Compare the somewhat similar conditional construction in 8:24 that Jesus previously used to build an
interpretation on, except with the repetition in the apodosis.
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Since we do not have the original of 14:2b, we cannot be sure to what extent John para-
phrases the saying, although the closer John can keep it to the original, the harder it is to
question the interpretation. So far John has applied departure language to Jesus’ death
and to his ascension using two separate quotes.

If he is going and preparing a place for them, Jesus continues, then he is coming
again (mdv Epyopan) and will receive (rapodfyopar) them to himself.*** For the first
time, Jesus speaks of a return. The expansion poses problems to those who interpret
Jesus’ departure uniformly as death: his return from death might reasonably point to his
resurrection, but then in what way does he receive them to himself?'*> He leaves again in
ascent to the Father, and his current absence is felt by someone or the farewell discourse
would not need to be written. Others try to relate the image neatly and already to the
spiritual presence of Christ in the church, but this is problematic as well.**® First, such an
interpretation needs at least the rest of the first farewell discourse to be developed,; it is

not at all obvious yet. Second, John builds upon eschatological language using a phrasing

"4 Becker (“Abschiedsreden,” 222) highlights lexical similarities with Matt 24:36-44 (cp. Luke 17:34-40):
“Thus will be the parousia of the Son of Man. There will be two in the field: one is taken (maparappav-
etat), the other is left; two grinding at the mill: one is taken (mapodiapPdavetar), and one is left. Therefore
watch, because you do not know on what day your Lord comes (0 kbpiog vpudv Epyetar).” In John, we
might expect a future form of €pyopot to match mapaiquyopot (cp. Elevcdueda, 14:23), but “again”
suggests a time distinct from the first (whether incarnation, public ministry, or the time of “I go”’) and, “In
confident assertions... a vivid realistic present may be used for the future” (BDF, cited in Cook, “Eschato-
logy in John’s Gospel,” 98; see also Frey, Eschatologie, 2:124-26). I would add that the specific form,
gpyopa, is necessary to acknowledge and to reinterpret established eschatological language about the final
coming of the Lord/Son of Man, whereas “we will come” does not have this resonance and so may freely
be made future.

"5 Cp. Brown, John, 2:625: “The saying... would not have been reported if the promise were not thought
to have been realized or to be realizable. Yet it is not apparent that Jesus ever did return [at the resurrection]
to take his disciples along with him” (emphasis original). However, Brown’s attempt to dismiss a final
eschatological interpretation on the grounds that the end of time was evidently not imminent (2,000 years
later) is not terribly convincing.

"% For example, Gundry, “In My Father’s House.”
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that, as we have seen, points to Christ’s apocalyptic advent in another Johannine text
(Rev 2:16; 3:11; 16:15; 22:7, 12, 20) to serve an image that is recognizable from much
earlier Pauline apocalypticism:

1 Thess. 4:13-18: | do not want you to be ignorant, brothers, concerning those
who have fallen asleep, so that you may not grieve (Avzf|cbg; cp. John 16:6, 20-
22) like the rest, those who do not have hope. For if we believe (cp. John 14:1, 29;
16:27, 30-31) that Jesus died and rose, so also through Jesus God will bring (é&et;
cp. John 11:15-16; 14:31) with him those who fell asleep. For we say this to you
by the word of the Lord, that we the living who remain until the arrival (zapov-
oiav) will not precede those who have fallen asleep. Because the Lord himself,
with a command by the voice of an archangel and with God’s trumpet, will des-
cend from heaven, and the dead in Christ will rise first (cp. John 5:25, 28; 11:43).
Then we the living who remain will be caught up together with them in clouds to
meet the Lord in the air, and so always we will be with the Lord (c0Ov xvpiep £606-
ueba; cp. John 14:3, 16). Therefore comfort (rapaxodeite) one another with these
words.

Paul not only describes a scenario in which Jesus is absent after the resurrection but re-
turns to meet believers—dead and alive—to be with him forever. Paul also marks the
image as an inherited tradition (“the word of the Lord”) and encourages his audience to
pass it on.'*® The match is not perfect: Paul may imagine believers welcoming a ruler
who then joins them on earth, whereas John’s tradition seems to imagine believers fleeing
the world. However, over the course of the chapter John moves its understanding of the

tradition closer to Paul’s, reimagining the scenario so that Christ does return to a con-

"7 This passage is often referenced by modern scholars (see Frey, Eschatologie, 3:138-45), and for an
earlier example see Eusebius, Comm. Isa. 8 (on Isa 24:1-3; PG 24 col. 271): “There are many mansions
with the Father (multae sunt mansiones apud Patrem; cp. Vulg. John 14:2: in domo Patris mei mansiones
multae sunt) according to the quality of merits; it is said how the saints are swept away on clouds to meet
the Lord in the air (in nubibus obviam Domino in aera; cp. Vulg. 1 Thess. 4:17), and they will be with him
forever.”

' Notably given the positions being argued here, the traditionalist interpretation of Paul’s “word of the
Lord” has waned in favor of viewing it as an “oracle originating with Paul himself” (Harm W. Hollander,
“The Words of Jesus from Oral Traditions to Written Record in Paul and Q,” NovT 42/4 [2000]: 340-57,
here 346 n. 15).
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quered world to be with his believers, at least in Spirit.**°

The present, earthly indwelling
reflects and foreshadows the future, heavenly indwelling.

The temporal issues may be difficult to parse out because they are not John’s
focus. The passage highlights sequence (first departure, then return), not timing. Instead
its focus is on the people whom Jesus’ actions benefit: believers. This social concern is
highlighted by the wealth of pronouns: “I told you, ‘I go to prepare a place for you’. And
if 1 go and I will prepare a place for you, | come again and will receive you to myself, so
that where | am, you may also be.” Jesus is not working out a timeline, but assuring
believers of their special status as beneficiaries of these promises.

Over the course of chapter 14, the balance of meaning for the Father’s house tilts
toward the Father’s household, where the Spirit comes to dwell as the agent, and so
towards the presence of the Son and the Father (see esp. 14:23).12° Jesus begins by re-
minding them of the heavenly temple, which provides the model for the earthly temple
that he builds in the church and which houses the divine on earth: the Spirit, and through
the Spirit, Jesus, and through Jesus, the Father:

Jesus’ words in 14:2-3, isolated from their context, are ambiguous enough to lend

themselves to either an eschatological or an immediate postresurrection inter-

pretation. Thus it is hardly surprising that the Johannine context proceeds to
qualify the meaning of the promise for John’s audience.'**

"9 Cf. John 14:30; 16:33 and 1 John 2:13-14; 4:4; 5:4-5; and throughout Revelation, esp. 17:14.

129 As Culpepper explains (“Realized Eschatology in the Experience of the Johannine Community,” in The
Resurrection of Jesus in the Gospel of John [WUNT 222; ed. R. Bieringer and C.R. Koester; Tiibingen:
Mohr Siebeck 2008], 253-76, here 267-68): “The latter verse [14:23] clearly refers not to heaven but to the
present communion of believers with Jesus through the Spirit. This recasting of the promise in John 14:2-3
shifts the believer’s hope from the eternal future to the present, from traditional future eschatology to
John’s realized eschatology, without denying the future coming of Jesus.”

12! Keener, John, 2:938. Compare his earlier summary (p. 2:932): “John may consciously reapply the
language of future eschatology to emphasize the eschatological presence of Jesus... future eschatology
might provide a model for John’s realized eschatology, which in turn provided a foretaste for his com-
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But it will take some time to get to that way of understanding his teaching, at least the
rest of chapter 14—not a small amount of text.

There is a hint that the Johannine logion in 14:2 may not derive from shared
tradition with other Christ-following groups, but from visionary practices within the
Johannine group.*?? Visions of a heavenly temple, described as a great house with many
rooms, already appear in Enochic and other pre-Johannine literature.?® Draper argues
that Jesus, the only one who has ascended to heaven, comes again and receives the still

living disciples into heaven where they have visions of the Father’s house, visions else-

munity’s future expectations.” Keener is quite right that the context and development of the passage in John
14 determine a realized interpretation, but to read the present passage as exclusively realized is to ignore
that it is a citation of previous teaching whose context was probably very different, probably eschatological,
hence the need for the development in John 14 in the first place. Furthermore, he fails to differentiate be-
tween the present experiences of the church and the resurrection appearances. John, meanwhile, spends
more time on resurrection appearances than any of the Synoptic gospels, partly crafted to impart special au-
thority to the Beloved Disciple (cf. esp. John 21:24) and to an extent to critique Thomas and Peter (even if
the role of the latter is recognized). It is doubtful that the authors would have gone to such lengths to assert
how special the resurrection appearances were, or crafted an even longer farewell discourse to console the
gospel’s audience, if it perceived Christ as present in the same way as the disciples did at those moments.
122 Draper (“Theatre,” 37; see above n. 25) would see a hint of visionary teachings throughout Jesus’
departure language, including 13:36 where the saying, “where I am going you cannot follow now, but you
will follow later” could indicate that heavenly visions will be open to the disciples after Jesus dies and
gives the Spirit. It does not seem to be how the gospel develops the material within the scene (13:37-38) or
with the addition of John 21. As Draper notes, April DeConick goes to the other extreme and sees a refer-
ence to the eschaton in 13:33, 36 meant to combat “ascent mysticism” (Voices of the Mystics: Early Christ-
ian Discourse in the Gospels of John and Thomas and Other Ancient Christian Literature [JSNTSup 157,
Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 2004], 109-132). While their disagreement highlights the ambiguity
of John’s language, the scene in question does not point toward the eschaton, and in fact it seems that an
additional citation is needed in 14:2 to move the discourse toward the topic of the end times. We may see a
partial confirmation of Draper’s hypothesis in the reception of John in Acts of Andrew 20, where the apostle
John is portrayed as reaching down to help Peter to the top of a mountain in order to receive a vision.

12 See above n. 106 on the Enochic literature, as well as 4QFlorilegium, 11QT 44:3-16 (the Temple
Scroll), and 4Q403 1.41-46 (Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice). Although the “house” motif seems to indicate
Israel, Hazon Gabriel 25-26, 67 also contains an apocalyptic vision of God’s glory and a chariot (7237%7),
followed by assertions that he sent (*nn7w) his people prophets, shepherds, and a word (127) to “the place”
(0Pn) (HG 70-72). The image becomes quite common in Merkabah and Hekhalot texts of the rabbis (e.g.
see b. Hagigah 12b; 3 Enoch; and Hekh. Rabb. 122).
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where described in terms of God’s glory.*®* Such a reading may be supported within the
context of other unverifiable quotations in John, the first pair given by the Baptist:

John 1:33-34: “And I did not know him, but the one who sent me to baptize in
water, that one told me, ‘On whomever you see the Spirit descending and remain-
ing on him, he is the one who baptizes in Holy Spirit.” And | have seen and | have
testified, ‘This is the Son of God’.”
The Baptist has a divine audition promising a vision of Christ enabled by the Spirit. He
has the vision and is able to share its christological insight with others. Elsewhere Jesus
has already criticized Martha for limiting the hope for her brother to the last day (cf.
11:24-27)** when he tells her (11:40): “Did I not tell you, ‘If you believe, you will see
God’s glory’?” The quoted statement is almost programmatic for John’s understanding of
seeing the divine, whether we understand it as referring to cultic visions or the under-
standing of Christ available through the Spirit after the crucifixion.*?® One unverifiable

quotation reframes a traditional scene as a visionary experience, and another promises

some sort of vision contingent on belief.

124 «Temple,” 280.

125 Margaret Pamment (“Eschatology and the Fourth Gospel,” JSNT 15 [1982]: 81-85, here 84) qualifies
Schnackenburg’s entirely negative view of Martha by focusing on how her confession (“I know he will rise
in the resurrection on the last day”) is merely limited: “Jesus’ claim: ‘I am the resurrection and the life’
(11:25) is interpreted through two gnomic statements: ‘He who believes in me, though he die yet shall he
live’, and ‘whoever lives and believes in me shall never die’ (11:25-26). The first statement interprets the
word ‘resurrection’ and means that whoever believes in Jesus and dies a normal physical death will be
resurrected. The second statement interprets ‘life’ and explains that the life which comes from God and
enlivens men’s present existence makes physical death irrelevant. Here we have a double perspective.”

126 At first glance the unverifiable quotation in 6:36 (“But I have told you, ‘You have both seen and do not
believe’”) would seem to complicate the argument. The seeing most often presupposed is either of Jesus,
physically in the flesh or of the sign of the multiplication of the loaves (esp. 6:26 for those scholars uncom-
fortable with unverifiable quotations). However, among the crowd are disciples who will soon defect, per-
haps representing those among the group who have claimed to have visions but have now deviated from the
ideology of the authors. “You have seen but you do not believe” may carry the implication that they no lon-
ger believe, or that they have never truly seen.
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The message in 14:2 is grounded in traditional language of heavenly temples and
prepared places, deriving from images in Deuteronomy and the prophets that are later
applied to visionary scenarios in apocalyptic texts. The context of the message is one of
visionary experiences guided by the Spirit, where the prophet or seer glimpses the
heavenly temple and relays a message to the group in understandable language through
traditional tropes: Jesus has gone to the Father’s house to prepare a place for you. Yet the
content of the message is directed, not exclusively to prophets in the group but to every-
one, and so must have a more general application: Jesus prepares the heavenly temple for
you, and will one day return to take you—all of you—to it.

Thomas takes on round two, picking up on Jesus’ language to voice his objection
(14:5) that they do not even know where Jesus is going—how can they know the way?*%’
Jesus responds by claiming to be the way, exclusively so (14:6). Only by following the
path here and now will the believer have access to the Father in the eschaton. As Jesus
continues, the exclusivity becomes the focus: knowing him becomes the condition for the

possibility of knowing the Father (14:7).2%® In fact (14:7b), “From now on you do know

him and have seen (¢wpdxate) him.” It is tempting to jump ahead and conclude that John

127 As happened with Peter, where the disciple’s actions portrayed him negatively but the content of Jesus’
teaching (“you will follow later”) differentiated him from the hostile Jews, Jesus’ interpretation of the
teaching in 14:2 provides another point of contrast with the Jews by reversing earlier criticisms of them in
the same order that they appeared at Tabernacles:

Where [ am, you cannot come (7:34) Where I am, you may also be (14:3)

Where | am going, you cannot come (8:21) Where I am going, you know the way (14:4)
Nonetheless, Thomas objects to the last of these, betraying his lack of understanding.

1% It is dangerous to put too much stock in the tenses of the verbs in 14:7a. The NA®® reads: “If you knew
(éyvaxate) me, you will also know (yvdoeofe) him.” This wording connects nicely with discipleship say-
ings in 8:28 (“you will know that I am”) and 8:31-32 (“you will know the truth”). In the first case a number
of mss beginning with A read éyvaxette (if you had known me), while in the second case we find in many
of the same mss &yvaxkette av or av fidette (you would have known), turning it into a reproach of Thomas
(see Schnackenburg, John, 3:67-68). What is important for us is that Jesus links knowing the Father to
knowing him, whatever the rhetorical force of his statement.
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so identifies Jesus with the Father that seeing one is equivalent to seeing the other. This is
true, but it will not be developed for a few verses yet. Instead, John has previously argued
that no one has seen God (except Jesus, cf. 1:18; 6:46) and that the Jews have never seen
the Father because they do not believe in the one God sent (cf. 5:37-38).1%° The former
would seem to be a polemic against other supposed visionaries, such as Moses or Enoch,
claiming the privilege exclusively for Jesus.™* The latter allows the possibility that the
disciples, who have heard and seen Jesus (God’s €i60¢? cf. 5:37), who have God’s word
(i.e. Jesus) remaining in them (cf. 15:4-5, 7), and who do believe in the one who God sent
(cf. 17:8), may also see the Father.

Two things are important to note here. First, although John will develop the point
away from the notion of a direct theophany of the Father, it has not done so yet. Even if
Jesus’ assertion that the disciples have seen the Father is discordant with the preceding

59131

narrative, and it is unclear as of yet why this is only true “from now,”"*" the same lang-

uage elsewhere points to genuine visionary experiences of heavenly realities.** Philip is

129 1n 6:46, Jesus says, “Not that anyone has seen the Father except the one who is from God, he has seen
the Father.” Only on the presumption that someone else is from God would they have seen the Father.
Moreover, one might suppose that such direct visions were possible after the gift of the Spirit. However the
prologue says that no one has seen God ever (00d&ic £édpokev modnote) and only that Jesus has explained
(8&nynoaro) him (1:18). Since the prologue shares the same post-resurrection perspective as the readers,
this would seem to eliminate them as well.

B9 Cp. also 3:13. On Moses, see Meeks, Prophet-King, 296-301. On Enoch, see Benjamin E. Reynolds,
“Apocalypticism in the Gospel of John’s Written Revelation of Heavenly Things,” EC 4/1 (2013): 64-95,
here 76 (n. 58).

131 Most likely it refers to the impending crucifixion, where Jesus’ true divine nature (his glory) can finally
be seen.

B2 cf. already John 1:34; 3:32; 6:46; 8:38; but also 9:37; 20:18, 25, 29. Elsewhere in the Johannine liter-
ature, see 1 John 1:1-3 (Jesus); 3:6 (probably Jesus); 4:20 (God); 3 John 11 (God).
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not terribly off base to question how they have seen the Father.™** Second, visionary
experiences should not be ruled out altogether. Jesus makes knowing him a pre-condition
to knowing the Father, and, as the scene develops, identifies seeing him with seeing the
Father. Jesus may have a live audience of people who see him in the flesh, but limiting
the teaching to that specific narrative setting would be useless to most if not all of the
gospel’s audience who never knew Jesus in the flesh (i.e. oi ur id6vteg). It also contra-
dicts 1 John which seems to describe members of the group as those who have in some
way seen Jesus. While | agree with the literature that understands visionary language as
metaphorical,*** meant in part to ground current teachings in the experience of those who

knew Jesus (especially the Beloved Disciple),**®

we may still take statements like this as
an indication of shared cultic, visionary experiences in which the risen Christ is seen by

members of the group.

13 Korteweg (“The Reality of the Invisible: Some Remarks on St John XIV 8 and Greek Philosophic Tra-
dition,” in Studies in Hellenistic Religions [EPROER 78; ed. M.J. Vermaseren; Leiden: Brill, 1979], 50-
102) rightly places the exchange between Jesus and Philip within ongoing discussions of the absolute
invisibility of God, although it is difficult for me to hear Philip’s request as skeptical of the Father’s exist-
ence, as, for example, in Xenophon’s Mem. Soc. 4.3, “it is enough (£é€apkf}) for you, seeing their works, to
revere and honor the gods,” or Theophilus of Antioch’s Apology to Autolycus 2.1, “Show (d€i&ov) me your
God!” Rather, Philip is on the other extreme, presuming that direct visions of the Father are possible with-
out mediation.

1% For example, Shannon-Elizabeth Farrell (“Seeing the Father (Jn 6:46, 14:9) Part I1I: Eschatological
Seeing and Memorial Seeing,” Science et Esprit 4/3 [1992]: 307-29) understands the references to visions
using the perfect tense of 6pdw as referring only to the visibility of the witness: just as one may see the
Father by seeing Jesus who proclaims him, one may see Jesus by seeing the witness who proclaims him
(including the Paraclete?). This is a worthy insight, but does not seem to exhaust the sense of John’s sight
language.

133 Dorothy Lee (“The Gospel of John and the Five Senses,” JBL 129/1 [2010]: 115-27) views nearly all
“sight” language as simply a metaphor for discipleship (see p. 118 in reference to the Greeks who wish to
see Jesus [0€élopev T0v Incodv 16€iv], John 12:21). Destro and Pesce (“Continuity or Discontinuity,” 52-53)
take a more nuanced view that allows visionary experiences alongside social relationships and herme-
neutical technique.
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Philip responds by asking for a traditionally understood theophany when he
requests of Jesus, “Lord, show us (6€i€ov fuiv) the Father and it is enough for us.” The
use of deikvup points to revelatory experiences, evident elsewhere for example in
Revelation:**
Rev 1:1-2: The revelation (dmoxdAvyig) of Jesus Christ, which God gave to him,
in order to show (6€i&at) his servants the things that must happen soon, and which
he signified by sending through his angel to his servant, John, who testifieg to the
word of God and to the testimony of Jesus Christ, the things that he saw (gidev).
Philip likely requests a direct, heavenly theophany of the Father. Jesus does not seem to
offer this sort of revelatory experience ‘on tap’ (if at all), but the request forces him to
clarify how he can apply such apocalyptic language to the experiences that he promises:
John 14:9: “Such a time I am with you and you have not known me, Philip? The
one who has seen me has seen the Father. How do you say, ‘Show us the
Father’?”
Seeing Jesus is not just a means of seeing the Father; Jesus may suggest that it is the only
means of seeing the invisible God.**’ This is the only time that Jesus quotes someone else
by asking, “How do you say...?” Previously this has been a question asked by hostile,
disbelieving audiences who have rejected what Jesus was saying (cf. 6:42; 8:33; 12:34).
That Jesus would use similar phrasing indicates that he rejects outright Philip’s under-
standing of the request to show them his Father. Yet Jesus does not rule out seeing Jesus,

whether in the current narrative context or in a post-resurrection, visionary one. Someone

who has a relationship with Jesus, who knows him, should understand this.

13 Compare also Matt 4:8 // Luke 4:5; John 5:20 (2x); Acts 10:28; 1 Tim 6:15; Heb 8:5 (citing Exod
25:40); Rev 4:1; 17:1; 21:9-10; 22:1, 6, 8; and with reference to the resurrection, Luke 24:40; John 20:18.

137 For the same point on other grounds, see Korteweg, “Reality of the Invisible.” The subtraction of “Lord”
is typical, but notice that Jesus does not quote, “and it is enough for us”: he does not question that a theo-
phany would be enough for the disciples, only the demand to have one in the first place.
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After a call to Philip to believe, Jesus turns his focus to post-resurrection life. The
disciples will do greater works than him “because I go to the Father” (14:12). Jesus will
do whatever they ask in his name (14:13-14). Indeed, if they love him and keep his
commandments (14:15), he will ask the Father to give them “another Paraclete” so that
“he may be with you forever” (14:16), as opposed to Jesus who will be with them only a
little while longer (13:33). The difference emphasized between himself and the Paraclete,
however, is a matter of the sense in which each is present, not the identity of each. That is
to say, the coming of the Paraclete is purposefully aligned with the coming of Jesus:

John 14:17: “This is the Spirit of Truth [i.e. my spirit? cf. 14:6],"*® whom the

world cannot receive because it neither sees (Oswpel) it nor knows it. You know it

because it remains with you and will be in you.”
In fact, Jesus draws out additional parallels almost immediately:**
John 14:19-21: “Yet a little while and the world no longer sees (6swpet) me, but
you see (Bempeite) me. Because I live, you also will live. On that day, you will
know that | am in my Father and you are in me, and | in you. The one who has my
commandments and keeps them, that is the one who loves me. And the one who
loves me will be loved by my Father, and | will love him and | will manifest
myself to him (Epepavicom a0t Enavtov).”
It goes too far to identify the Paraclete with Jesus completely, but we may identify the
Paraclete with Jesus in his role as one who is sent, both by the Father (14:26) and by

Jesus (15:26), just as Jesus may be identified with his Father who sends him.**® More

importantly, despite the repetition of “yet a little while,” the focus is on the social

13 Compare Keener, John, 2:938 (emphasis added): “The emphasis in v. 17, then, that the Spirit of Truth,
the Spirit of Jesus, will abide with them, indicates that they will together constitute a new temple, the place
where God and Jesus dwell and manifest their presence.”

13 For a more extensive examination of parallels between the Paraclete and Jesus, see Brown, John, 2:643-
48, 1135-44, or more succinctly, Keener, John, 2:965.

142 On the agency motif, see Borgen, Bread from Heaven, 158-64.
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distinction between believers who see Jesus and live, who are loved by the Father and to
whom Jesus will appear, and the “world” which does not benefit in these ways.

Jesus prefaces his statements by declaring (14:18), “I will not leave you orphans; I
am coming to you.” He promises that they will recognize their mutual indwelling with
him and the Father “on that day.” It could be argued that év ékeivn tf) nuépa refers to
Easter Sunday (tfj Nuépa éxeivn, 20:19) when Jesus came (1A0gv, 20:19) and was reveal-
ed (&pavepdon, 21:14) to the disciples.*** Yet we have already seen how “I am coming to
you” plays a role in Revelation (chapter 4 above), while manifestations “on that day,”
absent the intratextual links written into the resurrection accounts, would often point to an
eschatological scenario.**? In the immediate context, though, the verbal and thematic par-
allels with Jesus’ discussion of the coming of the other Paraclete suggest that Jesus will
come to the disciples in the form of the Spirit. Temporal language that is traditionally
eschatological is given a deliberate ambiguity that allows the audience to apply Jesus’
advent to his resurrection, his parousia, and to his spiritual presence in the church, but
always to them.

The misunderstanding that follows, this time with Judas, underlines the contin-

gency of the manifestation while also highlighting that it is a new understanding of

1! Frey, “Eschatology,” 68. The verb gavepdm does not appear in John 20, but it is used three times in the
last chapter (21:1 [2x], 14). Consider also that Mary Magdalene sees Jesus (0swpel 1ov Incodv, 20:14; cp.
20:18) and the disciples see the Lord (i06vteg 1ov kvpiov, 20:20), as does Thomas (20:27, 29), but as far as
we know no one else does. For other links between John 14 and 20, see Becker, Evangelium, 2:599-600.
12 As Wilckens takes it (Evangelium, 229). Many of the dozens of cases in Isaiah are open to eschato-
logical interpretations (although not all, e.g. Isa 22:20; 23:15), and see also e.g.  En. 45:3; 51:4; 62:9, 13
[Similitudes]; 81:4 [ Luminaries]; 97:3; 100:4 [the Epistle]; Luke 10:12; 17:31; 2 Thess. 1:10; 2 Tim 1:18;
4:8; 4 Ezra 7:105; Apoc. Elijah 4:16; 5:1-2, 15, 36 (“On that day Christ, the King, and all his holy ones will
come forth from heaven”). John is probably also aware of the usage in Zechariah (compare Zech 3:10 and
the DIQ in John 1:48-50; Zech 9:9-16 and John 12:15; Zech 14:8-9 and John 7:37-38). See the texts related
to the M 01 cited in Thyen, Johannesevangelium, 633. Frey (Eschatologie, 3:164) argues that 14:18 origi-
nated as a parousia saying but has been contextualized in the narrative to refer to Jesus’ spiritual presence.
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Christ’s advent. Judas asks what has happened, i.e. what has changed that Jesus will only
manifest himself to the disciples and not to the world (14:22). John is moving away from
the eschatological coming of the Son of Man, which is elsewhere consistently charac-
terized by its universal visibility.*** Jesus responds first with the condition of manifest-
tation—keeping his word—in which case he and his Father will come (éAevcoueda) to
them and make a dwelling place (uovijv) with them (14:23). Both the “coming” and
making a dwelling place recall the opening verses. The re-use of the rare word, povn,
does not individualize or eliminate the apocalyptic message of 14:2-3,** but rather it
highlights how the community of believers represents the earthly temple where God may
choose to dwell temporarily, or temporally, just as the disciples may one day dwell in the
eschatological temple eternally after Jesus has prepared a place for them. The ideas are
not contradictory but reciprocal.

Jesus has reiterated the importance of his words throughout the farewell dis-
courses, beginning with two self-citations and continuing with repeated commands to
keep his words/commandments. This focus continues as Jesus begins to summarize his
message (14:25): “I have said these things while remaining with you.” The phrasing, wap’
UiV pévarv, echoes what Jesus said about the Paraclete (map’ duiv pévet, 14:17), which is
appropriate as Jesus returns to the subject of the Paraclete who will be sent in Jesus’
name (and so becomes his agent who is like, but not greater than, the one who sends him;

cf. 13:16; 15:20). He will teach them all things and remind them of everything Jesus has

'3 The resurrection, which is only perceived by believers, remains a viable referent.
14 As for example in C.F.D. Moule, “A Neglected Factor in the Interpretation of Johannine Eschatology,”
in Studies in John: Presented to Professor Dr. J.N. Sevenster on the Occasion of his Seventieth Birthday
(NovTSup 24; ed. A.S. Geyser; Leiden: Brill, 1970), 155-60, who reads all final eschatology in John as
corporate and all realized eschatology as individual.
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told them. This remembrance goes well beyond simple recall and includes the right inter-
pretation of Jesus’ words.**® We may easily speculate that DIQ by the narrator is warran-
ted by the indwelling and guidance of the Spirit, and it is probably not going too far to
claim that all DIQ in the gospel that modifies the words of Jesus (or protects them from
modification) would have been perceived as an expression of the Spirit’s interpretive
activity.

Jesus offers some words of comfort appropriate to a farewell (14:27) before citing
himself again:

John 14:28-29: “You heard what I told you, ‘I go’ (bndyw) and, ‘I am coming to

you’. If you loved me, you would have rejoiced that I go (mopevopan) to the

Father,** because the Father is greater than 1. And now | have told you before it

happens, so that when it does happen you may believe.”
There are two quotations that go with two separate issues.**’ First, Jesus is leaving. His
real absence and the sense of loss felt by his believers cannot be dismissed by the dis-
ciples even as the authors compose the discourse to comfort and console them. Jesus is
going in death and after a brief return he is going to the Father. Both departures are im-
portant: his death not only atones (cf. 1:29, 36), it is what enables Jesus to ascend to his

Father, to return in the form of the Paraclete to empower and defend his believers, and to

return on the last day to raise his believers up and take them with him fully into the esch-

'3 Destro and Pesce, “Il profetismo,” 98-101. Among the verses pointing to the ‘memory’ and interpret-
ation of the Johannine groups, see John 2:17, 21-22; 7:39; and especially 12:16: “His disciples did not
know these things at first, but when Jesus was glorified [cf. 16:14, the Paraclete will glorify me], then they
remembered these things were written of him and that they did these things to him.”

1 This reads: 811 mopevopon Tpdg OV motépa. Cp. John 14:12, where 6t £yé TpdC TOV maTépa TOPEHOLLAL
(here a causal 6tt) draws another comparison: they will do greater works than Jesus because he goes to the
Father, who is greater than he is.

"7 1t is for this reason that Becker divides the first discourse into two sections under these headings: depart-
ure (14:4-17) and return (14:18-27) (“Abschiedsreden,” 223).
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atological temple. This means that all of his returns are important as well. The resur-
rection allows him to give the Spirit to the disciples (20:19-23) but also to fulfill the
predictions of his resurrection so that the disciples may believe—not only in Jesus but
also in his words. His spiritual advent protects believers from within (i.e. from distorting
his teaching) and from without (as Jesus will soon explain, 15:26-16:11), and, perhaps,
mitigates believers’ loss through visionary experiences of the risen Christ. But the advent
of the Spirit is limited to believers, and not only that, but to believers who keep Jesus’
words and his commandments of love for one another.

A long passage intercedes before Jesus returns to the themes of the first farewell
discourse. One of the signs of prophetic inspiration among John’s group is the many “I
am” sayings of the gospel, a common oracular form.*® Almost as a confirmation of the
ongoing role of Jesus’ Spirit in the life of the church, John builds a substantial interlude
on one of these sayings unique to the Fourth Gospel: “I am the true vine” (15:1-17).1%
The importance of Jesus’ words does not recede even here, however (cf. 15:10-11, 12,
14, 18). The same theme permeates the discussion of the persecution the disciples will

face, first with a citation of Jesus’ words (15:20), then as evidence against the world

%8 While Ball wishes to distance John’s use of the absolute “I am” from such instances (‘I Am’ in John’s
Gospel, 24-45), and he is certainly correct that some of the material often cited (such as Mandaean texts) is
too late to have influenced John, there is ample evidence in Egyptian texts (“I am the God Atum... I am
together with my Father Atum daily”’) and inscriptions (“I am Isis... I am the wife and sister of King
Osiris”), magical papyri (which instruct the user to invoke, “I am [say the name]”), the Hermetica (“1 am
Poimandres, the mind of authority”), and in early Christian prophetic contexts, both supposedly genuine (“I
am the first and the last,” Rev 1:17) and deceptive (“I am the Messiah,” Matt 24:5), to suggest that John’s
distinct predicated “T am” sayings draw on a form of speech appropriate to an oracular context.

1% Not only is this a new understanding of Christ voiced in the language of prophetic auditions, Draper
argues that it incorporates the temple motif through the golden vine that adorned Herod’s temple and depic-
tions of the temple with a vine over the entrance (Draper, “Temple,” 285, building on the work of W.
Rordorf, “La vigne et le vin dans la tradition juive et chrétienne,” in Liturgie, Foi et Vie des Premiers Chré-
tiens [TH 75; Paris: Beauchesne, 1986], 493-508). By incorporating themselves into (or grafting onto)
Christ, the group becomes the earthly temple connected spiritually to the heavenly temple.
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(15:22), and finally as a means to keep the disciples from stumbling (16:1) if they
remember them when the hour of their enemies comes (16:4a).

As Jesus returns to the theme of his departure in much the same language as
before, focus shifts away from social concerns (to whom does Jesus come?) to temporal
issues: when can believers expect the fulfillment of Christ’s promises? Jesus’ introduce-
tion (16:4b-8) is laden with repetitive callbacks to the earlier discourse,™ but here I will
focus on two blocks of DIQ. The first occurs as Jesus concludes his discussion of the
Paraclete:

John 16:12-15: “I have many things to tell you, but you cannot bear it now. When

that one comes (6tav 6 001 €xeivog), the Spirit of Truth, he will guide you in all

truth.™ For he will not speak from himself, but whatever he will hear, he will
speak and he will declare the coming things to you.*** He will glorify me because

he will receive (Aquwetor) from me and will declare to you. All that my Father

has is mine. For this reason I told you, ‘He receives (Aapfavet) from me and will

153
announce to you’.”

Although Jesus has many things to tell them, he will not do so himself. The implication is

that part of the Spirit of Truth’s guidance will be saying the things Jesus had yet to say

1% John 16:4b-8: “I did not tell you these things from the beginning because 7 was with you (cp. 7:33;
13:33; 14:9). Now I go (Ondyw) to the one who sent me (cp. 7:33) and none of you ask me, ‘Where are you
going (bndyelg)?’ (cp. 13:36; 14:5). But because I have said these things to you, sorrow has filled your
heart. But I tell you the truth, it is better for you (coppépet Ouiv, cp. 11:50; 18:14) that I go away (anéAbw),
for if I do not go away (dnélbw) the Paraclete will not come to you. If I go (mopgvdd, cp. 14:3), I will send
him to you; and having come, he will convict the world concerning sin and concerning righteousness and
concerning judgment.”

! The use of the 6dMyéw recalls Jesus’ proclamation that he is the way (686¢) which is truth in 14:4-6; cp.
also Deut 1:33, with the Lord as one who guides [LXX: 6dny®v] the people on the way (Thyen, Johannes-
evangelium, 665).

132 As Crinisor Stefan argues (“The Paraclete and Prophecy in the Johannine Community,” Preuma 27/2

[2005]: 273-96), the declaration of Ta épydpeva seems to allow predictive prophetic utterances (as we see
in Revelation?), but also connects to the many things (moAAd, 16:12) Jesus has yet to say to the disciples.

133 As noted above (chapter 2), it is not entirely clear whether to include the &1t in the quotation (“I told
you, ‘Because he receives from me...’”) or to consider it as marking the quotation. The latter gives a
smoother reading.
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when the disciples are able to bear it! Just as it was Jesus’ job to voice and interpret the
words of the one who sent him, it is the Paraclete’s job to voice and interpret Jesus’
words. The disciples are assured that they are from Jesus—the Paraclete does not impro-
vise.?**

The DIQ supports this point and expands on it in an interesting way that allows
temporal issues to bleed into Jesus’ phrasing. First Jesus says that the Spirit will glorify
Jesus because he will receive from what is Jesus’ and will announce it to the disciples
(16:14). At this point the phrasing is firmly rooted in the narrative situation, where the
Spirit has not yet been given and all of its actions are future. Yet when Jesus repeats it
(16:15), the Spirit does receive from Jesus.™ It could be a Johannine sort of variatio,
continuing the temporal tension that has been present in the farewell discourse since the
opening lines (13:31-32): the Son of Man was glorified (£60&Go6n) and yet God will
glorify (30&Goet) him immediately.™® In many of the cases of DIQ in John 14, the verbs
are in the present tense yet refer to future events. Jesus uses £pyopon throughout in
reference to three potential future points: the resurrection, the life of the church, and the

end of time. It is possible that the use of the present with future aspect stresses the

1% Wilckens (Evangelium, 228) and Keith A. Quan (“The Inscriptured Word: The Fourth Gospel as the
Continuing Speech of the Incarnate Word,” JT1 5/1 [2011]: 49-68) go even further, arguing that the gospel
itself is identical with the testimony of the Paraclete. I would take the more moderate position that while the
gospel is understood as the accomplishment of the group, especially the Beloved Disciple, many of the
interpretations and unique material in John could have been credited to the Paraclete.

133 Apparently some later manuscripts give the future again, harmonizing with 16:14, but they are weak
enough not to be noted in the NA*® (see Brown, John, 2:709). It may be noted that harmonizing the present
and future of “declare” would only take the dropping of a A, and so may have occurred early and often. P”°
lacks this section of text, and P*® omits most of the verse through homoioteleuton, so there is no evidence
for the verse until the fourth century at the earliest. However, textual evidence for distinct tenses for
“declare” is still lacking.

1% Erey (Eschatologie, 2:134-35) suggests that this “bitemporalen Aussage” introduces the character of the
farewell discourse overall, which is both prospective (to the disciples) and retrospective (to the audience).
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certainty of the intent or promise (I will definitely come).™’ Is that the reason for the
switch to the present here? That is, “he will definitely receive from me”?**®
A different argument would be that the time of the story world audience blends
with that of the narrative audience of the gospel.**® From the perspective of the disciples,
the Paraclete will receive from Jesus. He cannot yet receive from Jesus and declare to the
disciples, a fact underlined by the narrator just after Jesus’ first declaration of his depar-
ture:
John 7:39: He said this concerning the Spirit which thos~e who believed in him
were about to receive. For the Spirit was not yet (o nv), because Jesus was not
yet glorified (0vdémm £d0Edatn).
For the gospel audience, however, the Spirit does receive from Jesus. By using the future

then the present forms of “receive,” John effectively allows the statement to speak to both

audiences.*®°

157 See above, n. 113.

18 «“From what is mine” (¢« Tod £uod) is emphasized in both quotations by being foregrounded in the sent-
ence. In between the quotations, Jesus assures them that “all things the Father has are mine.” In chapter 14,
John used DIQ to assert that direct visions of the Father were not possible, that Jesus mediates all visions
but that seeing Jesus is equivalent to seeing the Father. Here it seems to do the same with auditions, empha-
sizing that the Paraclete (who Jesus specifically sends, 16:7, rather than the Father [ultimately?], 14:26)
receives everything it will say from Jesus because everything the Father has to say is now mediated by
Jesus. Hearing Jesus (through the Spirit) is equivalent to hearing the Father.

13 Although he maintains the distinction between the two moments in John’s historical understanding, Frey
still discusses the literary (and in some ways, philosophical) merging of temporal perspectives throughout
the farewell discourse (“Die Gegenwart von Vergangenheit und Zukunfti Christi: Zur ‘Verschmelzung’ der
Zeithorizonte im Johannesevangelium,” in Zeit [JBTh 28; ed. M. Ebner et al.; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neu-
kirchener Theologie, 2014], 132-58).

'% One is reminded of the shift from the aorist (“consumed™) to the future (“will consume™) in John’s
citation of LXX Ps 68:10 (John 2:17): the future is appropriate to the narrative setting, while the aorist of
the psalm would be appropriate to the risen Christ. As Bates discusses (4Apostolic Proclamation, 216-17),
one of the factors that enables prosopological exegesis is the vagueness of either the speaker or the audi-
ence so that a more relevant audience can be inferred without violating the original text. Although in the
first section of the discourse (13:31-14:31) named disciples appear often, no description of the audience has
appeared since 14:22. In fact, only after Jesus introduces a final logion do the disciples reappear to ask
what is meant (16:17). John may be deliberately vague to enable this polyvalent application.
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Temporal issues come to the fore in the next few verses, both in the content of the
quoted statements and in their construction. In the first farewell discourse, Jesus had told
the disciples (14:19): “Yet a little while and the world no longer sees me (ue ovkétt
Bewpet), but you see me (Vpeic 8¢ Oempeité pe).”*™ The contrast was social: insiders who
follow Jesus’ commandments see him; outsiders who make up the hostile world and fail
to follow his commandments do not. Now Jesus paraphrases without a contrast of sub-
jects, but of timing:

John 16:16: “A little while and you no longer see (ovkétt Bewpeite) me, and again
a little while and you will see (6yecbe) me.”

Instead of who sees Jesus, the question is when. Not that the timing is exactly clear,*®
and for this reason the disciples dispute Jesus’ meaning.

For the first time, the disciples quote Jesus. In fact, they offer a bumbling series of
quotations:

John 16:17-18: “What is this that he says to us, ‘A little while and you do not (o0)

see me, and again a little while and you will see me,” and, ‘because I go to the

Father’. What is this he says, the ‘little while’? We do not know what he is
saying.”

' Not only is the use of the pronoun emphatic (vou see me), but its placement at the beginning of the

clause (prior to 8¢) also gives it a contrastive force: not the world, but you. The emphatic pronoun before 6¢
is the typical placement, but not a necessary one (cp. both placements in Matt 23:8, and also 1 Cor. 1:30;
Phil. 4:15; and esp. Mark 13:9, where “you” is not contrastive and so moved later: “But you watch your-
selves!” [PAémete 6¢ VElG EavTONg]).

192 Some see a reference to his death and resurrection in hours/days (e.g. Ridderbos, John, 538). Compare
the promise of resurrection appearances in Galilee in Mark 16:7 (in DIQ) // Matt 28:7 (éxel adtov dyecbe),
10 (kdkel pe dyovtan). It is also possible to hear the saying, and the “little while,” eschatologically; cp. 1
John 3:2; Mark 13:26 and pars.; Mark 14:62 // Matt 26:64; or Rev 1:7; 22:4. Still there is no reason to rule
out visionary experiences allowed by the gift of the Spirit which has only just been discussed. Compare
especially John 1:51, but also Matt 5:8; Heb 12:14; and the citation of Joel in Acts 2:17 (“And it will be in
the last days, says God, I will pour out from my Spirit on all flesh and your sons and daughters will
prophesy, and your youngsters will see visions [0pdogig Sywovrai], and your elders will dream dreams”)
certainly seems to apply an eschatological image to the present life of the church in a way that indicates
that visionary experiences were a recognized aspect of that life. Where auditions had been discussed in
16:12-15, John now turns to visions. The temporal reference and in what sense believers will see Jesus
remain unresolved.
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A distinction has already been established between the now of the story and the now of
the audience. Notably, given Draper’s model of altered states of consciousness where
purity and righteousness provide barriers to visionary experiences, Jesus originally says
“because I go to the Father” to explain how the Paraclete will convict the world concern-
ing righteousness. We might expect “they no longer see me,” but the focus on “you”
throughout keeps the argument from being distracted by social distinctions over temporal
ones.

The three questions asked in 16:17, if directed at the gospel’s audience, are pre-
sented almost catechetically: “What does he mean when he says...” The disciples focus
on the temporal dimension of what Jesus has said in two ways. One is by drawing atten-
tion to the “little while” that has been repeated throughout. Their need to clarify this word
represents an effort to flatten it, to reduce it to a single application. The Johannine au-
thors, lovers of polyvalency that they are, resist this inclination. Notice that Jesus never
directly clarifies what he means by the “little while,” allowing all of its applications to
stand. Another way that temporal concerns are reflected in the quotations is a small but
important paraphrase: “you no longer see me” becomes, “you don 't see me.”*®® Like the
shift from future to present in 16:14-15, simplifying oviétt to ov coincides with a shift in
perspective from the time of the disciples, who see Jesus presently but soon will no
longer see him as they do now, to the time of the gospel’s audience which has probably
never seen Jesus in the flesh.

Importantly, Jesus endorses their paraphrase. When he asks them rhetorically if

they are discussing what he just said, he also uses 00 Oswpeité pe. There will be people

19 For textual confusion in 16:17-19, see the Appendix.
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for whom “you don’t see me” is appropriate even if, in a little while, they may see him,
mystically and eschatologically. As Jesus launches into the image of the woman in labor
(16:20-22), he acknowledges the pain that his absence, his death, will cause the disciples.
Within the story the disciples already recognize that going to Jerusalem means death to
Jesus (cf. 11:16), and they have recognized that Jesus uses departure language to refer to
his imminent death (cf. 13:33-38).2%* Outside of the story, it would be a very ill-informed
audience that does not realize that death is in view, especially as the narrator has turned
to the audience multiple times to clarify that Jesus was going to die (cf. 2:22; 5:18; 7:1,
12:10, 33; 13:1-3). The generic markers that John has hit in constructing the farewell
discourse all point to Jesus’ death, sooner than later.

Yet John needs to account for other departures. If Jesus came back in resurrection,
why did he not stay with the disciples? Why is he not present in a physical way, one not
contingent on belief?'®® John counters by arguing that Jesus not only ascended to the
Father after appearing to Mary Magdalene and the disciples, but that it was for their
benefit that he did (16:7).1%® Yet he is present in the group through the sending of the
Paraclete. Whether we view the Paraclete as Jesus’ alter ego, his agent, or his spirit, the

Paraclete’s role is to mediate Jesus’ presence with the disciples after his departure to the

1% perhaps an even stronger point is that the Jews recognize that Jesus uses departure language to refer to
his death all the way back in 8:22, even if they misunderstand how he will die and what it will mean.

195 A similar position, that the issue is not Jesus’ death but his return, is taken by Frey (Eschatologie, 2:230)
on John 16:16-19: “die fiir die Lesergemeinde virulente Problematik nicht in der fiir die Jiinger des Irdisch-
en einst bedrohlichen Nihe seines Weggangs, sondern im Verstindnis der Ankiindigung des baldigen
Wiedersehens und der damit verbundenen Zeitspanne bestand.”

1% There is some disagreement whether Jesus ascends after his appearance to Mary Magdalene (cf. 20:17,
“Do not hold onto me—I have not yet ascended to the Father”) or after his final resurrection appearance
(for discussion, see Keener, John, 2:1192-95). Jesus probably ascends after appearing to Mary Magdalene,
and perhaps in between each of the other appearances, although there is an implied final ascent when Jesus
will no longer descend bodily until the last day.
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Father. Here | have supported the model of Johannine prophetism in which Jesus is
understood to communicate and to appear to the group through some sort of cultic
activity, most likely visions in a group setting. Such a model allows the Johannine group
to interpret traditions through oracular “I am” statements, e.g. “I am the gate” in the
parable of the sheep, or “I am the way” to the Father. It also accounts for the visionary
language that appears throughout John, especially in the farewell discourse. Such a model
does not eliminate the role of metaphors and figurative language though: most likely the
majority of John’s audience “heard” the words of Jesus through the gospel and through
the teachings of the elders/leaders. Most likely they “saw” Jesus through visual language
in storytelling.*®” Any experience of Christ that leads to belief is preferable to none.
What is a concern to John is that experience of Christ is not relegated exclusively
to the past, the miraculous earthly life and resurrection of Jesus, and to the future, his
miraculous return to the world in victory. John grounds the words of Jesus in past teach-
ings, only allowing them to be altered as far as a paraphrase or a double-meaning will
allow. But in doing so it makes the teachings contemporary to its audience, allowing
Jesus to speak to his disciples in the past (this is the one I said... the Paraclete will
receive... you no longer see me...) and to the audience in the present (this was the one |

said... the Spirit does receive... you do not see me...). As the farewell discourse comes

17 Gail R. O’Day expresses the point well: “as the Gospel story unfolds, the Johannine narrative places the
enfleshed Word before the reader. In this way, the reader is given firsthand experience of the enfleshed
Word” (““I Have Said These Things to You...’: The Unsettled Place of Jesus’ Discourses in Literary
Approaches to the Fourth Gospel,” in Word, Theology, and Community in John [ed. J. Painter, R.A.
Culpepper, and F.F. Segovia; St. Louis: Chalice Press, 2002], 147-52, here 147). So also Wilckens,
Evangelium, 217: “So realistisch ldsst der Joh.evangelist seine Leser zusammen mit den Jiingern auf das
Sterben Jesu blicken!”
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to a close in Jesus’ final prayer, he returns to the language of being with the disciples,
again addressing the social and temporal concerns that have followed the material:

John 17:24-26: “Father, what you have given me, | wish that where | am, they

also may be with me, so that they may see my glory which you have given me...

Righteous Father, the world did not know you, but I knew you and they knew that

you sent me. And | made your name known to them, and | will make it known.”
At this point, Jesus heads out to his arrest.

Just as John began by discussing only Jesus’ departure (7:33-34; 8:21; 13:33), it
ends by discussing only Jesus’ return. As the gospel closes, Jesus casually uses “until I
come” (21:22) as a deliberately hyperbolic time reference pointing to the parousia: If |
want him to remain all the way until the time that | come, far distant though it might be,
what is it to you? At this point in the narrative, Jesus has already come in incarnation, in
public ministry, and in resurrection, always using this verb. He will also come to the
church through the Spirit, but this advent does not provide an adequately distant time
stamp for Jesus’ purposes and so can be set to the side for the moment.*®® His eschato-
logical advent needs no argument in support after the development of the farewell dis-
course, but instead can be used as a rhetorical tool without comment.

Conclusion

The ideology of the Gospel of John includes an intense focus on keeping the

words of Jesus because he received his teaching from his Father and said nothing from

'8 In a sense, the time reference of “until I come” is equivalent to the more typically Johannine €ic tov
ai®va, but John seems bound by traditional phrasing. That the author of John 21, whoever he may have
been, felt that this phrase was understandable argues that in the minds of the Johannine group, it is not
always or in all ways appropriate to say that Jesus comes now. Final eschatology was a strong part of the
group’s ideology at the time of the gospel’s composition, whether it had always been or not.
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himself. Which means one may not overtly add to his words.*® As ideas develop and
change, the group evidently understood its innovations as truly in line with traditions that
it traced back to Jesus. The range of meanings imparted to those words occasionally
needed to be stretched and shrunk. A basic Greek education provided the group with two
ways of adapting the teachings to new situations: polyvalency and paraphrase. The
literary evidence of the gospel demonstrates how practiced its authors were in these
devices. But the devices also provide an intrinsic protection from stretching the inter-
pretation of Jesus’ words beyond a perceived breaking point. A wealth of meaning may
be mined from a single logion, but the meaning must be grounded in the saying. For this
reason, some version of the base ‘text’ (or rather, tradition) is often presented alongside
its interpretation.*”

Sayings that are traditional to Johannine groups often appear in quotation, which
not only works to present the Fourth Gospel as a forensic document but also serves as a
pedagogical aide to the audience. The two aspects can work together to advocate for
interpretations especially emphasized among Johannine groups while arguing against
interpretations that the groups or at least the authors disagree with, such as the possibility
of a direct vision of the Father without Jesus’ mediation. The audience learns not to
expect direct theophanies, and is warned against anyone who promises to show them the

Father.

199 Recall that no additions are used in paraphrases of what Jesus has said.

' The same interpretive methods are applied to Scripture, but in that case the text is already well-estab-
lished. That a handful of sayings are quoted by Jesus without presenting the original text, as is the case with
the Baptist’s testimony or the saying in 14:2, suggests they are familiar enough to the audience not to re-
quire an ‘original’ citation, and probably that the audience would notice on its own any paraphrases.
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Within the group of sayings we have tracked in this chapter, I would argue for
something like the following as a cluster of traditions that John works with:

a. Iam going (bndyw, or perhaps mopevopo)
The Synoptic tradition speaks of the Son of Man going, and Revelation speaks of follow-
ing the Lamb where he goes. Although applied in different ways, both have the death of
Jesus in view. Traditions that Jesus knew about his death beforehand are widespread, and
wherever his absence was strongly felt such foreknowledge would act as a consolation. In
John, Jesus’ foreknowledge is greatly heightened, and correspondingly Jesus’ acknow-
ledgements that he goes are multiplied and amplified.

b. A little while and you no longer see me, and again a little while and you see
me.

It is very difficult, and in the end quite speculative, to decide which of the various “little
while” sayings shows the least literary development. There are two reasons to suspect
that the social contrast as it is presented in 14:19 (““a little while and the world no longer
sees me, but you see me”) is a development of the Fourth Gospel. First, “the world” is an
especially Johannine way to refer to outsiders or deficient believers (cf. 1:10; 7:7; 8:23;
14:17, 27; 15:19; 16:8, 20; 17:6, 14-16, 25). Second, John has Judas object to this
specific interpretation of Jesus’ teaching while advocating for a more traditional under-
standing of how Jesus will be manifested. In other words, John takes time to justify the
interpretation. Meanwhile the temporal contrast between disciples and current believers

(“a little while and you no longer see me, and again a little while and you will see me”)
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serves more or less as a passion prediction absent of any context.**

The saying could
apply to the disciples both at the resurrection and at the parousia, if “a little while” is
given its typical apocalyptic resonance. An apparent temporal modification has been in-
troduced in the quotation, changing the “no longer” that has been used several times al-
ready (14:19; 16:10, 16) to the present, “you do not see me.” Now the saying more appro-
priately applies to the audience who will see Jesus through belief and at the parousia.

c. 1goto prepare a place for you.
If the critical text is correct about how this logion is introduced, and if it is correctly read
as a quotation (whether direct or indirect), then John marks it as a tradition that the audi-
ence would not only recognize as coming from Jesus, but also one strong enough that it
did not need to be stated previously in the narrative to foster a recollection. The phrasing
is not particularly Johannine, and it draws on OT language and themes from texts that
John’s authors evidently valued, including Deuteronomy and Isaiah. John probably does
endorse the idea that Jesus goes to heaven to prepare a place for the disciples in the
heavenly temple. If believers enter the “place” at their deaths as the patristic writers took
it, John does not elaborate. Instead it seems that John picks up especially Enochic images
—from the Similitudes, added to 1 Enoch at some point in the first century,*”? but also
from the core vision in the Book of the Watchers and the Epistle—that are already em-
bedded in visionary and eschatological texts, reappropriating them to the presence of

Jesus among believers. By the end of the chapter, the group of believers has become the

' See above n. 86 and Zumstein (“Jesus’ Resurrection,” 105). However, even here I suspect that a change
from “you see me” (Bewpeité pe) to “you will see me” (6yecé pe) has been introduced to highlight the
temporal contrast between present and future.

172 Isaac, “1 Enoch,” 7.
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earthly temple where the Father, and with him Jesus, may come and find a room, a
dwelling place, just as the Father once did in the Jerusalem temple. While this devel-
opment is well-recognized, at no time does John argue against the apocalyptic and final
eschatological aspects of the tradition it invokes.

d. Where | am, [you cannot come/you may also be].
A strong point for the traditional nature of these sayings is the consistent wording/word
order (6mov &ipi £ym). In each case emphatic pronouns are also used for the others,
whether Jesus is contrasting himself with the Jews or aligning himself with the disci-
ples.”® It is difficult to determine which sentiment is more original, although I suspect
that “where [ am, you may also be” is the tradition being built on while “you cannot
come” combines this motif with another, that “it is not possible to come to Jesus” unless
certain criteria are met (6:44, 65). Through repetition and paraphrase, John contrasts the
Jews with believers and highlights several misunderstandings of where Jesus is and why
it is inaccessible to certain people or at certain times.

e. | am with you.
Not only does the saying tie into a prevalent scriptural motif, it is echoed widely in the
other literature of the New Testament. John applies the saying to Jesus’ earthly life and
the present life of the church, as do the Synoptics. The valence that Jesus is on their side
is not argued against, but it is emphasized more clearly with the other Paraclete or Advo-

cate, who will be with believers and on their side in their post-resurrection struggles.

' The contrast is quite close with the Jews (7:34, 36), where dpeic follows immediately after éyd. With
believers, kai intervenes almost by necessity (14:3, kol vpeis; 17:24, kdkeivor).
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f. If I want him to remain until 1 come, what is it to you?

John marks the saying as pre-gospel tradition that has been inadequately paraphrased to
mean that the Beloved Disciple either is not dying or will certainly not die until Jesus
comes. The temporal framework of the parousia is not disputed, only the notion that
certain people who knew Jesus in earthly life will not die until it arrives.

As the Gospel of John portrays it, God was present on earth through Jesus in his
earthly life and again, briefly, in resurrection. But these moments are past, and in the first
century, narrowly missed. God will also be present through the coming of the Son of Man
on the last day, when all will see his glory. But this moment, although always expected
imminently, “in a little while,” is potentially a long time coming. At the end of the first
century, it must have been clear that anyone might live and die before seeing that day.
The tangible, visible intervention of God in the world may be recalled or expected, but
often seems to take place in the distant past or the distant future. Either way, the time is

not now.1"™

John works in various ways to console its audience regarding Jesus’ depar-
ture, and to assure it that Jesus not only will return but he also does return through the
Spirit that is already evident in the cultic life of the group.'” Prophetic and visionary ex-

periences most likely existed among the Johannine groups, although it is far from certain

17 Within ancient Judaism generally, this is a phenomenon addressed by Richard Elliott Friedman, The
Hidden Face of God (San Francisco: Harper San Francisco, 1997). Discussing the movement of Jewish
religion into Christianity and rabbinic Judaism, Friedman concludes: “The kernel of the concept of the
diminishing apparent presence of God thus was present in Judaism and Christianity. It was present in the
legacy of the Hebrew Bible and present in the literature that each religion added and treasured” (p. 140). It
is notable that the quality even of God’s apparent absence is projected onto Jesus.

'3 Paul likewise uses spiritual phenomena to connect Christ’s life to the present experience in the church,
and he uses direct quotation, internal to his and his audience’s shared experiences, to make the case (Gal
4:4-7): “God sent out his Son, born of a woman... so that we might receive adoption as sons. Because you
are sons, God sent out the Spirit of his Son (cp. John 14:17, 26) into our hearts, crying, ‘Abba! Father!” So
that you are no longer a slave (cp. John 15:15) but a son.”
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that they were universal experiences. For those who specialized in prophetic gifts, John
argues that Jesus through the gift of his Spirit is the unique mediator of auditions and
visions of the Father. It is impossible to see the Father. It is enough to see Jesus.

For those who do not share in these experiences, whether in the moment or at all,
John assures them that the works that Jesus continues to do within the group are evidence
that he comes to them, in some sense similar to how he came to them through the incar-
nation. While some in the group may see or at least claim to see Jesus, the others are val-
ued for their ability to believe without seeing and for their trust that, through their belief
in the glory shown in Jesus’ life and especially his death, they will see Jesus come in a
glory visible to the world. The narrative also presents them with a test of the messages
that others deliver: the Spirit receives only from what is Jesus’. He does not speak from
himself, but reminds them of what Jesus said, interpreting it certainly, teasing out the
spiritual truth behind it, but unable to leave Jesus’ words behind altogether. As we have
seen, the notion of Jesus’ spiritual and real presence in the church now is not unique to
John in the New Testament literature. But there always exists the danger of false prophets
and false teachers, and thus the need to “test the spirits” so to speak when someone in the
group has a vision of Jesus or delivers a message from him.1’® By setting up the criterion
that these messages must be anchored to Jesus’ words, whether through finding addition-

al meaning in them, paraphrasing them, or quoting them in new contexts, the members of

76 The reality of these spiritual experiences to the authors necessitates a spiritual model of discernment
evident in 1 John 4:1-6 that allows for both the Spirit of Truth and the spirit of deception (16 mvedua Tfig
AGvnG): the spiritual event is not questioned even if the nature of the spirit is, here if it does not confess
Jesus having come in the flesh. However, it would be naive to assert that ancient Johannine believers could
not fake a spiritual experience, or that those who had had spiritual experiences would not be aware of this
possibility.
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the group who observe the ecstatic experience and vouch for it, are able to keep his words

and to prevent teachings from going too far astray.
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“Amen, amen I say to you, if anyone keeps my word, he will not see death

forever.” Then the Jews said, “Now we know that you have a demon! Abraham

died, and the prophets, and you say, ‘If anyone keeps my word, he will never taste

death’!”

John 8:51-52

“Whoever eats of this bread will live forever.” Surely there he calls the saving

doctrines and faith in him ‘bread’, or his own body. For both enervate the soul.

And indeed elsewhere he said, “If anyone hears my word, he will not taste death,”

and they were offended.

John Chrysostom, Hom. In lo. 46"
General Grammatical Considerations

As can be seen in Table 1.1, the present list of cases of DIQ in this study is
considerably longer than any in the previous studies. This is in part due to a conscious
effort not to limit unnecessarily the study’s scope in order to be as comprehensive as pos-
sible. It is also due to the inclusion of cases that many would no doubt consider indirect
quotations, and which are in fact punctuated as such in various critical editions and trans-
lations. Because I wish to consider only direct quotations, the ambiguity presented by
John’s construction of some of these cases deserves attention.

John is notably averse to accusative and infinitive constructions that clearly mark
indirect quotations in other literature, as we saw above (chapter 4 n. 7), for example, in

Acts of Pilate 1.1, literally, “He says himself to be God’s Son” (Aéyel £onToV £lvor vIOV

0e0?). Instead, John uses nominative indicative constructions, sometimes with the

! My translation; see PG 59 col. 259 for the Greek. Elsewhere (Hom. 39) Chrysostom draws attention to the
change of wording in the quotation by the Jews, so the confusion is not a matter of textual tradition.

2 Although see John 15:15 with an accusative construction, “I no longer call you slaves” (00Kt Aéyo Dudc
dovAovg), rather than a nominative construction, as it appears in 13:13, “You call me, ‘Teacher’ (Vpueig
QoVeTE pe 6 dddokarog). For a survey of indirect speech forms, see Stanley E. Porter, Idioms of the Greek
New Testament (BLG 2; Sheffield: JSOT, 1992), 270-75.
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particle 611, sometimes without. Twenty-three cases lack &tu in Table 1.2 (plus the second
quotation in 10:36), as in John 14:9: né¢ ov Aéyeig dei&ov Nuiv tov motépa; (“How do
you say, ‘Show us the Father’?”). Such constructions in John, when they contain a
quotation at all, are universally translated as direct quotes.® At other times John intro-
duces the particle 6ti, which brings with it some ambiguity whether a direct or indirect
quote is intended.* A notable example of John’s fluidity on this point occurs in two cases
of DIQ attached to Jesus’ use of “I am” in 18:5, first from the narrator and then from
Jesus himself:

John 18:6: m¢ odv einev odtoic &y® ip. ..
Therefore when he said to them, “I am”...

John 18:8: gimov Opiv 811 8y eip.
“I told you that I am” or “I told you, ‘I am’.”

3 Although all cases where the quotation is introduced without 8tu are read as direct quotes in the trans-
lations and critical editions, this does not imply that some judgment is not needed. In 14:9, both Aéyeig and
d¢itov are in the second person singular, but the context tells us that the referent (the ‘you’) is different for
each verb: “How do you (Philip) say, ‘You (Jesus) show us the Father’?”” In John 4:39, the narrator repro-
duces the woman’s comment from 4:29. The isolated phrase that is quoted, sinév pot mévta & émoinca
could technically be translated, “He said to me, ‘All things that I did...”” (perhaps more so if ndvta & is
read in the nominative). The context of the original statement, however, rules this out. In the case of 10:25,
it is possible to read it as, “I told you, ‘And you do not believe’” (glmov vuiv koi od motsvets), especially
because the three words then quoted have appeared already, although in different scenes (cf. 3:12; 6:36).
However, Jesus is responding to the demand of the Jews to tell them openly (einov fuiv noppnoig, 10:24) if
he is the Christ, and he answers elliptically that he has told them and yet they do not believe. No claim is
being made about his exact wording. So although the list could be expanded even more, contextual clues
often play a role in ruling them out.

* Anneli Aejmelaeus (“Oti Recitativum in Septuagintal Greek,” in Studien zur Septuaginta—Robert
Hanhart zu Ehren [MSU XX ed. D. Fraenkel, U. Quast, and J.W. Wevers; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1990], 74-82) argues that the ambiguity is unresolvable since the use of ti-recitativum
“represents an intermediate form between direct speech quoting a person’s words in their original wording
and indirect speech expressing the content of a person’s words from the viewpoint of the narrator in
subordinate form as an object clause” (p. 74), although later she admits that Aéywv &1t introduces both
direct and indirect speech in the LXX (p. 78). John occasionally uses &1t in cases that are universally read
as indirect (see on John 18:37 below) while also using 611 to introduce direct recitations of previous speech
(e.g. 4:39/4:29; 13:33/8:21; 18:8/18:5). It appears that 61t has a significant range in John when introducing
speech that must be dealt with on its own terms.
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The second re-quotation can be read either way, which raises the question: does John
intend any nuance through the introduction of 611? Johannine grammarians disagree on
this point. Noack tends always to read direct speech in the absence of any compelling
reason to doubt it, such as a combination of persons.® For example, the message of the
sick man to the Jews (5:15, “he proclaimed to the Jews that Jesus is the one who made
him well”) is indirect because it refers to Jesus as the one who made “him” (not “me”
well.

By contrast, Abbott argues for a “general absence of &1t recitativum” introducing
words of Christ, “except in two or three instances where sayings of Christ are repeated
for the second time.”® Abbott does not indicate which two or three instances he has in
mind, but he uses the case in 18:5-8 (cited above) to illustrate his point that John differ-
entiates between direct and indirect speech through the absence or presence of 6tu. In his
reading, John 18:8 with the particle should read, “I told you that T am.” Arguably this
case works because the first instance (18:6) focuses on the utterance of the potent words
“I am,” while the second (18:8) focuses again on Jesus’ acknowledgement of the name

Jesus the Nazarene.” Unfortunately, it is unclear whether which character is quoted (by

> Noack, Tradition, 136. Stephen H. Levinsohn, “t1 Recitativum in John’s Gospel: A Stylistic or a
Pragmatic Device?”” Work Papers of the Summer Institute of Linguistics, University of North Dakota 43
[1999]: 1-14, here 3, accessed at http://arts-sciences.und.edu/summer-institute-of-linguistics/work-
papers/_files/docs/1999-levinsohn.pdf, January 17, 2016) would seem to agree, reading by default direct
speech whenever &t is present unless compelled otherwise, although he gives careful attention to those
cases where John violates this principle.

% Abbott, Grammar, 162-63.
7 Levinsohn, “ét1 Recitativum,” 10, offers three additional explanations for the introduction of the particle:

1) John alternates uses of 6t (tied also to the presence of a secondary, often causal, dtt; see below), so that,
since 18:5 is introduced without the particle, 18:8 is introduced with it (it is not clear then why the inter-


http://arts-sciences.und.edu/summer-institute-of-linguistics/work-papers/_files/docs/1999-levinsohn.pdf
http://arts-sciences.und.edu/summer-institute-of-linguistics/work-papers/_files/docs/1999-levinsohn.pdf
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the narrator) has so much influence over our grammatical interpretation in all cases, and
it is particularly those points where the words of Jesus (and of others) are repeated that
are under examination, so the ambiguity remains.

There are several indicators that John is not so grammatically precise. First let us
look at the characteristically Johannine formula, “Amen, amen I say to you...” Jesus
introduces a saying with this formula 25 times.® Yet in seven of these (3:11; 5:24, 25;
8:34; 10:7; 13:21; 16:20), 6t is inserted prior to the quoted logion. John can alternate in
close succession, as he does in 5:19, which lacks the particle, followed by 5:24, 25, which
have it. No distinction in the variant formulations has been suggested, particularly with

regards to direct and indirect speech, nor is any reflected in the translations.’

vening quotation in 18:6 does not carry the particle—is it due to editing?); 2) the quotation marked by 6t
could be indirect to remove focus from it in order to highlight the following speech act, in which case
Jesus’ self-quotation (“I am”) is preliminary to his request to let the disciples go (this would conflict with
Levinsohn’s own explanation of John’s use of 6t in double amen sayings; see n. 9 below); 3) directly
contradicting the last point, self-citations should be granted direct status by default whether the particle is
present or not, although the absence of &t indicates to Levinsohn a greater degree of identity between the
original speech act and the quotation. It does not seem that Jesus is portrayed as saying something different
in 18:5, 8 (in both cases, “I am [Jesus the Nazorean]”), so it is unclear how the presence of 6t would
impact a self-citation at all under point 3). The first explanation is stylistic and may go either way with
direct quotations, the second is hypothetical and dependent on Levinsohn’s idiosyncratic reading of certain
scenes, and the third assumes direct quotation in one category (self-citation) while saying nothing about the
many cases where one character quotes another. The ambiguity remains.

¥ The double amen occurs in John 1:51; 3:3, 5, 11; 5:19, 24,25; 6:26, 32,47, 53; 8:34, 51, 58; 10:1, 7;
12:24; 13:16, 20, 21, 38; 14:12; 16:20, 23; 21:18. 61t is missing in P’ and B for 10:7. Various introductions
of 6w occur in 16:23, including P?, x, A, and W, but NA?® has accepted &v 1t based on P°, B, and C.

° However, Levinsohn (“6tt Recitativum,” 11-13) argues that the presence of &t signals that the following
assertion explains, clarifies or otherwise makes explicit some previous point, while the absence of &1t
signals that a new point is being introduced; he gives as his key example 10:1, which alters the image from
sight (cf. 9:39-41) to shepherding (and lacks the particle), and 10:7, which explains the parable in 10:1-5
(and has the particle). If he is right, 611 is exegetically important but immaterial in determining whether
direct speech is meant or not. The Synoptic formulations (using a single amen) also vary in their use of dtt.
Mark, for instance, uses &t in nine out of 13 cases. Matthew and Luke generally follow Mark when they
replicate his amen formula (which is rare in Luke), but there are cases both where 6t is dropped by the
later evangelists (Matt 10:42 // Mark 9:41; Matt 21:21 // Mark 11:23; Luke 9:27 // Mark 9:1, although here
Luke paraphrases, Aéyo 8¢ vuiv aAnddc) and where §tu is introduced where Mark lacks it (both Luke 18:29
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In some cases the lack of 6t1 may be due to peripheral, stylistic concerns rather
than a need to distinguish between direct and indirect speech. For example, John never
uses &t when the statement begins with a vocative noun (most often kopie).*® John also
tends not to use 6t to introduce speech if there is a secondary 6t already present. The
most frequent construction is “because x said,” as we see in 6:41: “Then the Jews were
grumbling about him because he said (811 ginev), ‘I am the bread that came down from
heaven’.”** The shift in person here would eliminate confusion were &t present, so it
may be that the author wanted to avoid 6t inev &1t (unlike the author of Rev 3:17; 18:7).
John is not totally consistent on this point, however, and provides one or possibly two
counter-examples (1:50; 3:28). Still, it would seem that the authors of John shy away

from overloading sentences with the particle. It is a stylistic concern that influences seven

and Matt 19:28 add it to the formulation in Mark 10:29). C. H. Turner (“Marcan Usage: Notes, Critical and
Exegetical, on the Second Gospel (VII),” JThS 28 [1926]: 9-30) notes that outside of the amen-sayings
Matthew and Luke generally drop 611, but almost always retain them with amen-sayings (however he does
not connect Mark 9:41 to Matt 10:42, despite, at worst [e.g. in D], close wording; he agrees with &, D, and
W against the present NA that 6t is absent in Mark 11:23, and Mark 9:1 is absent from his survey).

1% gnoring John 5:7 (since John never uses &1t with dmokpivopar alone; Levinsohn, “6tt Recitativum,” 3),
John has 30 cases of xvp1ie introduced by Aéyw; there are also seven cases of pafpi plus one of pappouvi,
and three cases of watep introduced by Aéyw, bringing the total to at least 41 cases with the vocative that
lack &tu. In two cases of DIQ the vocative is eliminated in recitation (14:9/14:8 and 21:17 where Xipov
[Twdvvov], serving as a vocative, is eliminated), but elsewhere it is kept with both citations lacking the
particle (21:20/13:25).

' Levinsohn, “8tt Recitativum,” 5-7. For other examples of causal &1, See John 8:22; 10:36¢; 16:19; 21:17.
Elsewhere 811 may serve other functions, as in 3:7 (“Do not be amazed that [or: because] I said...”) or 3:28
(“You testify that I said...”); cf. also 13:29. John 19:21 is ambiguous (Ensor, Jesus and his ‘Works’, 60 n.
58) because the &t1 could (inconsistently) go with the imperative ypaoee: “Do not write, ‘King of the Jews,’
but that he said, ‘I am King of the Jews’” (e.g. NASB). Noack (Tradition, 136) along with the NRSV and
NKJV connect it to ypdee in a direct manner: “Do not write, ‘King of the Jews,” but, ‘He said, “I am King
of the Jews™’.” Since the first command to write carries no 6ti and the message gives the reason for Jesus’
crucifixion, it is even possible (if unlikely) to take it causally here: “Do not write, ‘King of the Jews,’ but,
‘Because he said, “I am King of the Jews™’.” Whatever the case, the secondary 671 (whether causal or
connected to ypaoe) discourages the use of &t after éxeivog einev.
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instances of DIQ, undermining the position that the absence of 61t indicates only a desire
to clearly mark direct speech.

Meanwhile John uses 6t to introduce direct speech more than any other NT text
save Mark.'? The problem is that the Fourth Gospel still uses the particle to introduce
indirect speech. In response to Pilate’s suggestion that Jesus considers himself a king,
Jesus answers:

>0 Aéyelg Ot Pactieng eiput. “You say that I am a king.”

It is the change in person that suggests that this is the proper reading: the referent of ‘you
say’ is unlikely to be the same as the referent of ‘I am’.*® Furthermore Jesus’ response
mirrors Pilate’s question in the same verse:

Ovkodv Baciiedg &l 60; “So then you are a king?”**

The possibility of a double-entendre—a direct quote with the referent of both verbs

identical, “You say, ‘I am king’,” may also be heard—is an intriguing one given that their

12 Noack, Tradition, 135 and BDF, 246-47. Margaret G. Kim (Marking Thought in New Testament Greek:
New Light from Linguistics on the Particles ivo. and éui [Eugene: Pickwick, 2010], 153) points out that
there are around 120 cases in the NT where 61t introduces direct speech, and it is also common in the
Discourses of Epictetus.

" Noack, Tradition, 136 suggests that the 811 can be taken as causal: “You say [so] because | am [in fact]
King!” This is very unlikely, and it may be forced by Noack’s conviction that Aéyswv + &t rarely introduces
indirect discourse, but it remains a possibility. See also Levinsohn, “dtt Recitativum,” 2 nn. 4, 8 on the
change of person.

' There is some discussion whether Pilate’s statement should be punctuated as a question or as an exclam-
ation in response to Jesus’ immediately preceding statement about his kingdom (18:36), “So then you are a
king!” The parallelism is augmented in A and later uncials with the addition of an extra éy® at the end of
the sentence (in this case, Bactiedg £l o0 is matched by Bacihevg ipn &yd). Conversely, since the next
sentence begins with éy® (so that the two identical pronouns would sit side by side), the wording may have
been refined to eliminate the duplication, or the second ¢y may have dropped out in transmission. Altern-
atively still, by merely shifting the stop after £y®, the parallelism is maintained without breaking the syntax
of the following sentence: ob Aéyeic 611 Bactiedc gipu €ym. €ig Todto yeyévvnuon kai €ig Todto EMAvha gig
tov koopov. For a fuller discussion of this verb and a defense of this last punctuation, see Jane Heath,
““You Say that I Am a King’ (John 18.37),” JSNT 34/3 (2012): 232-53.
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entire discussion works to undermine Pilate’s claims to authority (see especially 19:10-
11) and to demonstrate Jesus’ sovereignty and control. This reading, however, is unne-
cessary and demonstrates that paying attention to person and context is important in
determining which quotes are direct and which indirect.’®

Another notable case where person helps to detect direct speech also highlights
John’s lack of precise distinction between the presence or absence of 6ti. After the Jews
claim that they are going to stone Jesus “for blasphemy” (nepi fraconuiog, 10:33), Jesus
asks:

John 10:36: vugic Aéyete 811 Brocenueic, 61t eimov vidg Tod Ogod i,
“Do you say, ‘You blaspheme,’ because I said, ‘I am [the] Son of God’?”

“Do you [pl.] say that you [sing.] blaspheme” makes little sense.™® Notice also that
although John uses &t in the first quotation, it fails to in the second quotation probably
due to the causal dtt that links the clauses. A quotation with the particle sits side by side
with one that lacks it for reasons having nothing to do with direct and indirect speech.*’
Using the particle in a causal sense introduces ambiguity into two quotations from
chapter 16, since it is unclear whether the &t is part of the quotation or merely introduces
it. The &t in John 16:17 is often taken as part of the quotation (“because [6t1] | go to the
Father,” cf. 16:10),"® in part because two quotations are depicted here and the first is in-

troduced without the particle. As 10:36 (and possibly 3:28) illustrates, this is not neces-

15 For additional cases of indirect quotations using this construction that are detectable through person, see
5:15;9:17.

' BDF, 247 calls this verse “a characteristic example” of 6ti-recitativum; see also BDAG, 589.
' See also 21:23 and many witnesses of 3:28; outside of DIQ, see 7:12; 9:9; 20:13.

' See above, chapter 2 n. 68 for further discussion.
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sarily the case (since the second quote could be marked by 6t to recall the speaking
verb),*® but it is likely. Shortly before this, though, in 16:15 Jesus quotes what he just said
in 16:14. In the first statement the &t is causal: “That one will glorify me because he will
receive from me and announce to you.” Yet when the &t is reproduced after einov in the
next verse, translators tend to alter its syntactical force and attach it to the speaking verb:
“For this reason (516 todto) | said (eimov dtt), ‘He receives from me and will announce to
you.”? In either case, the impact on the quotation is not terribly dramatic. Perhaps for
this reason the author did not go out of the way to avoid the ambiguity.*

Another indicator of direct speech is the presence of an imperative verb in the
reported statement.?? Two cases occur in chapter 9 that illustrate this well. The formerly
blind man reports that Jesus told him, “Go!” (einév pot 6t Hrmaye, 9:11). Here the particle
is best left untranslated since the referent of “me” and the recipient of the command are
identical. It is not necessary for the imperative to lead the quoted statement either, as is
evident after the narrator explains that the Jews had already decided to expel anyone who

confessed Jesus as the Christ (9:22):

1% In this case, the line would read: “What is this that he says to us, ‘A little while and you do not see me,
and again a little while and you will see me’, and, ‘I go to the Father’?”

*% Taking the 6t with the speaking verb allows an indirect quotation (as it is in the critical editions and
English translations). Taking the particle as part of the quotation (and therefore as causal) would lean the
verse heavily toward direct quotation instead. Incidentally, all statements introduced with 814 + accusative
carry 6t after the speaking verb (see also 4:39; 6:65; 9:23; 13:11).

2! For another example of this ambiguity, Schulze (Charakter, 68) reads the heavily paraphrased quotation
in 9:41 with a causal 611, “But now you say, ‘Because we see’ (611 fAEmopev)” instead of the more typical,

EIEE)

“But now you say, ‘We see’.

% As the example of 14:9 cited above demonstrates, the imperative does not force the use of 1.
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John 9:23: 810 Todt0 01 Yoveic adTod eimav St HAkiov Exsl, aOTOV TEPMTNCATE.

Because of this his parents said, “He is of age, ask him!”
Had the sentence ended with &ye1, we might read: His parents said that he is of age.”® It is
the imperative at the end of the sentence, and the combination of persons it introduces,
that forces the direct quote.

Still, nearly 20 cases remain ambiguous.?* Abbott attempts to impose an
additional rule whereby inexact cases should be rendered indirect but this immediately
fails in view of 18:9, which he traces to the quite differently worded statement in 17:12,
but which uses 8t1.>> When inexact direct quotations nonetheless force &t on Abbott, he
reinterprets the particle as meaning “[to this effect] that” (e.g. 9:41/9:40; 10:36/10:33). It
appears simpler to accept that a hard and fast rule for all functions of &t1 with a speech
verb is untenable, and that context will often dictate if and when we treat a quotation as

direct or indirect.

3 In this case, the pre-verbal avtod is identical with the subject of &yet and the avtév within the reported
speech, causing the ambiguity.

** Ensor (Jesus and His ‘Works’, 60 n. 58), examining all uses of 11 to introduce speech, claims that 4:17,
39; 6:42; 8:33, 54; 9:11, 23, 41; 10:36; 13:11; and 18:9 “clearly introduce direct speech.” In every case,
person or the presence of an imperative verb supports this. He adds that 1:34; 3:28; and 11:51 “clearly
introduce indirect speech,” although in all three cases | would argue that some ambiguity remains. John
1:34 could read, “I have testified, ‘This is the Son of God’,” even if an indirect quote is still possible. Ensor
acknowledges that in the rest of the cases there is ambiguity “even if the context usually inclines the
translator in one direction or another.”

3 Abbott, Grammar, 163-64. Daniel B. Wallace (The Basics of New Testament Syntax: An Intermediate
Greek Grammar [Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2000]) counters this notion directly (but not Abbott specific-
ally) using the example of John 4:17 where the word order is altered in quotation: “Such a change in word
order does not turn this into indirect discourse; that would require, in this case, person-concord between the
controlling verb (ginac) and the embedded verb (&ysic would have to be used instead of &yw); i.e. ‘Correct-
ly, you have said that you do not have a husband’” (p. 198; see also 302). Wallace’s hypothetical revised
phrasing appears in X and D; see below.
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The ambiguous cases also contain several instances where a verb other than Aéyw
is used: John 1:34 and 4:44 use poptopém (but see also 4:39 where a direct quote is more
certain with this verb); 11:51, commenting on the previous verse, uses tpopntedw While
18:14, commenting on the same Verse, uses cupfoviedm.?® In most cases the difference
between a direct quote and an indirect one has little impact on the force of the quotation.
For example, John 8:48 is universally punctuated as indirect, yet there is little difference
between, “Do we not rightly say that you are a Samaritan and you have a demon?” and
“Do we not rightly say, ‘You are a Samaritan’ and, “You have a demon’?” In fact the
latter is an exact quote of what the crowd said in 7:20.%

The former claim though, that Jesus is a Samaritan, is novel. If taken directly,
John 8:48 would add to the number of cases of unverifiable DIQ (or of paraphrastic
addition). As Abbott points out, the fulfilled word of Jesus in 18:9 is unavoidable due to
its formal introduction (and, I would add, the use of the first person “he said, ‘...l lost’,”
not “he lost”), but other cases are either heavily paraphrased or entirely absent from the
preceding dialogue (1:33-34; 4:44; 6:36; 10:36¢; 11:40; 14:2). In the former cases, the

extent of variation in John’s quotations argues against using exactness as a criterion for

2% It is extraordinary for cupPoviedw to introduce direct speech (often being followed by an infinitive verb
instead; cf. Rev 3:18) although Herodotus, Hist. 1.71.2 may provide an exception, while John may be
unique in doing so using étt. The phrasing in Herodotus is: cuvefodievoe Kpoico téde (obvoud oi fiv
Tavdavic) & Bactred..., “He (whose name was Sandanis) advised Croesus this, ‘O King...”.” The 14
effectively serves the same function as 6t (this is made even clearer in those manuscripts which omit the
parenthetical identification of the advisor; see P.-E. LeGrand, ed., Histoires [9 vols.; 5" ed.; Paris: Les
Belles Lettres, 1930-1954], 1:46).

" The construction that the Jews use here, “Do we not rightly say (00 kahdg Aéyopev HUeic 6t1),” may be
compared to the more certainly direct quotation in 4:17, “You rightly said (xoA@d¢ einag 8t1).” The other
similar uses of xaldc occur in 13:13 and 18:23 but do not refer to the content of a specific speech act, only
to the quality of the speech of the disciples and Jesus, respectively.
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determining direct or indirect quotation. In the latter cases, given that John actually has a
much lower proportion of unverifiable quotations than the Hebrew Bible literature sur-
veyed by Savran, or in the Synoptic Gospels and Acts (see Table 3), it is unclear why the
absence of a preceding statement should lead us to interpret a quotation as indirect by
default unless we are otherwise forced to accept it as direct. Admittedly the list in Table
1.1 remains a maximalist study of direct internal quotations in the Fourth Gospel. Doing
so provides us with a larger sample on which to make empirical observations about how
John uses DIQ. However, greater weight has been given to the majority of unambiguous
cases while the ambiguous cases serve to supplement these discussions.
DIQ and Text-Critical Issues in the Gospel of John

As was discussed in chapter 3, John’s direct internal quotations are more
noticeable than those in the Synoptic Gospels and Acts due to their frequency but more
importantly due to their proximity: few of the quotations in Acts occur even within the
same chapter, much less the same verse. It is not quite as striking when the character
Paul, for instance, quotes the Lord differently than the narrator when the quotation is
given over a dozen chapters later. Mark features some close quotations that are none-
theless inexact (three within one verse of each other), but it avoids certain difficulties
posed by John’s quotations. What seem to bother commentators on John are 1) inexact
quotations, 2) generally of something Jesus has said, 3) quoted either by Jesus or by the
narrator. These factors do not occur in either the Synoptic gospels or Acts, but they

account for many of the scribal harmonizations in John.
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The discussion of paraphrase in the second chapter was dependent on knowing
precisely how the quotations vary from the original statements. This is a concern because
there are 19 cases where the variations are at least partially eliminated in the manuscript
evidence. Below we will make some observations about each case before drawing some
general conclusions. In each case, the NA?® reading will be given along with any variant
readings of the quoted statements.

1) John 1:20: Ey® ovk gipi 6 Xp1oTtog.
John 3:28: Ovk &ipl £y 0 Xpiotog
B: Eyo 0¥k &ipi £yd 6 Xprotdg
D, W®, 086, a, aur, ff%, j, I, sy®: Ovk eipi 6 Xpiotoc

It is not clear whether to take B as a partial harmonization of the quoted statement or as a
modification of the introduction to the quotation. If B imperfectly harmonizes the verses
(the post-verbal ¢y is still present), then it would be the most distant case. The
additional £y® stands in the place of 6t in other, earlier manuscripts (e.g. both Bodmer
papyri) so that it may be attached to “I said” rather than “I am not.” D, W*°, and some
early versions lack the pronoun &y altogether, which has the effect of turning the
paraphrase from a transposition into a subtraction (specifically an abridgement). This has
the net effect of a harmonization: the quotation is now accurate if only partial.

The external evidence clearly favors the critical reading: a confused harmon-
ization appears only in B in the fourth century, and partial harmonizations begin to
appear rarely in the fifth century. Each has to do with the presence or absence of a pro-

noun, which can drop easily in transmission as may be the case in the second variant

reading. With the first variant in B, it is possible that the scribe had the phrasing from
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John 1:20 in mind as he copied out the verse, inserting the pronoun before the verb and
then picking up a second pronoun from his manuscript as he continued to copy. If so the
internal evidence also favors the critical reading. There is a weak possibility of a (sub-
conscious?) harmonization in B, and an even weaker possibility of a harmonization in the
second variant, although it is more likely that a pronoun was dropped in transmission.

2) John 1:27: 6 dmicw pov &pydpevog, ov ovk eipi &yo dEog tva Aow odtod ToVv

ipdvTo Tod VTOINUATOG.
A, C* K, N° T, A, 0, f3, 565, 700, 892, 1424, Koine, Old Latin, sy®",
bo™®: 6 dmicm pov Epyduevog ¢ Eunpocdiv pov yéyovey, o ovK gipi £Y®
a&og tva Aow awtod ToVv ipdvta Tod Hrodnuatog [O¢ absent in O]

John 1:30: Oxnicw pov Epyetar avnp 0¢ EumpocBiv pov yéyovev, 6Tt TpATOG POV

nv.

John 1:15: 'O dnicw pov &pyduevog EUmpocdév pov yEyovey, 8Tt TpdTOG oL V.

In this case we have an addition that strengthens the connection between John 1:27 and
its quotation three verses later in 1:30. If the addition harmonizes, as it seems, then it is
an anticipatory modification: the scribes knew what was coming and filled it in
appropriately. The manuscript ® (9" century) instead lacks 8¢, so that the wording of the
first seven words matches 1:15 exactly. Here the modification might be retrospective,
with the scribe recalling what he just copied from 1:15, or a relative pronoun may have
dropped out in copying the text without violating the sense of the sentence.

External evidence favors the critical reading, but not as overwhelmingly as the
previous case. The variant reading enters in the fourth or fifth century with A and is
replicated fairly widely after that. However, there are a number of earlier witnesses that
align with the critical reading, which continues to be a popular option after the fifth

century. As far as internal evidence, it is mainly a question of which text the scribes
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might be harmonizing with. It would be easy to see how a scribe might want to har-
monize with the quotations in either 1:15 or 30, and the fact that one variant reading
points to one quotation (1:30) while a second points to the other (1:15) strengthens the
argument that this is what happened.

On the other hand, a similar claim appears in the Synoptic Baptist material (see
esp. Matt 3:11) where the Fourth Gospel’s expression, “who has become ahead of me,” is
nowhere to be found. Given the amount of textual harmonization between the baptism
scenes in genel‘al,28 could early scribes have dropped John’s expression once they
recognized its similarity to Synoptic parallels? This is doubtful. Another phrase intrudes
in the Synoptic versions (ioyvpotepdg pob €otv). There are no signs of this in the
manuscript evidence for the Fourth Gospel, i.e. no scribes replaced the Johannine ex-
pression with the Synoptic one; instead a broad range of early manuscripts would have
apparently only dropped a phrase from John merely because it did not appear in the
Synoptics. The internal evidence seems to favor the critical reading, although again not as
clearly as the previous case.

In any event, the focus of our analysis above was on the importation of “because
he was before me” into the quotations, which shifts the weight toward a temporal com-
parison, and not so much on the replacement of John’s unworthiness to untie Jesus’ shoes
with a banal statement about Jesus ranking ahead of him. If the variant reading is pre-

ferred, then the second clause is retained in quotation but the potentially temporal com-

%8 Just within this verse, the Bodmer papyri harmonize John’s “worthy” with the Synoptic “fit,” and N (Gth
century) imports “he will baptize you in Holy Spirit and fire” from Matt 3:11.
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parison continues to replace the comparison of status. Therefore the above analysis is not
greatly altered.

3) John 1:48: IIpo t0d o¢ Gilimmov povijcu Svta VIO TV GUKRV E100V GE.

John 1:50: €i66v o€ HokAT® THG GVKTC
P%: £180v o€ OO THY oVKiV

In the critical reading, the preposition is changed from vm6 to vrokdrw along with a
change of case from accusative to genitive for the fig tree. In only one manuscript the
preposition and the case are retained, P®®. Although the reading is early, it is unique.
Given that the quotation follows only two verses after the original statement, it is quite
understandable if the scribe glanced over the relatively rare vmoxdto (this is the only case
in John)® and used the simpler, and more popular, vr6 instead—which he had just copied
from 1:48. Notice, however, that the scribe did not harmonize the word order, which is
still reversed. The analysis of this verse under the rubric of transposition is unaffected in
the unlikely event that P*® retains the original reading.

4) John 4:17a: Ovk &y Gvopa

x, C*, D, L, 1241, j, rt: "Avdpa oOK EYm
John 4:17b: "Avdpa ovk &y

mss.

X, D, it, vg"": "Avopa ook Eyelg
There are two variant, in some cases overlapping traditions that serve to eliminate the
transposition between the Samaritan’s statement and Jesus’ quotation within the same
verse. The first tactic simply rearranges the Samaritan’s statement to match Jesus’

quotation: beginning with the first hand of C, Jesus now quotes accurately because the

% The preposition occurs only 11 times in the NT, four of them in Revelation which, given the apocalyptic
imagery that follows in John 1:51, may be relevant. Meanwhile vn6 appears over 200 times in the NT,
although in John elsewhere only in 14:21.
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Samaritan speaks accurately.*® The second tactic leaves the Samaritan’s statement alone
but changes Jesus’ quotation into an indirect one: “You have rightly said that you don’t
have a husband.” Notably & and D do both: her word order matches his, but Jesus’ quota-
tion is still made indirect. On external grounds, the critical reading is stronger. On inter-
nal grounds, the variety of solutions can all be traced back to the problem posed by Jesus’
paraphrastic but immediate quotation of the woman (only seven words intervene). While
it is possible that the scribes who altered the Samaritan’s word order recalled Jesus’
phrasing and anticipated it unconsciously when writing out her statement, it also seems
possible that the transposition itself was problematic and they rearranged the original
statement to protect Jesus from “misquoting” her.
5) John 4:29: Aebte 1dete avOpwmov dg elnév pot mévta doa dmoinco
X, B, C*, Or: Aedre dete BvOpomov d¢ elmév pot mévra & énoinoa
John 4:39: Ewnév pot ndvto & énoinco

P® A, C° D, K, N, W’ T, A, 0,9, ' 33, 565, 579, 700, 892, 1241,

1424, 1 844, | 2211, Koine, Old Latin, sy": einév pot tavto 6o Eroinca
The same sort of bi-directional correction happens later in the same chapter. The
paraphrase involves a minor substitution in the critical text: 6ca in 4:29 becomes & in
4:39. One solution, very widespread and beginning as early as P®, imports 8ca into the
later verse. The quotation is ten verses later, but it is still possible that the scribe recalled
the phrasing he had recently copied, whether unconsciously or assuming that the
pronouns should match and his manuscript was defective. The other solution moves in

the opposite direction: & is moved into 4:29. The evidence for this tendency is not as

widespread in the manuscript evidence, although it is somewhat early (beginning with ).

%% See above, chapter 2 n. 77 for Wallace’s comments on this scribal harmonization.
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The scribes may have recalled the later verse or the pronoun may simply be pared down
in transmission.* However, C gives some evidence of intentional harmonization: in the
original hand both pronouns read @, a potentially coincidental mistake. But by the third
hand, both pronouns read 6ca, meaning that if the critical reading is accurate (or at least
represents C’s original template) then one scribe came through and “fixed” the pronoun
in 4:29, and subsequently he or another scribe came through and made the pronouns
match again. The critical text has the better manuscript evidence: although P is early,
P” is roughly as old and gives the critical reading which appears more often thereafter.
Furthermore, we again have solutions moving in both directions that are difficult to
understand if one or the other variant reading is original, but that are easily explained if
the critical text is original.
6) John 5:11: zApov TOV KPAPaTTOV GOV KOl TEPITATEL.
John 5:12c: Ag)ov KOl TEPUTATEL. s _

A" C°, D, K,N, A 0,Y, f 33,565,579, 700, 892, 1241, 1424, Koine,

latt, sy, sa, pbo, bo: Apov 1oV kpafatTdv Gov Kai TEPTUTEL.
Here we have another quotation that follows closely on the statement (nine words
separate them) with a variant reading that harmonizes the two. The variant begins with A°
in the fifth century and is notably widespread. | am nonetheless reluctant to accept it as
original. First, the critical reading still has older witnesses that are quite strong (both
Bodmer papyri, &, and A*). Second, the omission of “your bed” by accident is possible

but unlikely: it never occurs in 5:8 or 5:11 so far as we can see, and the repetition in these

passages does not lend itself to skipping over these three words in particular. Meanwhile

*! The evidence given by Origen does not seem terribly important, especially since it is only partial. It
would seem a rather simple thing for him to mix up the pronouns without the need of a variant manuscript.
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going the other way, inserting “your bed” into 5:12, harmonizes a quotation with the
original statement. Furthermore, it harmonizes the statement with two verses in the im-
mediate context (5:8 and 5:11), so that the scribe has just copied out “carry your bed” not
once but twice, and it also harmonizes the statement with one found in Mark! As was
noted above (chapter 4 n. 119), there are signs of harmonization between two similar
statements—in two very different circumstances—in Luke and Acts, perhaps giving evi-
dence that the phrase itself was memorable. These other scribes may have simply remem-
bered Luke’s phrasing as they copied Acts. Such a possibility is all the more likely here,
where the copyist needs only to recall the phrase he just copied moments ago. The variant
reading would then ring true, and it is easy to understand how it would be copied by later
scribes from then on, working itself into a broad range of Greek manuscripts as well as
Latin, Syriac, and Coptic.

7) John 6:38: &1t kotaféPnka amo Tod ovpavod
X, D, K, T, A, P, fl, 565, 579, 700, 892, 1424, Koine: 6t kataféfnka £k
100 ovpovoD
John 6:42 (cp. also 6:41): "Ex tod obpavod kotoBépnia
At first glance this would seem to be a case of “back-smoothing,” altering the original
statement so that it matches the quotation. If so, it would seem to go against the con-
clusion drawn by Wallace regarding John 4:17 that scribes altered the Samaritan’s
statement rather than Jesus’ quotation to maintain the sanctity of his wording over hers.
Instead here the scribes would be altering Jesus* wording to match quotations by hostile

Jews! The modification is probably not nearly as deliberate as that: o To0 ovpoavod is a

relatively rare wording, especially in John where it occurs only here. Meanwhile ék tod
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ovpavod occurs 12 times in John alone, eight times just in this discourse. Internally the
substitution appears to be less of a harmonization with the quotation than a harmonization
with typical Johannine usage.

8) John 7:34: (ntoeté pe kai ody evpnoeté [ue]
John 7:36: (nmoeté pe kai oy vpnoete [ue]

The problem in this case is over the presence or absence of another pronoun, g, a pro-
noun dropped elsewhere,® and whether it should appear in the statement, the quotation,
both or neither. An additional complication arises from the fact that, until the uncial N in
the 6™ century,> the manuscripts are remarkably consistent one way or the other: P", B,
and T, and 0105 have “me” in both verses, while P% x, D, K, L, W, the Koine and the
Latin traditions lack it in both verses. On external grounds, lacking “me” is much stron-
ger: it is just as early as the manuscripts with “me,” but it is more popular and more
widespread. However, the object of “find” is frequently omitted in such formulas (e.g.
LXX Amos 8:12; Ps 36:10; Prov 1:28-29; 8:17; Lam 1:19). It is possible that the simi-
larity to Prov 1:28-29, “they will seek me but will not find” was noticed by the copyists

who then omitted the second “me” in imitation of the earlier text, or simply that omis-

%2 gmd oD 0vpaVoD or &' ovpavod appears in Matt 24:29; Mark 8:11 (changed to &k oD odpavod in Matt

16:1 and €& ovpavod in Luke 11:16); Luke 9:54; 17:29; 21:11; 22:43; Rom 1:18; 1 Thess. 4:16; 2 Thess.
1:7; and 1 Peter 1:12, a total of ten times in the NT. Meanwhile £k tod oOpavod and €& ovpavod appear in
Matt 16:1; 21:25 (twice); 28:2; Mark 11:30; 13:25; Luke 3:22; 10:18; 11:13, 16; 20:4, 5; Acts 2:2; 9:3;
11:5,9;22:6; 1 Cor. 15:47; 2 Cor. 5:2; Gal 1:8; 2 Peter 1:18; and 17 times in Revelation. This phrasing
occurs in John 1:32; 3:13, 27, 31; 6:31, 32 (twice), 33, 41, 42, 50, 51, 58; 12:28.

%3 In the previous chapter, see John 6:36 which reads “you have seen me” in most mss, but the “me” is
dropped in X, A, a, b, e, q, sy**.

% N has pe in 7:34 but not in 7:36, creating an omission for the Jews. See also later 565 and the Syriac.
While hardly strong evidence for an original reading, it would support a reading given above (chapter 3):
Jesus focuses on the christological aspects of the saying (“you will seek me, and you will not find me”),
while the Jews focus on the judicial aspect (“you will investigate me, but you will not succeed”).
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sions occurred which aligned with common usage (which is why we do not see omissions
of the first “me” in the mss). What is important for our analysis is that, outside of two
later manuscripts and the Syriac tradition, the quotation always matches the statement.
John is commenting on the paraphrase of the Jews through the subtraction of his con-
textualizing claim that he is going to the one who sent him (7:33), not through the inac-
curacy of their quotation of the parts they do cite. This is why throughout my analysis of
these verses I have maintained the pe in brackets.

9-10) John 8:21: 6mov &ym Vrdym VUELG 01 duvachs EAOETV.
John 8:22: “'Omov &ya dmdym vueic 00 dOvache ENOeTY
P™, pbo, bo™: “Omov Hméye dueic 00 dvvacde ENOEIV
John 13:33: “Onov &ym drdym Dueig ov dvvachs EAOeV
P%, W, 579: "Onov VILAY® VUPETS 0V OOvoche EADETY
Here we have two citations of John 8:21 in very different circumstances, one by the Jews
(8:22) and one by Jesus (13:33). In the first case, the pronoun &y is omitted in the
quotation. It is a rare omission: the early P”, the proto-Bohairic, and only sometimes in
the Bohairic. That each of these occurs in Egypt is perhaps indicative of a textual tradi-
tion, but not a strong or consistent one. It seems just as likely that the pronoun is occa-
sionally dropped in transmission without violating the sense of the statement. The fact
that the same omission occurs five chapters later in 13:33 in a completely different set of
texts seems to reaffirm that hypothesis: P®® is again early and Egyptian, although it has
the pronoun in 8:22. W has the variant, and not again until a 13" century minuscule 579.
This does not indicate so much a tradition as a series of similar mistakes. For either

variant reading, the external evidence is quite weak. Internally, it is unclear what would

be accomplished by omitting the pronoun (lack of emphasis on Jesus going?), whereas it
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is easy to understand how a syntactically unnecessary pronoun would be dropped in
transmission. The critical text is not terribly threatened by these variant readings.
11) John 8:51: aunv aunv Aéyw® Huiv, &av Tig TOV £uoV Aoyov thpnoT, Bévatov ov un
Bewpnon €l TOV aidva.
X, ', 1: Oavatov ov ur Osmpnoet gic tov aidva
P%: BGvatov o pi i8fj eic tov aidvo
John 8:52: 'Edwv 15 tov Adyov pov tmpnfon, od umn yebontot Oavatov i tOv aidva.
P66, (D), L: pov t0ov Adyov
33 [9™ C]: tov &uov Adyov
There are a few variants here to note. First, in 8:51 the tense and verb for “see” varies in
the mss. However, since the issues in the Jews’ paraphrase involve word order and the
change from “see” to “taste,” a change that is still maintained in these manuscripts, these
variants do not impact the discussion above. The variants of 8:52, however, do. P%
followed by (D) and L, moves pov before tov Aoyov. If the copyist was influenced by the
earlier placement of £uov in 8:51 then we might have a harmonization. Yet the copyist
would be particularly lax in doing so: the case of “my” is not harmonized and although it
is moved earlier, it is not moved to the same place. The only real harmonization occurs in
the 9™ century minuscule 33. It may just as well have happened because of the quick
repetition as a conscious desire to harmonize the quotation with the statement, but either
way it is not likely to be the original reading.
12) John 8:41: &va matépa. Exopey TOV Oedv.
John 8:54: ®gd¢ NudV oty
P%” x, B*, D, P, 700, 1424, it, vg®, bo™: @cdc Dudv Eotiv
| have already addressed this verse briefly above (chapter 4 n. 214): while some of the

witnesses for the variant reading are quite early, those for the critical reading are just as

early and more widespread. Brown sides with the direct quotation (“he is our God”)
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arguing that it is “less polished and thus more original.”® It is possible that copyists
heard the echoes of the Shema I argue for above and changed the pronoun accordingly,
but it is more likely that they noticed how paraphrastic Jesus’ quotation was and moved it
into indirect speech to avoid having him misrepresent his opponents. Additionally, a
simple mistake on the pronoun still gives a viable reading, so there would be little
pressure to check the mistake.

13) John 9:7: “Yraye viyou €ig tv koAvpupndpav tod Zihwdap (6 Epunvedetan
AmeoTaApuévoc)
John 9:11: "Yraye €ig Tov Zthoop koi viyot
A K N, T,A, ¥, 2 33,579,700, 892, 1424, | 844, | 2211, Koine, Old
Latin, sy®P" sa™: “Yraye gic tiv kolouprdpav 100 Sthodp ko viyol
Here a number of manuscripts significantly (but incompletely) harmonize where the blind
man is meant to go, importing “the pool of”” from 9:7 into 9:11. This forces the copyist to
change the case of Siloam (although not its spelling) from accusative to genitive. The
variant reading is relatively early, beginning with A, and widespread. If it were original,
the variant would undermine the comments made above about the neighbors not needing
to hear that it was a pool (after all they should know it was). In this sense alone may the
variant be considered the more difficult reading. However, the bulk of my comments on

this verse appeared in the context of transposition, and interestingly the copyists did not

harmonize the word order. They merely substitute tnv koAvpupr0pav tod for Tov.

33 John, 1:359.
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14) John 9:21: avtov épwtioate, NAkiov Exet
A, K, N, T, A, 2, 565, 700, 892, (1241), 1424, Koine, g, (1), sy®™": adtoc
NAkiay &yet, oOTOV EPOTHGOTE ADTOG
1844, 1 2211: nhiav Exel, aOTOV EPOTAGOTE AVTOG
John 9:23: 'Hlwiav &yet, a0tov Enepwtioate
P% A: ‘Hhwdov &xet, kod adtov épothocote
K,L,N,T, A, ©,%, % 33,565, 579, 700, 892, 1241, 1424, | 844, | 2211,
Koine: Hiwiav &xet, a0tov Epotioote
D: épotate
There are two forms of paraphrase in the critical text: a transposition and a substitution of
one verb (épwtdm) with a prefixed form of the same verb (énepwtdm). Both paraphrases
are eliminated in different ways in the variants, but first one reading can be eliminated
from consideration since it is unique and probably the result of a copying mistake. D
gives the present imperative épwtdrte rather than an aorist imperative, which appears in
all other manuscripts. The copyist likely omitted —no- and landed on a grammatically
viable alternative. However, it is also more likely that D intended a form of épwtdw, so it
should be considered in that group.

However other manuscripts transpose the two clauses, which would harmonize
the statement and its quotation at least as far as the words quoted. Not only that, in most
of these cases (except g, (1), and the Syriac), the verb in 9:23 is also harmonized by
dropping the prefix. The same reading in 9:23 is given in other manuscripts (®, ‘P, f!, 33,
and 579), although these do not harmonize the word order. In still another variant of 9:23,
early but rare, an additional “and” is introduced. In P% this effectively eliminates the
conflict in word order since the quotation can now be read as a double quotation: “For

this reason his parents said, ‘He is of age,” and ‘Ask him’.” The presence of “and” in A is

curious since it has already harmonized both verbs and the word order.
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Although it was not a terribly important point, our focus was on the transposition
of clauses, arguing that the new order foregrounds the man’s legal status as a witness and
ending with “ask him” leads into the next verse. The two earliest manuscripts (the
Bodmer papyri) have the transposed word order, with P®® making a minor alteration to
address the issue. The transposition is not undone until K in the 9™ century when it
becomes widespread. The matching word order is unlikely to be original.

15) John 16:10: mtpog TOV Tatépa VIhy®
John 16:17: vméym mpog tov matépa
Y, 33: mpoOg TOV mOTEPO VLAY ®
Although there is a transposition in the critical text, the quotation is harmonized in two
manuscripts. Since the harmonization does not appear until the 9™ century, it is unlikely
to be original. The phrase, “because I go to the Father” as it appears in 16:17 also appears
in a wide variety of manuscripts in 16:16 (A, K, N, T, A, ©, 068, f***, 565, 579, 700,
892°, 1424, | 844, Koine, lat, sy, pbo, bo™). If original, the quotation in 16:17 matches
16:16 precisely instead of drawing in elements of 16:16 and 16:10. If it is not original, the
copyists may have seen the lengthy quotation from 16:16 and assumed the rest had been
accidentally omitted. They were not necessarily correct and their amendment appears to
be a bit of back-smoothing.
16) John 16:14: éx 100 &uod Aquyeton Kol avoyyehel HUIv.
John 16:15: éx tod uod Aappdvetl kai dvoyyelel Opiv
P% and x*: Omit the whole verse.

In the critical text there is a substitution of tense in the verb: John 16:14 says the Para-

clete will receive while 16:15 says he does receive. Two manuscripts omit the whole

verse, probably as Brown notes through homoioteleuton (both variants end in kai
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avoyyelel mﬁv).36 Brown also notes witnesses that have a future in 16:15, “harmonizing
with [verse] 14.” He does not list the manuscripts, nor are they listed in NA?, suggesting
that they are not among the major witnesses to John. The omission is probably accidental
but would coincidentally eliminate the paraphrase. The modification of the verb in the
manuscripts Brown notes is perhaps also accidental—only 11 words separate the
statements—~but may also point to a purposeful harmonization.
17-18) John 16:16: Mikpov kol 00OKETL Bempeité pe, kol TV [uKpov Kol dyecbs .
A, K, T, A, f3 565, 579, 700, 892°, 1241, 1424, Koine, a, de, e, sy*":
Mupov kai oV Oempeite e, kKol Ty pikpov kai dyeché pe;
John 16:17: Mikpov kol o0 Oewpeité pe, kol miAy pikpov kol dyeché pe
D, W, ¥, 33: Mikpov kai oukéTt Bewpeité pe, kol oy pkpov Kol
Oyecbi pe
John 16:19: Muikpov kai o0 Oswpeité pe, kol Tdhv pikpov Kol dyecbé pe
0, 565: Mikpov kol o0KETL Oempelte pe, Kol TaA puKpov Kol Oyects e
These verses are generally a mess in the manuscripts with a variety of variant readings
throughout. Harmonizations of the adverbs obkétt and ov appear in both directions. The
majority of manuscripts eliminate “no longer” altogether, so that “not” appears through-
out. If this is not original, it is a case of back-smoothing. A smaller set put “no longer” in
the quotations, harmonizing the quotation with the original statement. Interestingly no
manuscripts ‘correct” both quotations: some match the adverbs in 16:16 and 17, which
may be accidental, while others match the adverbs in 16:16 and 19, which also may be

accidental or it may be an attempt to harmonize Jesus’ quotation with his own statement.

The critical text is earlier and still widespread. The variants all harmonize the quotations

% Brown, John, 2:709.
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but in a variety of ways, suggesting that the mismatched adverbs were problematic and
led to different solutions.
19) John 17:12: éye &tpovy antodg &v Td dvopati cov @ SE8wKAC pot

X2 0 0€dmKbiG

C® N: 0V¢ £0mKag

A,D,K, T, A, W, {13, 565°, 700, 1241, 1424, | 844, Koine, lat, sy"": oic

OE0MKAG

C*, 579: ® &dwkag

P%, x*: Omitted

John 18:9: OV¢ 6£6mKAG o1, OVK ATMAEGH £€ ADTMY OVOEVAL.

P D, ©: obg EdmKog
The connection between John 17:12 and 18:9 can be seen in some of the harmonizations
evident in the manuscripts, although not all of the variants harmonize. In 17:12, C, N, and
579 drop the first letter from 6€dwrdc, rendering a perfect verb into an aorist. P66, D, and
O do the same in 18:9. None of the manuscripts drop the & in both verses, so whatever is
going on with the verb it is not harmonization. The entire prayer in John 17 is filled with
dtdmpu in the aorist (four other times) and in the perfect (11 other times) with similar
problems in manuscripts: NA? gives the aorist in 17:6 and 8 but the perfect is found in
manuscripts beginning with C in the former case, with  in the latter. More relevant,
NAZ gives the perfect in 17:7, 22 (twice), 24, and 17:11, just before the case in question,
all with witnesses to the aorist. The variants here do not seem significant to the present
study, especially since the two verses seem to be variations on a theme and 18:9 is prob-
ably an unverifiable quotation.

There are a number of other variants regarding the pronouns preceding “you have

given me.” The critical text gives the dative neuter singular which appears in peeevid g

L, W, 33, and co. The critical reading (along with C* and 579) regards the gift as the
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name: “I have kept them in your name which you have given me” (cp. John 5:43; 10:25;
12:13; 17:6, 26 for other associations of Jesus with the Father’s name). Meanwhile a
large group of variants gives instead an accusative masculine plural pronoun, so that the
gift is the disciples: “I have kept them in your name whom you have given me.” The
previous verse, John 17:11, is no help since the same problems attend the pronoun there:
Jesus asks the Holy Father to keep them in his name which or whom he has given Jesus.

All of this makes it very difficult to weigh in one way or the other. We may wish
to consider which other passage the variant causes 17:12 to harmonize with. Let us
consider several points:

e The pronoun does not vary in 18:9: it always appears as ob¢ even when the verb
differs. Although the verbs often match, D has matching pronouns without
matching the tense of the verbs.

o POV B C* L W, 33,579, and co have the dative singular in 17:12. L, W, and
579 also have the dative singular in 17:11.

e A C)D,K,N,T,A,Y, - 565° 700, 1241, 1424, | 844, Koine, lat, sy"" have
the accusative plural in 17:12. Of these, D*, N, and the Vulgate also have the
accusative plural in 17:11. However, we should notice that at least one
manuscript, C, moves from the dative singular in 17:12 to the accusative plural. In

other words, C initially matches 17:11, the closer verse, and is corrected later to
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match 18:9. No manuscripts move in the opposite direction,*’ i.e. from a match

with 18:9 to a match with 17:11.

In both cases similarity to 17:11 is weaker than to 18:9. In other words, if harmonization
is occurring here then the strong fulfillment language of 18:9 would seem to be a greater
motivation to align the pronouns than the proximity of 17:11, whatever the original read-
ing was. The case of C gives weak evidence that the tradition moved in the direction of
matching 18:9 against 17:11. If this is the case and 17:12 originally read with the dative
singular, then at 23 verses apart it would be an exceptionally distant case of back-
smoothing.

So what can we conclude about scribal tendencies regarding paraphrased
quotations? First, variant readings that harmonize the quotation and the original speech
act are more plentiful the later the manuscript. Once a harmonized reading enters the
textual history of a verse, it very rarely returns to a paraphrased reading. Which statement
to change, the original or the quotation, is inconsistent and we saw several cases where
both solutions appear. Only one case moves away from harmonization (the quotations of
8:21in 8:22 and 13:33), and there it is only due to the probably accidental omission of a
pronoun. In fact, the variants we have examined involve pronouns in seven cases rather

than more substantial nouns and verbs.*

%" The corrected reading in P*® is uncertain but seems to give the dative singular. The original reading omits
the phrase altogether, which does avoid a perceived disharmony with 18:9 if one were felt but at the
expense of the present verse. An accidental omission due to the similarity with 17:11 (which seems to have
the dative singular in P%, but is also uncertain) is more likely.

¥ Also, two more cases involve choice of preposition, and two more the choice of adverb (od or ovkéT).
That is, more than half of the cases involve minor alterations to less substantial words.
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Second, proximity seems to be an important factor in predicting whether scribes
will harmonize quotations. Of the 19 cases eliminating inexact quotations, one occurs in
the same verse (4:17), and another 11 occur within five verses of the original statement.
Third and finally, lexical similarity (if not exactness) seems to prompt harmonizations.
For example, there is no manuscript evidence that copyists modified the Jews’ heavily
paraphrased quotation of Jesus in 8:33, just 14 words after his statement in 8:31-32, or
Jesus’ heavily paraphrased quotation of the Pharisees in 9:41 just 15 words after their
statement in 9:40, despite their proximity. When the quotations are radically different
from the original speech act (and perhaps when they are between Jesus and his oppo-
nents), there seems to be little pressure or tendency to align the one with the other. How-
ever, if the phrasing is quite close, especially if it differs only with regard to the place-
ment or form of a pronoun, the two statements are more likely to be harmonized. In any
event, we have focused on cases where the manuscript evidence is clear or at least not
very muddled.

The Problem of John 14:2

Now we will turn to a problematic case that potentially contains an unverifiable
quotation but which presents both textual and grammatical problems that I have largely
avoided up to now. John 14:2 has particular significance for out discussion of realized
and final eschatologies, so it will be useful to reach some sort of conclusion on how the
verse should read even if that conclusion is tentative due to the confused nature of the

evidence. First the verse as presented in NA%:
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John 14:2: év ij oixig t0d matpdc pov povoi morkai gictv: €l 8& pn, elmov av HUiv
OTL TOPEVLOLLOL ETOYLAGOL TOTOV VYTV,

The content of the verse is addressed in more detail above (see chapter 5), but here we
have to address two questions. The first is the text-critical question of what should
actually be read in John 14:2. The second is the syntactical question of how the verse
should be read once a text has been chosen.

Text-critically, the principal issue related to DIQ is whether the 61t should be read
or not.*® A quote is possible either way, but without the &t a full stop is possible after
gimov dv ViV so that the statement could read: “Otherwise I would have told you. I go to

»40 p% is corrected to include it, but P has an affinity for 6.

prepare a place for you.
The second hand of C omits it, as do several later manuscripts beginning in the 6™
century.** However, it is easy for particles to drop out in transmission,** and the omission

may have made more sense to the copyist. The sheer amount of difficulty posed by the

reading with 611, as demonstrated in modern commentaries, suggests that a reading

%% These are not the only variants in the verse. P® alone has the variant spellings vpewv and mopevoyie, as
well as a variant word order: av precedes surov in the original reading, but is corrected; vuew precedes
tomov and is not corrected. Furthermore, there is a widely attested patristic variant of 14:2a that reads
oAkt povor opo T matpl. Boismard (“Critique textuelle et citations patristiques,” RB 57 [1950]: 388-
408, here 390) considers this the original reading due only to its simplicity, despite the fact that he finds no
manuscript evidence to support this contention and seven of the 41 patristic witnesses agree with the manu-
scripts (to which we might add at least partially Ps.-Justin 9:3, 8, and the Martyrdom of Montanus and
Lucius 15:17). Boismard does not seem to notice that the correspondence with John 14:23 (povryv map’
avT® momoodpeda), which he notes, also provides a source for the conflation.

0 Such is essentially Brown’s solution (John, 2:619-20). Without the particle, “Otherwise I would have
told you, ‘I go to prepare a place for you’” is still possible (cf. 3:7; 7:36; 15:20; 21:17 for similar con-
structions without 611 and beginning with a verb, and 10:36¢ for a similar construction in the first person
singular throughout).

*I'N is followed by T, A, and © from the 9™ or 10™ centuries as well as some later minuscules and the
Koine text type.

* Trent A. Rogers, “A Syntactical Analysis of o0v in Papyrus 66,” Filologia Neotestamentaria 25 (2012):
75-99, esp. 76 n. 4.
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without it would have been attractive. For example Brown, who usually sides both with
the more difficult reading and with the Bodmer papyri, omits the particle here only
because “the translation without hoti makes the best sense.”*® Meanwhile the particle is
included in the corrected P® (possibly due only to an accidental omission in the original)
as well as &, A, B, D and a number of other early manuscripts.** So the reading with the
particle is better attested externally, the omission of the particle is a common occurrence
which makes its absence easy to explain, and the omission results in an easier reading.
All of this recommends taking the &tu as present in the original.

How to interpret the sentence(s) even with the particle is not entirely clear. Brown
gives four options depending on whether a question or a statement is being made, and
whether 6t is causal or marks speech:*

(a) Otherwise | would have told you, because | go to prepare a place for you.
(b) Otherwise would I have told you so, because | go to prepare a place for you?
(c) Otherwise | would have told you that I go to prepare a place for you.
(d) Otherwise would I have told you that | go to prepare a place for you?*®
Brown ignores the possibility of a direct quote (“Otherwise would I have told you, ‘I go

to prepare a place for you’?””), most likely since it is not forced through a combination of

persons. There is nothing preventing it, but either way it is little different from (c) and (d)

4 Brown, John, 2:620.

* These include K, L, W, ¥, the Lake and Ferrar groups, multiple minuscules dating as early as the ot
century, and the Vulgate (vobis quia).

45 Brown, John, 2:619.

* Similar to this reading, Noack (Tradition, 148) suggests that an additional pfj may have originally pre-
ceded elmov but fell out due to haplography, giving the even stronger citation: “Otherwise I would not have
told you, ‘I go to prepare a place for you,” would 1?”” There is no manuscript support for Noack’s reading,
and it is not clear what advantage it would provide other than heightening the force of Jesus’ self-citation.
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since Jesus has never been quoted in John as saying anything whatsoever about going to
prepare a place.

Grammatically there is little to commend one translation over another. However,
we might observe the tendencies in evidence elsewhere in the Fourth Gospel to determine
the more likely interpretation: after Aéyo, the NA?® edition of John uses 6t to mark
(direct or indirect) speech 46 other times.*’ In 18 cases a direct object in the dative inter-
venes between the verb and the particle as it does here, so this specific construction is
quite common in John. One cannot say as much for the causal 6ti. While John has a ten-
dency to remark upon the impact of speech—what happens because something was
said—he rarely comments on what caused a speech act using 6ti.*® The one clear case,
John 10:36, only presents a speech act caused by yet another speech act: “do you say,
“You blaspheme,” because I said, ‘I am the Son of God’?” Above (see chapter 4) | have
tentatively advocated for a (possible) reading of 1:15, 30 that would indicate the cause of
a speech act: “This is the one of whom I said, ‘The one coming after me ranks ahead of
me,” [which I said] because he existed before me.” I have found no evidence of a modern

scholar reading the two verses this way though. So to read the particle causally in 14:2

7 John 1:32; 3:11, 28; 4:17, 20, 35, 42, 51, 52; 5:24, 25; 6:14, 36, 42, 65; 7:12, 42; 8:24, 33, 34, 48, 54, 55;
9:9 (2x), 11, 17, 19, 23, 41; 10:7, 36, 41; 11:40; 12:34; 13:11, 21, 33; 16:15, 20, 26; 18:8, 9, 37; 20:13;
21:23. These include double amen sayings marked with 6t1, but do not include speech marked with 61t
following other verbs like oporoyéw, dvayyéAAm, TpoenTed®, cuUPovAedn, dyyéAlw, and poptupéw (four
times), or the word that is true in 4:37, marked by 6t1. There are also ten cases where speech that was heard
is marked with the particle. Additionally with Aéyw, there are other cases where &t is taken as causal or
playing some other role, but positioned in a way that would allow it to mark speech even if we conclude
that it should not from the context: on 16:17, see above; the question in 9:17 could be read, “What do you
say about him, that (6t1) he opened your eyes?”

*® Instead fva can be used, as it is in John 13:19: “I am telling you now before it happens, so that (fva) when
it happens you might believe that I am,” or 6w todto as in 6:65, “For this reason I have told you, ‘No one
can come to me...”.”
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would impose a construction rarely used in John if ever, while reading it as marking
speech would add one more case of this construction to nearly four dozen others. We
cannot expect absolute consistency from the Fourth Gospel when unique constructions
appear elsewhere, but the text’s tendencies side with the particle marking speech.

The final question to be addressed is whether the sentence should be read as a
statement or as a question. If 14:2 is read as a statement, then Jesus seems to contradict
himself:

1) My Father’s house has many dwelling places.

2) Ifitdid not, I would have told you that I go to prepare a place for you.

3) If (or when) I go to prepare a place for you, | am coming again.

In such reading, Jesus places in opposition the idea that his Father’s house has many
dwelling places and that he would go to prepare a place for them—then he tells them that
he is going to prepare a place for them, logically negating the idea that his Father’s house
has many dwelling places. Instead, it is probably the case that his Father’s house has
many dwelling places and that he is going to prepare a place for them, an understanding
allowed by reading 14:2b as a question, and that he explains in a sequential manner what
he will do after preparing the place for them (he will come again).

Meanwhile, the only problem with reading 14:2 as a question is the implication
that Jesus told the disciples at some point that he is going to prepare a place for them. The

fact that John does not narrate such a scene (at least not clearly) has been reason enough
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for many commentators to choose a different reading.*® As this study has shown,
however, that is not much of an argument generally, much less in the Fourth Gospel
which contains a smaller proportion of unverifiable quotations than we find in other
comparable literature. To be disturbed by the lack of an antecedent narrative to 14:2 is to
assume a completeness to John’s narrative that is not claimed by the text. In fact, the
Fourth Gospel admits on two occasions that it has not presented everything there is to
know about Jesus (20:30-31; 21:25). In the story world of John, it would only be im-
portant that the disciples recognize that Jesus has said something like this before in order
for it to be rhetorically effective. Since they express no confusion or misunderstanding (in
a scene replete with such interruptions, see 13:36-38; 14:5, 8, 22), we may suppose that
they at least are portrayed as knowing to what he is referring. Since in its first century
context there is little difficulty posed by an unverifiable quotation, reading 14:2 as a
question—"“There are many dwelling places in my Father’s household. If there weren’t,
would I have told you, ‘I go to prepare a place for you’?”—makes the best sense and

aligns with John’s method of argumentation.

* See above chapter 5 n. 94.
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