)

r—y Pure

Bangor University

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY

The Johannine connection : John's contribution to our knowledge of tradition in the
Fourth Gospel, with special reference to John 11.1-44.

North, Wendy Elizabeth Sproston

Award date:
1997

Awarding institution:
Bangor University

Link to publication

General rights
Copyright and moral rights for the publications made accessible in the public portal are retained by the authors and/or other copyright owners
and it is a condition of accessing publications that users recognise and abide by the legal requirements associated with these rights.

» Users may download and print one copy of any publication from the public portal for the purpose of private study or research.
* You may not further distribute the material or use it for any profit-making activity or commercial gain
* You may freely distribute the URL identifying the publication in the public portal ?

Take down policy
If you believe that this document breaches copyright please contact us providing details, and we will remove access to the work immediately
and investigate your claim.

Download date: 24. Apr. 2025


https://research.bangor.ac.uk/portal/en/theses/the-johannine-connection--johns-contribution-to-our-knowledge-of-tradition-in-the-fourth-gospel-with-special-reference-to-john-11144(753a53db-d031-4e43-b36d-d9971067a3f7).html

THE JOHANNINE CONNECTION

1 John’s Contribution to our Knowledge of Tradition in the
Fourth Gospel, with Special Reference to John 11.1-44

being a thesis submitted for the degree of

Doctor of Philosophy

in the University of Wales, Bangor

by

Wendy Elizabeth Sproston North
BA (University of Newcastle upon Tyne)
MTh (University of Hull)

PRl g - P ittt it OB AT W e .y hﬁmﬂww
*
F

. I'W DDEFNTDDIS TN ¥
:  LLYFRGELL Y4 UNIG

TO BE CONSULTED 1IN T
LIBRARY QNLY

PR S TR T B




SUMMARY

This is a historical-critical study in which John and 1 John both figure. Its purpose is to
propose and explore an alternative to the commonly-held view that the epistle 1s directly
related to the gospel. The first chapter is an attempt to establish that the relation between the
two 1s, 1n fact, indirect by virtue of their common reliance on the Johannine Christian
tradition. On that basis, it is claimed that 1 John can provide a secure and effective means of
1solating tradition in the evangelist’s text and thus significantly improve our chances of
understanding the creative processes which gave shape to the finished piece. In the remaining
four chapters, that claim 1s put to the test in the case of John’s account of the raising of
Lazarus. Chapters 2 to 4 deal with three separate aspects of the narrative in chapter 11 in
which appeal to 1 John serves in each case to identify the tradition which is being expounded.
In the final chapter, a description of the making of the Lazarus story in its entirety 1is
attempted by combining the findings of the three studies using 1 John with what can be
deduced by comparison with other resources of a narrative type in the Synoptics and elsewhere
in John’s gospel. The thesis concludes with a brief discussion of the results of the research

and some indication of other areas of study of the gospel in which ‘the Johannine connection’
could be used to effect.
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INTRODUCTION

Such is the multiplicity of levels at which the fourth gospel can be
appreciated, 1t has been likened to a magic pool 1n which children can paddle and
elephants can swim.! On this analogy, 1 John probably rates somewhere near a bird-
bath. With a theology at once shallower and muddier than the gospel’s, a prologue
which resembles an obstacle course, and an argument which is often a triumph of
imprecision, the epistle writer’s work offers no competition to that of the evangelist.2
As the lesser Johannine piece in all possible senses, the epistle is usually regarded as
relating to the gospel in some satellite or ancillary fashion. For example, it has been
proposed that the relative crudity of the epistle indicates that it antedates the gospel as a
‘trial run’ for the great work.3 An alternative view is that it was designed as a
‘companion piece’ to the bigger volume, perhaps to introduce and recommend it.4 A
third position, which is by far the most commonly held, is that the epistle came after
the gospel and was written in direct support and defence of its theology in a newly-

developed situation of schism. Undoubtedly the most influential proponent of this third

ISee M. Stibbe, ‘The Elusive Christ: A New Reading of the Fourth
Gospel’, JSNT 44 (1991), pp. 19-37 (p.37).

2For these and further‘disparaging remarks, see, for example, J. L.
Houlden, A Commentary on the Johannine Epistles (revised edn; BNTC; London: A &
C Black, 1994), pp. 45-47; R. E. Brown, The Epistles of John (AB 30; London:

Geoffrey Chapman, 1983), pp. 24, 174. As implied here, it will be assumed in what
follows that gospel and epistle were not by the same author.

3See K. Grayston, The Johannine Epistles (NCB; London: Marshall,
Morgan & Scott, 1984), pp. 12-14.

4See T. Okure, The Johannine Approach to Mission: A Contextual Study
of John 4:1-42 (WUNT, 31; Tibingen: JCB Mohr [Paul Siebeck], 1988), pp. 240,
254-256, 262. See further Brown, Epistles, p. 90 n. 207; J. Lieu, The Theology of the
Johannine Epistles (NTT; Cambridge: CUP, 1991), p.7.
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approach is Raymond Brown who, in his massive Anchor Bible commentary on the
epistles, has argued the case in considerable detail. Thus, Brown’s proposal is
important not only because it typifies the general view of the epistle’s dependency on
the gospel but also because 1t represents the most significant attempt to come to terms

with the complexity of the evidence. It is in our interest, therefore, to take careful note

of his argument.d

Brown assumes that the epistle was written about a decade after the
gospel, by which time, he judges, the conflict over Johannine values within the
community had reached the state of schism referred to in 1 John 2.19. He also assumes
that the gospel was regarded by all concerned in the fray as the community’s
foundational document. By carefully noting and categorizing those attitudes the epistle
writer appears to reject, Brown reconstructs the theological stance of 1 John’s
opponents, identifying them as Johannine Christians with an exaggeratedly high
Christology and a distinct leaning in a gnosticizing direction. Thus, 1 John’s text
betrays evidence of two opposing groups, one represented by the author and his
adherents and the other by the ‘secessionists’ who have recently left. Each group is
interpreting the Johannine tradition according to its own lights and each group is
justifying its position by appeal to that tradition as encapsulated in the gospel. In the
epistle writer’s message to his readers, therefore, we encounter only the arguments of
one side in this conflict buttressed by exposition of the gospel text. However, Brown
sees no reason why the same reliance on gospel teaching cannot also have been
characteristic of the opposite camp. In the case of the Johannine version of the love
command, for example, there was nothing to prevent members of either group from
practising the commandment to love one another while, at the same time, engaging in
vehement opposition to others perceived to be outside that charmed circle. Brown

observes that this much, at least, is true of 1 John’s own response to the situation.

SFor the argument in full, see Brown, Epistles, pp. 49-115.



These views on the affiliation and polemical character of the epistle are
worked through in Brown’s detailed exegesis of the text. This is tackled from a double
perspective. First, because he holds that 1 John has deliberately assumed the mantle of
the evangelist, Brown systematically interprets the epistle’s teaching against the wider
background of the gospel. He takes it for granted that where the epistle comes into
agreement with the gospel, a direct reference to the evangelist’s text is intended.® Even
where gospel terminology 1s used in the epistle with undeniable differences in meaning,
Brown holds his course, explaining such changes as instances of reinterpretation.” He
even claims that the structure of 1 John, which is notoriously difficult to determine, is
deliberately modelled on that of the gospel.® Second, because Brown also holds that
the epistle writer’s argument is framed with direct reference to the teachings of those
who have ‘gone out’, those points where the epistle is at variance with the gospel can
also be explained along these lines. Thus, if 1 John appears to avoid gospel
terminology or to prefer a non-gospel word, this is because of his determination to

stress his own position against the theology of his opponents as Brown has

reconstructed it.°

Brown’s thesis 1s argued with characteristic thoroughness and attention to
detail and is entirely logical within its own terms. Unfortunately, however, it is also
methodologically unsound and completely unrepresentative of the epistle writer’s actual

position, It 1s methodologically unsound because it involves reconstructing the beliefs

6See, for example, on 1 Jn 3.12 (=Jn 8.39-44; 13.2, 27) and on 1 Jn
3.16 (=Jn 15.12-13) (pp. 468, 474).

TNote, for example, his position on ‘the word of life’ in 1 Jn 1.1

(p.182).
8See pp. 91-92, 124-128.

For example, Brown conjectures that 1 John’s choice of the non-gospel
xowwvwviae (1 Jn 1.3, 6, 7) shows a deliberate preference for an expression the
‘secesstonists’ would not have used (pp. 186-187).
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of 1 John’s adversaries from the epistle writer’s text and then using the reconstruction
to interpret the epistle writer’s text. This is to argue in a circle, surely the least
convincing means of interpreting a text and not to be contemplated unless all else
fails.10 To add to the difficulty, it appears that there is insufficient evidence in 1
John’s text to justify such a procedure in any case. As Judith Lieu has successfully
shown, the epistle writer’s message 1s primarily concerned with reassuring his own
group in the wake of the schism and not with polemizing against its past members.!1
A second fatlure on Brown’s part to come to terms with the epistle is to ignore the fact
that 1ts author conveys not the slightest impression that he is conscious of the weight of
the evangelist’s mantle on his shoulders. 1 John neither refers to the gospel nor does
he appear to derive his authority from the evangelist’s text. On the contrary, he makes
it abundantly clear that his qualification to speak to the matter in hand consists in his
link with the tradition ‘from the beginning’ (1.1-3). We recognize, of course, that of
the two authors he is by far the less able, but that is beside the point: 1 John’s
confidence in his capacity to meet his community’s needs in a time of crisis, and to do
so on the basis of the claims in his prologue, remains a factor to be reckoned with.
This attitude need not automatically imply that the epistle writer could not have known
the evangelist’s text. Given that on other grounds it is entirely likely that the gospel
came first, such an argument would be unrealistic. However, it does seriously call into
question Brown’s assumption that 1 John’s work was written with direct reference to
that of his predecessor and was intended to be interpreted in that light. What finally
undoes Brown’s neat scheme is the fact that the epistle writer is perfectly capable of

referring to tradition which the gospel does not contain. Brown does his best with this,

10For this point, see Lieu, Theology, pp. 15-16 . For the same method

of reconstructing the opposition’s ‘boasts’, see J. Painter, ‘The Opponents’in 1 John’,
NTS 32 (1586), pp. 48-71.

113, Lieu, ¢ Authority to Become Children of God: A Study of 1 John’,
NovT 23 (1981), pp. 210-228. See also Ruth Edwards’ support of Lieu’s position

against Brown’s 1n her recent book, The Johannine Epistles (NTG; Sheffield: Sheffield
Academic Press, 1996), pp. 64-65.
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explaining that at pointé the epistle writer seeks to circumvent his opponents’ claims by
going back b*eyond the gospel to more ancient Johannine tradition.12 However, as we
have seen, there is no guarantee that 1 John's every move was a knee-jerk response to
the opinions of his adversaries. Moreover, as we have also seen, 1 John’s first
message to his readers is to lay claim to a knowledge of the Johannine tradition from its
inception. Yet again, Brown has failed to take the epistle writer at his word. The fact
that 1 John appeals to tradition not in the gospel is consistent with his stand in the
prologue and requires no special pleading; what is inconsistent in this context is

Brown’s assumption that he would appeal to tradition only if, for some reason, the

gospel text were unavailable to him.

Thus, for all Brown’s careful scholarship, it appears that the case for the
epistle’s direct dependence on the gospel is not proven. The purpose of this thesis is to
propose and explore an alternative view. What now follows is a historical-critical
study in which John and 1 John both figure. In the first chapter I attempt to establish
that gospel and epistle relate to one another indirectly by virtue of their common
reliance on the Johannine Christian tradition. On that basis, I claim that 1 John can
provide a secure and effective means of isolating tradition in the evangelist’s text and
thus significantly improve our chances of understanding the creative processes that went
into the making of the fourth gospel.!3 In the remaining four chapters, that claim is
put to the test in the case of John’s account of the raising of Lazarus. Chapters 2 to 4
deal with three separate aspects of the narrative in John chapter 11 in which appeal to 1
John serves 1n each case to i1dentify the tradition which is being expounded. In the final
chapter, I attempt a description of the making of the Lazarus story in its entirety by

combining the findings of the three studies using 1 John with what can be deduced by

12See Brown, Epistles, pp. 97-100 and p. 336 on &vrixpioroc.

13This chapter is an adaptation of my article published in JSNT 48
(1992) (pp. 43-65) and reprinted in S. E. Porter and C. A. Evans (eds.), The

.{%Ié;mnine Writings (TBS, 32; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1995) (pp. 138-
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comparison with other resources of a narrative type in the Synoptics and elsewhere in
John’s gospel. The thesis concludes with a brief discussion of the results of the
research and some indication of other areas of study of the gospel in which ‘the

Johannine connection’ could be used to effect.



CHAPTER 1

JOINT WITNESSES TO WHAT WAS ax’ apxig

The distance from the Synoptics to John’s gospel often seems not so
much a step as a quantum leap, for while John also records the life of the historical
Jesus he seems to have conceived of its significance independently and on a vastly
different scale. As a result the final overall effect is one of transformation and change,
and perhaps no more strikingly so than in his presentation of Jesus himself. Ac;:ording
to John, Jesus’ story begins not in earthly time but with God before all time, and his
entry into Palestinian society is the entry of the divine Word into human history. As
the Word become flesh Jesus wields the power of God with conscious majesty,
seemihgly oblivious to human doubt. No intriguing ‘messianic secret’ keeps the reader
guessing about Jesus’ identity. On the contrary, his identity, origin and destiny are
here openly proclaimed and attention is focused instead on human response to him, For
all who encounter Jesus in John a final choice has to be made between stark alternatives
- life or death, salvation or condemnation - because by virtue of his very presence in
the world the conditions of judgment day have come into force. This is powerful and
arresting imagery, but in fact what we see here probably has little to do with the
historical Jesus; rather, it i1s the construct of a remarkable mind which has taken Jesus’
story and set 1t within the framework of God’s own confrontation with the world he
created, loves and wishes to save. Even in these few brief remarks the distinctiveness
of John’s approach becomes apparent and we are easily persuaded that this fourth
gospel has been executed by a highly original and adventurous exponent of the genre.
And yet, eccentric though John’s contribution may seem in this context, the mere fact

that he has undertaken to produce a gospel, rather than a dogmatic treatise, has

important implications for our attempts to understand his thinking. Specifically, it
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suggests that John’s originality does not consist in inventing de novo, but that he has

created his gospel by a process of expanding and expounding on a tradition already

known to him as a Christian before he took up his pen.

This view of John as a receiver and interpreter of tradition finds
confirmation in certain editorial comments and attitudes in the gospel itself. As regards
his awareness of tradition, i1t should not be missed that John himself records that the
disciples not only witnessed Jesus’ words and deeds but also remembered them after the
event, a remembrance which would subsequently be informed by greater understanding
(2.22; 12.16.)! Furthermore, John’s comments in 20.30-31 leave us in little doubt that
he knew a number of miracle stories before he began writing, those recorded in the
gospel apparently being the result of the selection of such material as he deemed
suitable to his purpose. On the other hand, there are other texts where John’s self-
perception as an interpreter of tradition is given prominence. The presentation of the
so-called Beloved Disciple is a good example of this attitude. This disciple is evidently
intended as a key identity figure for Johannine Christianity and is frequently portrayed
as the only one of Jesus’ followers with the capacity to understand him and grasp his
meaning. It is no accident, for example, that in 13.23 this disciple alone lies in Jesus’
lap just as in 1.18 Jesus himself is described as in the lap of the Father whom he 1is
uniquely able to interpret.2 No doubt also the detail on the function of the Spirit-
Paraclete 1n imparting to the faithful a new and hitherto unavailable insight into Jesus’

words and deeds would be pointless if John had not thought of himself as a beneficiary

of the Spirit’s exegetical guidance.3

1Compare also the injunction to remember Jesus’ word in 15.20.

2Note also the Beloved Disciple’s access to ‘inside information’ in
13.25-26, his intuitive grasp of the meaning of the discarded graveclothes in 20.8-9 and

his quick recognition of the risen Jesus in 21.7. As Mary’s adopted son (19.26-27) he
1s to be seen as Jesus’ Doppelgdnger who faithfully reflects his character and

intentions. The overall intention here seems to be to promote the Johannine ideal. See

further, K. Quast, Peter and the Beloved Disciple: Figures for a Community in Crisis
(JSNTSup, 32: Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1989), esp. pp. 159-62.

3For descriptions of the Spirit’s exegetical functions see 14.26; 15.26;



From our point of view this evidence is valuable because it provides an
insight into what has gone into the making of the fourth gospel. On this basis we may
be confident that two elements will be present in John’s text: on the one hand there will
be material known from tradition and, on the other, there will be the fruits of John’s
own creative interpretation of that tradition. It follows therefore that one very valid
point of entry into understanding the workings of John’s mind will be provided if we

have some means of identifying in his text the tradition on which he has based his

exegesis.4

However, all is not so simple. The problem is that the distinctive
Johannine language and style do not alter significantly throughout the entire gospel.>
So consistent is the style, in fact, that translators are occasionally left simply to guess

where reported speech has ended and editorial comment has begun. Furthermore, the

16.12-15. R.E. Brown’s comment on this captures the implicatibns well: ‘The Fourth
Evangelist must have regarded himself as an instrument of the Paraclete when in G

John he reported what Jesus said and did but at the same time completely reinterpreted
it’ (Epistles, p. 287).

4This is not to defend the historical-critical method against all comers
but merely to affirm its continuing value in John’s case in the light of evidence in the
text which points to the author’s self-perception.. However, no attempt to understand
the mind of John can afford to ignore his immense literary talent, and I assume that the
newer literary-critical approaches to interpreting John can inform already established
methods and can in turn be informed by them. See R.A. Culpepper’s excellent
Anatomy of the Fourth Gospel: A Study in Literary Design (NT Foundations and
Facets; Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1983), esp. his remarks on p. 5. See also, more
recently, M.C. de Boer, ‘Narrative Criticism, Historical Criticism, and the Gospel of

John’, JSNT 47 (1992), pp. 35-48, reprinted in Porter and Evans, The Johannine
Writings, pp. 95-108.

5So E. Ruckstuhl, Die literarische Einheit des Johannesevangeliums
(Freiburg in der Schweiz: Paulus, 1951), now reprinted (NTOA,5; Freiburg:
Universititsverlag; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1987). Ruckstuhl has added
two appendices to the reprint. The first (pp.291-303) is a revision of his list of
Johannine style characteristics in Einheit itself, and the second (pp. 304-331) is a
revision and German translation of his essay ‘Johannine Language and Style: The
Question of their Unity’, in M. de Jonge (ed.), L’Evangile de Jean (BETL, 44:

I';eluven: Leuven University Press, 1977), pp. 125-147. For references to these see
elow.
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use and re-use of a limited and théologically-orientated vocabulary strongly suggest a
radical re-presentation of source material in the service of theme. None of this augurs
well for the “scissors and paste’ﬁapproach to detecting John’s source material. The
stylistic integrity suggests that whatever John has known he has preferred to express in
his own idiom. Moreover, the strong thematic interest leaves us with no guarantee
that John’s exegetical activity has not extended also to the source material itself, with
the result that what finally appears in his text has already been re;:ast, and 1s therefore
an interpreted and modified version of what he knew. There is noti1ing here ”to
encourage us to accept R. T. Fortna’s viewpoint that it is possible to reconstruct intact

out of John’s text some fixed and extensive pre-Johannine Grundschrift.6

Another approach - and one which injects a proper note of objectivity
into the proceedings - is to look beyond the bounds of the gospel itself to other
literature, for example the Synoptic tradition or the Pauline letters, to discover there
some correspondence with Johannine statements and so attempt to establish by means of
external controls the tradition which John as a fellow Christian is likely to have known

and drawn on.” This is a well-tried method and the results can be extremely valuable,

6Despite heavy criticism along these lines of his earlier book, The
Gospel of Signs (SNTSMS, 11; Cambridge: CUP, 1970), Fortna has not substantially
modified his position in his recent volume The Fourth Gospel and its Predecessor
(Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1989), see esp. pp. 6-8. It 1s particularly unfortunate that
he has not devoted more serious consideration to Ruckstuhl’s detailed and swingeing
criticisms of his handling of style characteristics (see Ruckstuhl, ‘Johannine Language’,
pp. 129-41; and compare Fortna, Predecessor, p.210 n. 509). For criticism of
Predecessor, see the review by B. Lindars in SJT 43 (1990), pp. 526-27; idem, John
(NTG; Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1990), pp. 32-33; for some searing remarks on Fortna’s

attitude, see M. Hengel, The Johannine Question (London: SCM Press; Philadelphia:
Trninity International, 1989), p.201 n.58.

'See W.F. Howard, The Fourth Gospel in Recent Criticism and
Interpretation (2nd edn; London: Epworth Press, 1935), pp. 215-29; C.H. Dodd,
Historical Tradition in the Fourth Gospel (Cambridge: CUP, 1963), pp. 335-65.
Studies which appeal specifically to the Pauline tradition include M. Wilcox, ‘The
Composition of John 13:21-30° in E. E. Ellis and M. Wilcox (eds.), Neotestamentica
et Semitica: Studies in Honour of Matthew Black (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1969),
pp. 143-56; P. Borgen, ‘The Use of Tradition in John 12.44-50°, NTS 26 (1979-80),
pp. 18-35; idem, ‘John and the Synoptics: Can Paul Offer Help?’, in G. F. Hawthome
and O. Betz (eds.), Tradition and Interpretation in the New Testament: Essays in
Honor of E. Earle Ellis for his 60th Birthday (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1987), pp. 80-
94. As is well known Barnabas Lindars published extensively in this area. For
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especially in those areas where John’s text appears to correspond closely with the
content of these other writings so that the required degree of adjustment to the

Johannine idiom is comparatively minor. Much of John’s miracles and Passion
material has proved amenable to this approach, and even the highly compositional

discourse material has to some extent been shown to rest on traditional Jesus sayings.8

Finally, however, it has to be questioned whether the actual extent of the
tradition as John knew it can always be recovered by this means. Where verbal
correspondence between John and the Synoptics is comparatively slight then some
degree of speculation beyond these points of contact is inevitable.® Moreover, it
appears that there is more than Synoptic-type tradition in John.19 For example, there is
no miracle in the Synoptics which compares with the changing of water into wine at
Cana in John 2 or with the raising of Lazarus in ch. 11. And how do we come to

terms with a passage like Jn 3.16-21?7 This text is quintessentially Johannine and is

example, see his ‘Traditions behind the Fourth Gospel’, in de Jonge (ed.), L’Evangile
de Jean, pp. 107-24, reprinted in C.M. Tuckett (ed.), Essays on John by Barnabas
Lindars (SNTA, 17; Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1992), pp. 87-104. (Further
references below to Lindars’ articles on John will specify only page numbers in the

Essays volume.) See also Lindars, Behind the Fourth Gospel (SCC,3; London:
SPCK, 1971), esp. pp. 43-60.

8See B. Lindars, ‘Discourse and Tradition: The Use of the Sayings of
Jesus 1n the Discourses of the Fourth Gospel’, in Essays, pp. 113-129, also reprinted in
Porter and Evans, The Johannine Writings, pp. 13-30; idem , John pp. 36-37.

9T am indebted to Professor Max Wilcox for the suggestion that Jn 15.13
may be a version of the Son of man logion in Mk 10.45. I note also that Barnabas
Lindars published on this, see his ‘Mark 10.45: A Ransom for Many’, ExpTim 93
(1981-82), pp. 292-295; idem, Jesus Son of Man (London: SPCK, 3(983), p. 79.
While I would not disagree with this position (see below, n.43) nevertheless it should

be pointed out that actual verbal contact between the Markan and Johannine texts is
almost non-existent.

10This position is accepted even among those who argue that John
composed his gospel in direct dependence on one or more of the Synoptics. See F.
Neirynck, ‘John and the Synoptics’, in de Jonge (ed.), L‘Evangile de Jean, pp. 73-
106 (p. 94); C. K. Barrett, The Gospel according to St John (2nd edn; London: SPCK,
1978), p. 17; see esp. M.D. Goulder’s proposals on gospel interrelationships which
allow much more freedom to John in this regard than to Matthew and Luke (Luke: A
New Paradigm [2 vols.; JSNTSup, 20; Sheffield: JSOT Press 1989], 1, pp. 22-23).
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usually assumed to represent, at least in part, the so-called Johannine kerygma.!l The
Synoptics cannot help us here, and while similar statements in the Pauline corpus are
enough to persuade us that John’s is a version of a common early Christian tradition,12

precisely what John knew, whether recast or not, continues to remain unclear.

Difficulties such as these serve to highlight the need for a control which
1s not only external to the gospel but which is also party to its distinctive style and
theological perspective. There is, in fact, one document which fulfils our present
requirements. In vocabulary, style and theology its affinity with the fourth gospel is
undisputed and indeed unsurpassed by any other substantial document known to us. Its
origin from within the same matrix which produced the gospel is thereby declared, and
its immediate intelligibility to the Johannine reader thereby guaranteed. It will be

obvious by now that the document here referred to is 1 John.

The object of this chapter is to propose that the first Johannine epistle

can serve as a control which will increase our understanding of the nature of the
tradition that has gone into the fourth gospel, and hence will also allow us to pry a little

further into the thinking of its author. Thus, if we wish to learn more about tradition

in John we must look first and foremost to 1 John.13

11The phrase ‘the Johannine kerygma’ heads a section in R.
Schnackenburg’s commentary where he argues that 3.16-21 1s part of a discourse
composed by the evangelist which was based on kerygmatic material. See R.
Schnackenburg, The Gospel according to St John (3 vols.; New York: Herder &
Herder; London: Burns & Oates, 1968), I, p. 380. He and others take 3.16 to be the
kernel of the Johannine Christian message. See Schnackenburg, Gospel, 1. p. 398: G.
R. Beasley-Murray, John (WBC, 36; Waco, TX: Word Books, 1987), p.51; B. ,_
Lindars, The Gospel of John (NCB; London: Marshall, Morgan & Scott, 1972), p.24;
C.K. Barrett, Gospel, p. 216; J. H. Bernard, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on

thi lGospeI according to St. John (2 vols.; ICC; Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1928), I,
p.117.

12Gee ésp. Rom 8.31-32; 2 Cor 5.19; Gal 1.4; 2.20; 4.4; 1 Tim 1.15:
2.4; 3.16; Titus 2.11.

13As indicated in the Introduction, it is assumed in this study that the
gospel pre-dated the epistle and that the two were not by the same author.
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When we do turn to 1 John, however, wé find that there 1s much whiéh
would seem to confuse our enterprise. We quickly discover that the author of the
epistle has not obliged us with a straightforward second edition of the gospel but that

instead he has produced a piece which has an independence of its own.

If we read 1 John with the gospel freshly il:l mind we are immediately
struck by the absence of reference to what are often substantial areas of the gospel text.
No one, of course, would expect to find narrative here because the epistle is not a
narrative piece, but the differences go much deeper than that. Where, we might ask, is
the gospel’s 1dentification of Jesus with the divine pre-existent Aoyog? The epistle’s
Noyog ¢ $wije (1.1) is hardly a substitute, especially as other references show that
Aoyog in the epistle means something like a i)reached message.14 And where do we
hear of Jesus as the Lamb of God, the Good Shepherd or the True Vine? Indeed, we
search in vain for the whole gospel presentgtion of J esus as sole mediator between God
and humanity, who is invested with power over all flesh to give life and to judge, and
who declares his authority in the majesty sf the ‘I am’ statements. There 1s no cl;:lim
heré, for example, that Jesus is the Light of the World but, instead, the epistle’s first
announcement 1s that God - and not Jesus - 1s light (1.5). We do get a description of
Jesus as 0 mapaxAyrog in 1 Jn 2.1, and this seems to provide some tenuous link with
Jn 14.16 where Jesus promises that the Father will send the Spiﬂt as AANOG
rapakinrog, which implies that Jesus himself is also a paraclete. But then the gospel
goes into some detail in describing the functions of the Spirit as paraclete (14.16, 26;

15.26; 16.7), and this 1dentification between Spirit and paraclete is unknown in 1 John.

14This meaning is explicit in 2.7 (see also 1.10; 2.5, 14; 3.18).
Parallels in the body of the gospel and elsewhere in the NT also support the meaning
‘message’ for Aoyog 1n 1.1 rather than a reference to the personal Word of the
Prologue (so Brown, Epistles, pp. 164-165; Grayston, Epistles, pp. 39-40). This 1s not
the only 1nstance where terminology familiar from the gospel is invested with different
meaning in 1 John. See further P. Bonnard’s study of these ‘mutations sémantiques’
in ‘La premicre épitre de Jean: Est-elle Johannique?’, in de Jonge (ed.), L’Evangile de
Jean, pp. 301-305.
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Reversing the reading process by beginning with 1 John does not seem to
improve matters, for the result is much the same. Indeed, considering that the epistle
1s about one seventh of the length of the gospel, the incidence of words it contains
which are not to be found in the gospel text is remarkably high (45 in all).15 Some of
these fit in well enough with the gospel subject matter, but it is not difficult to find
others, among them avouia, avrixpiorog, Biog, doxipately, iNaouog, and
Yyevdorpodntng, which would seem to indicate real differences.

Given that the epistle does not always reflect the contents of the gospel,

then 1t will be 1n our interest to concentrate on what the two have in common.

What material is common to John and 1 John gives every indication of a
strikingly close verbal correspondence. We can trace from one document to the other
not only the same words but also often the same phrases, and sometimes even whole
sentences.!® Yet in this very feature there lies a further cause for confusion, for
neither text will either introduce that common material or continue on from it in the
same vein as the other. In each case, therefore, the setting and the surrounding

argument are different. The following two examples will demonstrate the point.

If we compare the sentence Oeov ovdeig ewpakey wowore in Jn 1,18 with

eov ovdeic mdwore reféaran in 1 Jn 4.12 the correspondence is obvious.17 But what

15See the relevant lists in R. Morgenthaler, Statistik des
neutestamentlichen Wortschatzes (3rd edn; Zirich: Gotthelf, 1982).

16See the comprehensive lists in A.E. Brooke, A Critical and Exegetical
Commentary on the Johannine Epistles (ICC; Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1957), pp. ii-

i\ig EIF Westcott, The Epistles of St John (3rd edn; Cambridge: Macmillan, 1892), pp.
i-xliii.

- 17The change in the verb is not significant since no difference in
meaning 1s intended. For the argument that this is true in general of Johannine

deployment of these verbs, see Brown, Epistles, p. 162. 1 John’s use of 6pav as he
returns to this theme at 4.20 demonstrates the point well.
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1s equally obvious 1s that beyond this point all correspondence ceases. For the
evangelist the application of the statement 1s christological: he uses it as a basis to
speak of Jesus as the sole exegete of the Father. This 1s not the case in1Jn 4.12.
There the same sentence has been put in the context of the command to love one
another and when, 1n 4.20, the theme of God’s invisibility returns, the interest centres

on loving one’s brother whom one has seen.

In 1 Jn 3.14 we note the confident assertion NUELS OLOQUEY OTL
perafeBnkapey ex Tov avarov gic v fwiv. Its equivalent is recognizable in the
gospel text at 5.24: ueraféBnxev éx Tov avarov ei¢c ™y fwiv. In 1 Jn 3.11-18 we
find the epistle writer once again concerned with the implications of the love command,
and, to that end, this affirmation of the Christian status is directly related to that
command in 3.14. In Jn 5.24, however, the love command is not in view. Instead, all

hinges on hearing Jesus’ word and believing the Father who sent him, by which means

judgment is avoided and life guaranteed.

Thus, 1f we expect the epistle to have a consistent bearing on the gospel,
we will be disappointed. What we have, in fact, are two texts which have evidently
issued from the same matrix but which make real contact with one another only
intermittently and otherwise can seem to have little or nothing in common. It follows
that the degree to which we can allow 1 John to function as a control to isolate tradition

in the gospel will depend on our reaching a much more precise understanding of how

the contents of the two documents relate to one another.

The clue to the relationship between the two lies, in fact, in the nature

and character of the epistle itself, and hence we will now look more closely at 1 John in

order to learn a little more about it.
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There is evidence in the epistle of a recent schism within the community.
It seems that the;'e has beén a conflict over christological doctrine (2.22-24; 4.2-3) and
several of the group’s members have left (2.19). This suggests that what our author 1S
obliged to tackle is the backlash of an exclusively Christian versus Christian
controversy. Consequently we find hirﬁ intent on assuring those \\;ho have remained
that they alone hold to a proper understanding of the Johannine faith,18 while also

offering advice on how to live out that faith in these new and uncongenial

circumstances.

Now this ‘in house’ controversy does ﬂot appear to correspond with the
circumstances which precipitated the publication of the gospel. The gospel beirays
evidence of the community’s recent estrangement from contemporary Judaism and of a
hostility between Jew and Christian Jew. In the case of the epistle, however, hostility
has entered the very ranks of the community and appears to have arisen as a
consequence of its own Christian beliefs.1? At the outset, therefore, we should be
aware that the problems which the epistle writer is concerned to resolve will not
correspond with those which beset the evangelist. Nevertheless, the clue to the
epistle’s relationship to the gospel does lie in this area. It is not contained in the fact of
the schism itself nor in what may have led to it, but it is to be found in the particular
method by which the author proceeds with his task of reassuring his own group in the

aftermath of the trauma. We will now turn to examine this method in some detail.

180n this, see Lieu, ‘Authority’.

19For a study of John and 1 John as polemical documents directed to
entirely different situations, see R.A. Whitacre, Johannine Polemic: The Role of
Tradition and Theology (SBLDS, 67; Chico, CA: Scholars Press, 1982). Even if Jn
6.66 indicates that the Evangelist himself was no stranger to schism, it can be plausibly
argued that the pressure here has resulted from the threat of persecution from outside
and not from internal disputes over doctrine; see C.H. Cosgrove, ‘The Place where
Jesus is: Allusions to Baptism and the Eucharist in the Fourth Gospel’, NTS 35 (1989),

pp. 522-539, esp. pp. 527-530. Thus, it is unlikely that Jn 6.66 and 1 Jn 2.19 are a
match in cause as well as in effect (pace Hengel, Question, p. 52).
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The author of 1 John begins by proclaﬁming himself to his readers as a
genuine mediator of the Johannine tradition, for only on this basis can he claim to
speak authoritatively to the matter in hand. Once he has assured them of his status,
however, any distinction between writer and readers is soon dropped and an exploration

of the 1ssues at stake is seen to be undertaken as a joint enterprise.

In his first four verses tﬁe epistle writer sets forth his credentials and at
the same time announces the benefits which his message will bring for all who heed
him. Here the use of the language of original eye-witness together with the
authoritative Johannine ‘we’ (contrast the ‘you’ who appeaf to be the addressees) is
signally in evidence. Indeed, the words almost tumble over one another in the p'assage:

0 aKNKOQUEY, O Ewpakauey . . . 0 0eaaauela . . . kol Ewpakapey Kal
LOPTUPOUREY KOl LTy YENNOUEY VULY . . . O EWPAKAUEY KQUL KKOOUED,
axayyENNopey kal Uuty, va kal Uuels xowwviay Exnre peld’ quow . . .
(kowwwvia) nuerépa . . . ypadousy Nueic . . . (xapa) qudv . . 20
The author 1s clearly taking his stand as a true representative of the Johannine tradition.
His appropriation to himself of these verbs of perception and proclamation
demonstrates that ‘what was from the beginning ... concerning the word of life’ (1.1)
has remained unchanged, is therefore reliable, and will be the burden of the witness he

himself is about to give.2! His use of the ‘we’ here is the prerogative of the tradition

bearer,22 and in that regard is to be compared with the ‘we’ of apostolic authority

20There is some textual disagreement over fucic and Hudv in v. 4, but
the reading given here 1s probably to be preferred (so Brown, Epistles, pp. 172-173).

_ _ 21The presence of eye-witness language in a Johannine text need not
imply that its author was one of the original disciples. For a discussion on a later

generation’s capacity to identify with the original witnesses, see Lieu, ‘Authority’,

pp.213-214; eadem, The Second and Third Epistles of John: History and Background
(Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1986), pp. 143-144; Brown, Epistles, pp. 160-161.

22Brown identifies those who use the ‘we’ as tradition bearers and
interpreters who constitute ‘the Johannine school’ (Epistles, pp. 94-97, esp. n. 221).
See also the remarks by J.-W. Taeger on the role and function of the Traditionstrdger
with reference to 1 Jn 1.1-3 in ‘Der konservative Rebell: Zum Widerstand des
Diotrephes gegen den Presbyter’, ZNW 78 (1987), pp. 267-287 (284).
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which Paul occasionally adopts.23 In short, the author’s principal intention in this
passage is to establish his undisputed access to the original, and therefore genuine and
life-giving, Johannine Christian message. As a result of this the message itself is
alluded to only in snatches during the course of this self-advertisement and information
on 1t 1s kept to a minimum for the moment. In fact, the whole tenor of the beginning

of 1 John is one of declaration of the author’s authoritative status in relation to his
readers, and as such his introduction is perhaps better compared with what Paul has to

say about himself at the beginning of Romans rather than treated, as is often the case,

as a somewhat lack-lustre version of the prologue to the gospel.24

Having formally declared his pedigree, the author is now content to put

aside the we/you divide between himself and his audience. From 1.5 onwards, with
the authontative proclamation that God is light, this differentiation ceases and where
necessary now takes the more personal I/you form.2 In effect the original ‘we’ has

now been expanded to include the addressees themselves, and so that knbwledge of

23In 1 Cor 15.11 the ‘we’ is used as a guarantee that the tradition
conveyed by Paul beginning at v.3 is genuine apostolic teaching. The same claim to
apostolic authority applies in the case of the ‘we’ in 1 Cor 11.16; see also ‘we preach
Chnist crucified’ 1n 1.23. For an examination of Paul’s use of ‘we’ in 2 Corinthians,
see M. Carrez, ‘Le "Nous" en 2 Corinthiens’, NTS 26 (1980), pp. 474-486; for doubts
on whether the authoritative ‘we’ of the Johannine authors can be equated with an
apostolic claim as such, see Brown, Epistles, pp. 94-95, 1509.

24The epistle’s introduction inevitably suffers by comparison with the
gospel prologue; see, e.g. J. L. Houlden, Epistles, pp. 45-54; Brown, Epistles, pp.
179-180. However, whether its author intended to 1nvite such a comparison is
extremely doubtful. He has not used either é» &pxfi or mpog 7ov Ogov, both of which
occur nowhere else in the gospel except in the prologue (compare 1 Jn 3.21 where
wpog Tov feov 1s used but in a different context). Meanwhile, in form and/or meaning
his Noyog, an’ apxijc and 7pog Tov warépa are all to be found in the gospel but not in
the prologue (for Aoyog see n.14 above, and compare Jn 5.24; 8.51, 52 and 6.63, 68
[with p9uara]; for an’ apxiic and xpdg 7ov Tarépa see respectively Jn 15.27; 5.45).
As for the prologue’s év avr® {wij nv (Jn 1.4), compare rather 1 Jn S.11¢c, and even
then Jn 5.26 1s closer. These examples confirm that the epistle’s introduction is a

thoroughly Johannine piece; what they do not confirm is that it was intended to direct
the mind unerringly to Jn 1.1-18.

DSee, e.8., 2.7, 8, 12-14, 20-21, 26-27; 5.13.
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tradition, properly the responsibility of a particular group within the community, 1s
now regarded as the common property of the whole company as receivers of Johannine
‘truth’.26 From now on the author uses the ‘we’ to represent both himself and his

readers; it will imply the shared experience as well as the shared knowledge of writer

and readers alike.

As the epistle writer embarks on his main task, his intention is to teach
his group in a manner which not only affords reassurance in a new and unprecedented
situation but which also provides a basis for future growth. In practice his campaign is
twofold: on the one hand he reminds his readers of what they (and he) already hold to
be true, and on the other hand he draws out the implications of those accepted truths 1n

order to speak to contemporary community needs. Two examples of this method

should suffice to illustrate the point.

1 John 3.5-8 is part of a wider consideration of the privileged status of

the 7éxva fzov. This was begun at 3.1, where it was triggered by the mention of &£

avrov yeyévirar in 2.29. In 3.4 the subject of sin has been raised in this connection
and sin has been equated with lawlessness. The author is about to assure his readers

that those who adhere to the Johannine faith are not susceptible to this kind of sin27 and
at the same time to advise them on how to identify those who are. Accordingly, in v.5
he appeals to something they know about Jesus as a basis for the argument which will

follow: xai oldarte 67t Exetvoc Epavepldn, tvar TS QUAPTIOG GPN, KO QUAPTLO EV

| 26This sense of a common cause need not be affected even when the
‘we’ 1s used on occasion to declare an adverse position. For the argument that this

feature is part of the author’s persuasive style of argumentation, see Lieu, ‘Authonty’,
pp. 221-222,

27This is uncompromisingly stated in 3.9, and is logical in the context of
a passage which contrasts the child of God with the child of the devil. This does not
prevent the author from insisting in 1.8-10 that the faithful must acknowledge that they
do sin. But in this case, as with sin committed by a ‘brother’ in 5.16-17, matters can
be put right. For 1 John the true child of God is always potentially in receipt of God’s
forgiveness, love and protection (1.9; 4.10; 5.18).
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avrd ovk Eattv. The éxetvog here certainly refers to Jesus, and the assumption that
Jesus takes away sin is of a piece with the author’s previous description of Jesus in 2.2
as the expiation (tAaouog) for the sins of the faithful, a statement which he had

subsequently expanded at that point to include the sins of the whole world.

As the argument develops throughout vv.6-8 the positive and negative
implications of the Jesus tradition in v.5 are neatly balanced and the whole is rounded
off by a further reference to the original statement. In v.6 we are told that remaining
in Jesus guarantees sinlessness while sinful behaviour demonstrates ignorance of Jesus.
After the little warning which begins v.7 there follows an expanded and modified
version of the contrast in v.6, this time placing the emphasis firmly on behaviour.
Thus, in v.7b ‘not sinning’ has become ‘doing righteousness’ and is traced to its origin
in Jesus (€xetvog again), while in v.8a the character of the one who does sin receives a
closer definition as originating with the devil, the archetypal sinner. Finally, this
allows the exetvog epavepwbn, tva Tag apapriag app in v.5 to be re-worked in v.8b
as epavepln o viog Tov Beob, tva oy T&x Epya Tov dueBolov. Taken as a whole this
is a typical 1 John by their fruits ye shall know them’ argument.28 In this case,

however, the argument is based on something the community already believes about

Jesus.

In 1 Jn 3.16-18 we find the author in the midst of edifying his readers on
how to put into practice the command to love one another. He has reminded them of
this command in v.11 and in vv.12-15 he has told them how not to do it by citing the
example of Cain, after which he has firmly dissociated their own calling from the Cain
stereotype. By v.16 he is ready to provide a positive model. Note again the appeal to

something known about Jesus which he now cites as the supreme definition of loving

behaviour: év TouTw &yvokapey ™y dyaTny, 0T Kstvog UTEP NUOY TNV YuXy auTOov

28For other examples of this attitude in 1 John see 1.6; 2.4-6, 9-11, 15-
17, 29; 3.12, 14; 4.8, 20.
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E9nxev (v.16a), after which the reader is exhorted to imitate Jesus with regard to his
brother in faith (v.16b, note the stress in the xai nuets odeihouer). In v.17 he gives an
example of how that principle should operate in day-to-day living. He expresses it
negatively by way of criticism of those who do not respond in the appropriate manner,
but nevertheless the application is clear enough. The principle in v.16a of expending
one’s life (v Yuxny adTov E0nkev) has now become a matter of expending one’s
means of life or livelihood (Bioc) so that to do this on behalf of those in need 1s seen as
a practical expression of God’s love. At v.18 the author sums up his argument 1n a
nutshell: the right kind of loving behaviour (i.e. év &A\nfeig) is not lip service but

loving ‘in action’ (év Epyw). Thus, once again, we see the author citing a known

tradition and expounding 1t in terms of ethical behaviour.

We are now in a position to define the character of the epistle a little
more closely. In the writer we have an authoritarian figure, a member of the ‘we’
group who regard themselves as guardians and transmitters of original Johannine
tradition. As a member of such a group, the author can legitimately reaffirm those
truths shared by himself and his readers and accepted by all concerned as the group’s
basic principles. As he works to meet the demands of new and disturbing
circumstances brought about by a recent community crisis, he not only reminds his
readers of their tradition but also inteprets it afresh to allow it to speak directly to their
needs. Thus, as in 1 Jn 2.7-8, the ‘old commandment’ - the word they have heard
from the beginning - can also be expressed as a ‘new commandment’ inasmuch as it
continues to remain true. On this basis, we may take it that the epistle writer’s work
consists essentially of a superstructure of argument built on a foundation of shared

principles, and, moreover, that these principles are what the author understands to be

basic constituents of the Johannine Christian tradition.29

29See further O.A. Piper’s excellent defence of the case for treating 1

John as a piece based on known tradition in ‘1 John and the Didache of the Primitive
Church’, JBL 66 (1947), pp. 437-451. |
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I have suggested that the clue to the real nature of the link between John
and 1 John, and hence to the bearing which the epistle can have on the matter of
1solating tradition in the gospel, lies in understanding the epistle writer’s methods. For
if we think that in thus confining our attention to the epistle we have by now travelled
far from the world of the evangelist, a moment’s consideration will tell us that indeed
we have not. The fact 1s that our chief impression of the gospel is often influenced by
the features which strike us most, in particular perhaps the magnificent prologue and
the magistenial ‘I am’ statements on the lips of the Johannine Jesus. Yet we must not
allow our enthusiasm for such artistry to obscure the fact that the real points of
correspondence with 1 John are also embedded in the gospel text. These are the
presence of the Johannine ‘we’ in conjunction with eye-witness language, and certain

statements which correspond with the content of what 1 John had appealed to as

original tradition.

The evangelist uses the ‘we’ to speak on behalf of the faithful
community in the prologue. It appears with an eye-witness verb in 1.14b, ‘we have
beheld (e0eaoaueda) his glory’ (compare 0 é0saoaueda in 1 Jn 1.1), and in v.16 it is
used where the faithful (nueis wavreg) are described as recipients of grace. Note also
that in v.14a the evangelist says that the Word dwelt ‘among us’ (é» nuiv), a phrase
which finds its parallel in 1 Jn 4.9, 16. It is also worth observing in this context that
the ‘we’ appears again right at the end of the gospel where the veracity of the Beloved
Disciple’s witness is guaranteed (21.24). Although this verse is not usually attributed

to the evangelist, in the light of his use of the ‘we’ elsewhere it is surely a possibility

that he himself has also penned this final comment.39

30Among those who identify the ‘we’ in 21.24 as the evangelist’s
trademark as in the prologue are P.S. Minear (‘The Original Functions of John 21°,
JBL 102 [1983], pp. 85-98, esp. p. 95) and P.F. Ellis (The Genius of John
[Collegeville, MN: Liturgical Press, 1984], p.308). The reappearance of the ‘we’ here
fits in well with customary devices for framing a narrative (see Culpepper, Anatomy,
p.46), and the sentence ‘we know that his testimony is true’ looks like a typical
Johannine endorsement formula which the evangelist could well have used. J.
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We can also extend this comparison with the epistle by including the
‘you’ of direct address to the readers. In 20.31, a passage remarkably similar to 1 Jn
5.13, the evangelist turns aside from his narrative to tell his readers that he writes ‘that
you may believe’ ({va miored[o]n7e)3! and ‘that believing you may have life’ ({ve
morebovreg Swny Exnre). We may also choose to add here the little aside to the

readers tva xat Upeic morevfojnre in 19,35, assuming, of course, that that 1s also

original to John,32

For the rest of the time the evangelist does not speak directly to his
readers nor represent them in person, and in that regard his work differs from that of
the epistle writer. But the difference is only a matter of genre. A gospel is, ostensibly
at least, a narrative of the life of Jesus in times past, and hence its author will tend
throughout to assume the low profile of disinterested narrator. It follows that the |
gospel medium is a form of communication between writer and readers which 1s
primarily indirect. It is not surprising, therefore, to find that the instances where the
‘we’ and ‘you’ are used directly in the gospel occur largely outside the ‘time capsule’
of the narrative itself. However, this does not mean that the indirect form of
communication cannot be effective nor should we take it that the evangelist has ceased

his policy of representing and instructing his community once the narration has begun.

Chapman points to the parallels in 19.35 and 3 Jn 12 (‘We know that his Testimony 1s
True’, JTS 31 [1930], pp. 379-387, esp. pp. 380-381) but has overlooked Jn 5.32
which 1s closer to 21.24 than 19.35, and 1s indisputabl)mattributed to John himself. p € bt

31The present subjunctive of morebewr, which implies the continuation

and strengthening of faith, is probably to be preferred here to the aorist which would be
appropriate to conversion to faith (see Barrett, Gospel, p. 575).

32G.R. Beasley-Murray recognizes a ‘growing consensus’ of opinion
among scholars that 19.35 1s 1nauthentic because of its verbal links with 21.24 (John,
p. 354). This argument relies far too heavily on the unquestioned assumption that
21.24 was not written by the evangelist (see n. 30 above).
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We may be certain that the evangelist’s readers would have identified
readily with the faithful in the gospel story. With this in mind we must surely take
careful note of where the ‘we’ occurs on the lips of the faithful as the narrative
proceeds, for this is probably the J oﬁannine ‘we’ thinly disguised and as such is likely
to introduce some known and commonly accepted formula. By the same token, those
occasions where the Johannine Jesus addresses his tétoc as ‘you’ should not be i1gnored,

for these will be the points where the evangelist offers advice and instruction to his

readers.

While the ‘we’ occurs naturally as part of the inevitable gospel dialogue,
there are occasions where 1t is used with the language of witness in a way evidently
intended to resound beyond the confines of the historical setting. For example, in 4.42
we read that the Samaritan villagers have heard (axyxoauer) for themselves and now
know (otdauev) that ‘this is truly the Saviour of the world’. There is also the
confession of Peter in 6.69 who, as spokesman for the disciples, affirms that they have
believed and have come to know (nueic wemorevkapuey xai &yvoxapuer) that Jesus is
the Holy One of God. Furthermore, in view of the presence of eye-witness language,
it may be feasible also to include in this category one of the instances where Jesus
himself speaks in terms of ‘we’. Jn 3.11 begins with an address specifically to
Nicodemus (&ujv dufjy Aéyw oou) but in what follows the personal pronouns change
abruptly to the plural, and this has the effect of raising what 1s said to the level of
general comment.33  Note how close the 6 éwpdrapuey paprvpovuey hereh comes to the
kol Ewpaxapey kol poprupovuey in 1 Jn 1.2.34 Thus, the ‘we’ here is probably to be
regarded as introducing an attitude of the Johannine faithful. The conviction that their

witness is not received is certainly not untypical of the author’s own stance in the

prologue and elsewhere.33

33See also v. 12 where the second person plural persists.
34Compare also nueic 7efedueda kai paprvpoduey in 1 Jn 4.14.

35See Jn 1.11 and compare both 1.11 and 1.12 with 3.11 and 3.32-33.
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While Jesus does address his disciples as ‘you’ earlier in the gospel,36
this feature is signally in evidence in the last discourse material where Jesus instructs
them privately and at length (chs. 13-16). The tone of assurance in these passages is
quite marked, and the object seems to be not only to ensure community survival beyond
the recent trauma of rejection by Judaism but also to provide a basis for the
community’s continuing growth and development into the future.37 Indeed, not only in

tone but also in actual content, this relatively narrative-free area of the gospel

approximates most closely to 1 John.38

On this evidence we may assume that the first point of correspondence
between gospel and epistle is confirmed. It seems that the evangelist has also felt free
to adopt the language of guarantee with which 1 John had defended his position as
guardian and transmitter of original tradition. He has used the Johannine ‘we’ to
represent his readers, he has also addressed them as ‘you’ and, as with 1 John, he has
taken pains to encourage and instruct them. Moreover, he has pursued this policy not
only directly but also indirectly by working through the gospel medium. Both authors,

it would seem, are tradition bearers who can address the community and put its case in

See also 12.37-40 where this attitude is underpinned by two texts from Isaiah.

Presumably this thinking is also behind the epistle writer’s assumption that the world
will listen only to false prophets (1 Jn 4.5).

- 36Note, for example, the sudden shift in address from singular to plural
at 1.01.

37For the general tone of comfort and assurance, see, for example, 14.1,
3, 18, 27; 16.33. Note also how the subject of persecution is tackled here in a way
designed to encourage fortitude and to ward off dismay at its onset (15.18-16.4).

38As in 1 John note the use of the affectionate rexvior (13.33), the
emphasis on the love command (13.34; 15.12), the theme of possession of the Spirit
(14.16, 17, 26; 15.26; 16.7-15), the expectation of joy fulfilled (15.11; 16.20, 22, 24)
and the assurance that prayer will be answered (14.13-14; 15.7, 16; 16.23, 24). For a
chart of themes common to 1 John and the final discourses, see S.S. Smalley, 1, 2, 3,
John (WBC, 51; Waco, TX: Word Books, 1984), p. xxx.
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the interests of providing a blueprint for the future against a background of recent
Crisis.

We now turn to examine the second point, namely, that the two texts
coincide specifically in the tenﬁs of the tradition which the epistle writer has appealed
to as the basis for his argument. With that in mind we must return to the two examples
from the epistle given earlier in order to remind ourselves of the content of the

traditional material cited by 1 John and to draw comparisons with relevant texts from

the gospel.

In 1 Jn 3.5 the author referred to his readers’ knowledge (kai otdare)
that Jesus was manifested ‘in order to take away sins’ ({va 7ag apapriag app). 1
suggested that this bore on a previous statement in 2.2 where Jesus was described as the
expiation not only for the sins of the faithful but also for the sins of the whole world
(mept olov Tov xoopuov). If we take the iva 7ac apapriag apyp of 3.5 together with the
reference to 6 xéopog in 2.2, we come up with something remarkably similar to the
declaration of John the Baptist in Jn 1.29 that Jesus, the Lamb of God, ‘takes away the
sin of the world’ (0 atpwy My auapriav Tov kéopov). Thus, we have good reason to
assume that this part of Jn 1.29 was not newly minted by the evangelist when he wrote
but that at this point he was repeating the essential elements of a statement of a
confessional nature about Jesus which was already part of the Johannine Christian
tradition. Moreover, judging by the way it has been reflected with only tﬁinor
variation in both writings, it would seem that the verbal form of this statement has been
fairly fixed. There are other indications in both texts which would support such a
conclusion. For example, it is worth noting that, while both authors faithfully retail
this information, neither consistently makes full use of the entire content of what he
reports. Thus, 1n the gospel the atoning quality of Jesus’ death is not denied but at the
same time it is not a major theme, while in the epistle the sense of outreach to the

world is almost wholly absent and hence the writer’s reference to 6 kéopuoc in 2.2 is

untypically benevolent for him.3 It is also significant that neither author puts atpetv
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together with auapric in any other context - indeed in 1 John atpety never occurs
outside 3.5 where this tradition is cited. Finally, it is also relevant to observe that

outside these two references aipewr and auapriar are never found together anywhere

else in the NT.

In 1 Jn 3.16 the model behaviour of Jesus (07t Exetvoc vrEp nuaw ™
Yyuxny avrov fnxer) is cited as the starting point of a brief treatment of the nature of
loving in action. The most prominent gospel reference to this is as a laudable principle
placed on Jesus’ lips at 15.13 where, as in 1 John, it not only connects with the love

command but serves as a definition of loving in action. Indeed, mutatis mutandis the

two texts are very similar:

v ToUTY Eyvdkapey Ty &ydry,
OTL EKELVOG UTEP MUY THv Yyuxny avrov éfnker (1 In 3.16)
petfora TaUTNS Ay TN ovdele EXEL,

wa Tig ™Y Yuxny avrov 0p vTép TV Pihwy alTod
(cf. v. 14a, vueic dthot pot éare) (Jn 15.13).

The gospel makes other references to this principle of laying down life. For example,

it 1s present in ch. 10 where it is applied to Jesus as the Good Shepherd who lays down

his life for the sheep:

10.11 o mwowunvy 0 kahog v Yuxnv avrov Tilyow vxép TV TpoBaTWY
15 v Yuxgv pov ribput vrép TV TpoBaTwy
17 eyw rifpue v Yuxny pov
18  &yw rifput avmyv . . . Bstvar avmv.

It also appears 1n 13.37, again in the context of the love command (vv. 34, 35), where
it supplies the verbal form of Peter’s foolhardy declaration of loyalty to Jesus, and in v.

38 Jesus echoes these words in querying Peter’s competence to perform the act:

39See especially J.M. Lieu’s remark that 1 John’s references to the
world 1n 2.2 and 4.14 ‘sound like statements which have survived in tradition and they
have no effect on the theology of the immediate context or of the Epistle as a whole’
(Second and Third Epistles, p. 183). We have already seen good reason to identify the
title owmp 70U kOOpov in 4.14 as tradition because of the ‘we’ and the eye-witness
language which herald it in Jn 4.42 (see p. 24).
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13.37 mv Yvxnv pov vxép oov Mow
38 v Yuxny gov UTEp Epol Poeig;30
Here again we are almost certainly in touch with an element of Johannine Christian
tradition which has been picked up by both authors and differently applied. Again we
have language peculiar to the group (rifue Yvxiv is uniquely Johannine)4! in which

they expressed their belief that Jesus had loved them by sacrificing his life on their
behalf.

On this evidence it seems that our second point of correspondence can
also be confirmed. In the two examples from 1 John where 1t was possible to detect
that the epistle writer was appealing to tradition, the close verbal correspondence with
the gospel has emerged precisely in the content of the tradition cited and not in the
surrounding argument. We may also pause to reflect that, since in these two cases the
tradition in question has been expressed in an idiom distinctive to the Johannine

writings, then it could not immediately have been discerned by adducing Synoptic or

Pauline parallels.

We have attempted to achieve a more precise understanding of the
relation between John and 1 John by concentrating first on the epistle writer and his
methods, and it seems that this approach has served us well. In 1 John we have seen a

tradition bearer at work seeking to reassure his community in the wake of a crisis by

40Note also the formal similarity between these examples and the dictum
of Caiaphas iva ei¢ arfpwros arofavy vrép Tov Aaov in 11.50. The application of
this ‘prophecy’ to the 7ékva 7ov feov in 11.52 certainly implies that it 1s intended to
bear the same meaning. On the influence of the Good Shepherd material on this
passage, see C. H. Dodd, The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel (Cambridge: CUP,
1953), p. 368; J. Beutler, ‘Two Ways of Gathering: The Plot to Kill Jesus in John
11.47-53, NTS 40 (1994), pp. 399-406 (p. 403).

41So Ruckstuhl, Einheit (reprint), p.298.
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citing known tradition and interpreting it to meet their needs. In the gospel we have
seen another tradition bearer at work similarly bent on reassurance, and on his own
showing already known to us as a receiver and highly creative interpreter of tradition.
Further comparisons have shown that material which the author of 1 John had appealed
to as the basis of his argument may be recognized in the evangelist’s text also. 'In other

words, what the epistle writer 1dentifies as original tradition the gospel also contains.

In view of these and our earlier findings it seems feasible to describe
John and 1 John 1n the following terms. We are dealing with two documents which
belong to different literary types and which have been addressed to the Johannine
church at different stages in its fortunes. Thus, in terms of genre and orientation to
particular circumstances, they are not alike. Nevertheless, they can be compared in
certain fundamental respects as follows: in both cases the author responsible has had
access to community tradition, and in both cases the procedure of citing tradition and
interpreting it to meet present needs has been adopted. These common features have
given rise to a third point of comparison and, in this case, a phenomenon which has, in
effect, forged the link between John and 1 John as they are now known to us in their

final form. This 1s the fact that there have been occasions when gospel and epistle have

coincided in reflecting tradition with the same content.

Thus, a picture emerges of John and 1 John as independent productions,
which relate to one another by virtue of their mutual reliance on a body of tradition
which was known to both authors and to their readers before either document was
written. Moreover, it is a picture which makes sense of the results of my earlier
attempts to compare them directly. It plausibly explains the pattern of striking but
intermittent contact between them that we observed at that point, for it allows us to

understand how material traceable directly from one text to another can be found in

contexts where no such correspondence exists.

It hardly needs to be stressed that this perspective on John and 1 John
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does not accord with the majority view that the epistle is directly related to the gospel
and was intended as some kind of explanatory adjunct to it.42 But there again we have
seen no evidence to suggest that this was so. Neither 1 John’s declaration of his status
as tradition bearer nor the terms in which he has couched his message have conveyed
any impression that he has needed to defer to the work of a predecessor to make his
case. More spectifically, it seems that the verbal parallels which exist between gospel
and epistle cannot be claimed as evidence that the epistolary author was referring
directly to the gospel itself. On the contrary, these are best described as instances of
tradition overlap: they are points where the author of 1 John has repeated certain
elements 1n the tradition ax’ apxn¢ which the evangelist, writing in another context,
had also known and reproduced. In sum, our findings indicate that what links the

epistle matenally to the gospel is the Johannine Christian tradition, or at least certain

important aspects of it.

Having thus specified the nature of what is common to John and 1 John I
have at the same time supplied the evidence in favour of my initial proposal that the
epistle could be made to function as a control to isolate tradition in the text of the
gospel. On this basis we may assume that where the epistle writer reminds his readers
of what they ‘know’, or speaks of what they have ‘heard from the beginning’, or
simply takes for granted a particular attitude, and where the equivalent (or near
equivalent) occurs in the gospel, then at such points the evangelist has included known
community tradition as part of his text. We will then be in a position to judge how the
evangelist himself has chosen to build on this material in the process of composing the
gospel. To this extent, then, 1 John is surely qualified to take its place alongside other

means of identifying the tradition known to the fourth evangelist, and therefore it

42There are, however, dissenting voices. See, e.g., G. Strecker, ‘Die
Anfange der johanneischen Schule’, NTS 32 (1986), pp. 31-47, esp. pp. 40-41, and
Lieu, Theology, esp. p. 101. Both scholars have also found reason to regard the epistle
as an independent piece which reflects community tradition. Even Raymond Brown

does not exclude this position as a possible alternative to his own thesis (see Epistles,
p.86 n. 190).
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remains only to add some brief remarks on the potential value of the epistle’s

contribution in this regard by way of conclusion.

As with our other resources, the epistle offers only a limited insight into
what the evangelist knew. It cannot help us in terms of narrative, nor will it teach us
anything radically new about the essentials of Johannine faith compared with what we
could reasonably have guessed from passages elsewhere in the NT which express the
same Christian sentiments.#3 Nevertheless, in one important respect the epistle’s
contribution is of outstanding value, because at the level of diction 1 John as a control
is unsurpassed. In other words, given that the epistle is another Johannine piece, then
in this instance we have a control in which the tradition is articulated using the
distinctive style and vocabulary with which the evangelist himself was familiar. This
means that in those areas where 1 John does come into play we can be clearer than
otherwise would be possible about the precise wording of the tradition the evangelist
knew, and hence can more easily discern its presence in his text. With this in mind, it
is worth remembering that 1 Jn 4.9-10 offers the closest available parallel to Jn 3.16-17
in which the ‘Johannine kerygma’ is thought to be represented.4* As I hinted in my
opening paragraph, this seems to have helped to provide the conceptual framework for
John’s distinctive presentation of Jesus. Among other examples we may note that the

Johannine version of the ‘ask and it will be given’ logion is common to both,> as is

43For example, Jn 1.29/1 Jn 2.2; 3.5 can be compared with 2 Cor 5.19
and 1 Tim 1.15, both of which are also assumed to reflect traditional formulae; for Jn
15.13 etc./1 Jn 3.16 compare esp. Gal 2.20; Eph 5.2 and the Son of man logion in Mk
10.45 (cf. 1 Tim 2.5-6) (see above, n. 9). This agreement over fundamentals 1s hardly

surprising; it simply confirms that the Johannine group was a branch of the early
Christian tree and not an alien life form.

4 As is often remarked, the benefits of the mission of the Son in the 1
John passage are confined to the believing community and do not extend to the world.
However, this particularization looks like a deliberate modification. 1 Jn 4.14 shows
that the author 1s fully aware of the universal scope of the divine intention (compare Jn
3.17; 4.42). Note, significantly, that this is precisely the point where the language of
original eye-witness makes its appearance in his argument.

43For the full range of references to this well-attested logion together
with a proposal that it is an item of early tradition which was probably original to
Jesus, see D. Goldsmith, ‘"Ask, and it will be Given ...": Toward Writing the History
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also a jaundiced outlook on the world as the sphere of inevitable opposition and hatred
towards the faithful.46 In short, this is the stuff of which the fourth gospel was made,

and which was no less influential in the evangelist’s thinking than other aspects of the

early Christian tradition on which he drew.

In this chapter I have attempted to demonstrate that John and 1 John
relate to one another indirectly by virtue of their common reliance on community
tradition. I have also claimed that this state of affairs can be turned to advantage in
that 1 John can prove an additional and valuable means of isolating tradition in the
evangelist’s text, thereby significantly improving our chances of understanding the
creative processes which gave shape to the finished piece. It is now time to put this
claim to the test. Theoretically, of course, there is nothing to prevent us from
analysing the entire gospel from this perspective. However, such an undertaking would
be immense and could well find us casting about for hyperbole on the scale of John
21.25! Accordingly, our aspirations will be more modest and we will confine our
attention to a single, sustained piece of composition. In the interests of ensuring that
our test is of the stiffest, I propose to attempt an analysis of what is arguably the finest,
most complex and, from a historical-critical standpoint, the most infuniatingly
inscrutable piece of work that ever came from John’s pen. I refer, of course, to his
- account of the raising of Lazarus. AsI will make clear as we proceed, I am in
agreement with the view that the Lazarus story was not originally part of the gospel but

was carefully edited in to it by John at a later stage. I will also maintain that this story

of a Logion’, NTS 35 (1989), pp. 254-265.

46The world’s hatred is introduced in Jn 15.18-19 and 1 Jn 3.13 as an
accepted fact of life whose abiding relevance is merely confirmed by present difficulties
(see also Jn 7.7; 17.14). Barnabas Lindars describes this attitude as a Johannine
‘maxim’ which in this case has its roots in traditional Jesus logia; see Lindars, ‘The
Persecution of Christians in Jn 15.18-16.4a’, in Essays, pp. 131-152 (p. 141).
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was part of a second edition of the gospel which John undertook in response to a
community situation of deepening crisis. Let us now embark on the first of our three

separate studies on aspects of John’s narrative in 11.1-44 where 1 John has a

contribution to make.



CHAPTER 2

JESUS’ LOVE FOR LAZARUS

" The first two verses of John’s raising story are devoted to introducing
the ailing Lazarus to his readers as the brother of the Bethany sisters, Mary and
Martha. These formalities completed, John quickly moves on to events in v.3 with the
sisters’ delicately expressed appeal to Jesus for help.! Even at this early stage,
however, John’s narrative begins to disclose his special interests. It is important to
notice how the message to Jesus has been phrased, for in it Lazarus is not named but
simply described as ov ¢uhetc. Already, then, there has been a shift in emphasis: what
matters now 1s not who Lazarus 1s as much as how he stands in relation to Jesus:
Lazarus 1s someone whom Jesus loves. Why has John sought to introduce this new
slant on the situation? One possible option is that we are to understand simply that
Jesus has a natural human affection for Lazarus. This view is not without its
advocates? and, on the face of it, seems plausible enough, especially given John’s own
emphasis on Jesus’ love for the family as a whole in v.5. Looking further ahead, this
same affection for Lazarus could be the reason why Jesus responds with such powerful

emotion to the sight of Mary and ‘the Jews’ grieving over Lazarus’ untimely death 1in

vv.33-35. At least, as far as ‘the Jews’ are concerned, this is a satisfactory explanation

INote a similar delicacy in the oblique request John attributes to Jesus’
mother in 2.3. For this comparison, see esp. E. C. Hoskyns, The Fourth Gospel (ed.

g‘gé\l Davey; 2 vols; London: Faber and Faber, 1940), p. 466; Barrett, Gospel, p.

2For example, Rudolf Bultmann’s comment on John’s use of ¢«\etv and
ayawav 1n this story is that the ‘verbs do not have a specific Johannine meaning here,
but denote the human relationship’ (R. Bultmann, The Gospel of John: A Commentary
[ET G. R. Beasley-Murray; Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1971}, p. 397 n. 2).
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of Jesus’ own grief at this point. Their comment, (3¢ *@¢ £piher avrov (36), which
recalls the contents of the message in v.3, indicates as much. Yet the very fact that
John has attributed this remark to ‘the Jews’ should be enough to warn us against a too
superficial interpretation of its meaning. After all, since when did the opinion of ‘the
Jews’ in this gospel adequately reflect the evangelist’s real intentions? Even when
sympathetic towards Jesus, as is the case here, their keen grasp of the obvious usually
acts as a foil to the deeper truths John intends his readers to understand.3 "No, if John
wants us to know that Jesus loves Lazarus and is prepared, unusually, to show Jesus 1n
inner turmoil in that connection, then he has something more than natural human

friendship in mind. Our first step towards a better understanding of his thinking will

be to seek the guidance of 1 John on the tradition John had available to him.

1 John has much to say to his readers about love. Writing against a
background of schism within the community, he is at pains to assure those who have
remained loyal that theirs is a genuine Christian faith. One consistent ploy is to
emphasize how they conduct themselves in their daily lives: true faith, he argues, 1s a
matter of keeping the commandments and living as Jesus lived.4 The love command is
central to his thesis. Time and again he refers to it, attributing it to Jesus himself
(3.23),% and insisting that this be the governing principle in all contact between
believers, for only in loving conduct towards others is the true child of God to be
identified (cf. 3.10; 4.7-12 etc.). It is in our interest to note that he expects his readers

to be thoroughly familiar with the love command: it is not new to them, he says, but 1s

3See, for example, 2.20; 3.4 (Nicodemus); 6.42, 52; 7.35; 8.22. The
function of ‘the Jews’ in the Lazarus story will be discussed below 1n ch. 3.

4See, for example, 1 Jn 2.3-6, 8; 3.3, 7, 22-24; 4.17; 5.2-3.

3] am assuming that the weight of gospel tradition tells in favour of the
exetvog 1n 1 Jn 3.23c as a reference to Jesus (cf. v. 23b) rather than to God. See esp.
the Johannine version of the commandment in Jn 13.34; 15.12, 17, which tradition 1
John evidently knows (cf. 1 Jn 2.7-8). Nevertheless, this identification is not clear
from the general thrust of the argument in 3.19-24. See further, the discussion in

Br%vsvn, Epistles, p. 464. Brown opts for a reference to God, as does Lieu (Theology,
P. 2J).
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an old commandment,® something belonging to the Johannine Christian tradition as it
was first preached to them (2.7; 3.11).7 Now as a rule, our author is content simply to
refer to the commandment itself rather than getting down to brass tacks on what one
should actually do to fulfil it. On one occaston, however, he does become very
specific on that score, and here we need to observe his methods closely. It is clear .

from 3.17-18 that he thinks love put into practice should result in placing one’s worldly

means at the service of a brother in need. More to the point for our purposes,
however, 1s the fact that he has extrapolated that teaching from something known about
Jesus in the tradition. The crucial text is 3.16a: év roirw &yvoxkauey ™y ayarnv, o
EKELVog UTEP YUYy ™Y Yuxny avrov E6nkev; they all know what love involves, he says,
from the fact that Jesus laid down his life on their behalf.8 He then applies what Jesus

did for them to what they must do for one another (v. 16b), and hence on to the nitty-

gritty example in the next verse.”

As I argued in my first chapter, we can tell from the equivalent wording
in the gospel that the evangelist has also had access to this same traditional material

and, as is his custom, will have used it as the basis for his own creative composition,10

61 John’s insistence that the commandment is ralata as well as ko
does not constitute a departure from the evangelist’s position. Rather, the difference 1s
merely a matter of genre. To judge from Jn 13.34; 1 Jn 2.7-8, 1t appears that both
writers knew the love command as Jesus’ ‘new’ commandment. Accordingly, the
evangelist presents it as such in the gospel story while 1 John makes play with this
known concept for the edification of his readers. In the case of the evangelist’s own
readers, of course, it will also have been an ‘old’ commandment an’ apxng. 1 John’s
reference to its antiquity, therefore, does not constitute grounds for supposing that the
epistle was written later than the gospel, pace Whitacre, Johannine Polemic, p. 3;

Lieu, Second aard Third Zgiitled TS S A8
7 John’s an’ apxn¢ here probably has a double reference both to the

origin of the tradition with Jesus and to the Johannine Christians’ first acquaintance
with it on conversion, see Brown, Epistles, p. 2635.

8The 67t here is epexegetical of the v ToiTe phrasé and introduces
something factual (see Brown, Epistles, p. 448).

See above, pp. 20-21.
10See above, p. 30.
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In the gospel, we see Jesus actually give the love command three times (13.34; 15.12,
17) and refer several times to laying down life for others. Out of these references, the
key text is undoubtedly John 15.13: puseilova ratme ayammy ovdeig exe, tva Tig ™V
Jyuxnv avrov 0p vxép Ty dilwy avrov. This verse most nearly resembles 1 John 3.16
in format!1 and, significantly, it occurs in the midst of Jesus’ private instruction to the
disciples about their future. Even more explicitly than in 1 John, laying down life is

linked with the love command (v.12) and, as in the epistle, is seen as the ultimate

definition of what love means when put into practice.

Thus, by taking our cue from 1 John, we have established that gospel
references to the love command and to laying down life derive from the tradition the
evangelist knew. We can therefore expect his own composition to have been inspired
and informed by this material. Before we return to the gospel, however, it will be in
our interest to pursue our present course a little further. We have already observed that
1 John not only cites tradition known to the evangelist but that, in the case of 3.16-18,
he also applies and interprets it. The fact that he does this is to our advantage. It
means that we can also profitably take 1 John’s exegesis of this tradition as a guide to

the evangelist’s own approach. As we shall see, our authors are not always of a

common mind when it comes to the realm of interpretation. In this case, then, we will

seek to enhance our understanding of the evangelist by a process of comparison and

contrast with what 1 John has to say.

Let us begin with 1 John 3.16. Speaking in the context of fulfilling the
love command (v. 11), the epistle writer makes two points in this verse: first, he

confidently claims that Jesus laid down his life vxép nuav (v. 16a) and, second, he
insists on that basis that Jesus’ action be the model for conduct between believers (v.

16b). By adjusting to the difference in genre, it is possible to tell that both aspects of 1

11See above, p. 27.
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John’s message are also conveyed by the evangelist to his own readers in Jesus’
instruction to the disciples. The relevant passage is John 15.12-14, part of a pericope
which is bounded by references to the love command (vv. 12, 17). Note how quickly
Jesus’ reference to someone (7i¢) laying down his life for his friends in v. 13 1s turned
into a self-portrait: his next words to the disciples, vueig pihot pov gore (v. 14a)
immediately confirm that Jesus has just described himself in relation to those who
believe in him. Note also how Jesus teaches the disciples not only to love one another
but to do so xafwg pyarnoa vuag in v. 12. The teaching itself does not break fresh
ground as far as the gospel reader is concerned: 1t is essentially a repeat of Jesus’
‘new’ E.:omrnandment as given in 13.34. However, on this occasion the command is
followed immediately by the detail in v. 13 describing what Jesus himself will do for

love of his $ihot, and this functions to specify precisely what loving one another in

imitation of Jesus 1involves.

Thus, by comparing these texts and allowing for the gospel medium, it

becomes possible to show that the evangelist, like 1 John, intends his readers to
understand that fulfilling the love command is a matter of being mindful of what Jesus
did for them, and of acting accordingly in their own lives. So far, then, John and 1
John can be said to agree. However, as I have indicated, they do also differ in their
interpretation of this material. It is important for our appreciation of John’s work to

note precisely what this difference is, and to consider the implications of the attitude he

himself adopts.

Where John and 1 John part company is over the issue of how this
obligation to lay down one’s life in imitation of Jesus is actually to be put into practice
in the daily life of the Johannine Christian. As we have seen, 1 John construes this
metaphorically: what is needful, he teaches, is to expend one’s means of life to

alleviate the deprivation of one’s brother (3.17).12 Now there is nothing in the gospel

12Gee above, p. 21.
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to suggest that the evangelist has also adopted this approach; on the contrary, in all
available references, laying down life is consistently taken in its completely literal
sense. To a certain extent, of course, this emphasis 1s inevitable given the gospel’s
natural focus on Jesus himself. John’s references to laying down life are largely taken
up with Jesus describing his own career in these terms (10.11f.; 15.13), and in such
instances a non-literal interpretation of his words is patently out of the question.
Nevertheless, the important fact remains that when this language is not restricted to
Jesus but 1s applied also to the disciples in the gospel story, John has evidently retained
its literal meaning. There are two notable examples of this, both of which occur in
parts of the gospel usually identified as belonging to a late stage in its development. In

what follows, I will assume that this is so. I will also assume that the evangelist

himself was responsible for the additional material.13

For the first example, we return to the pericope, 15.12-17. As already
noted, John begins by repeating the love command from 13.34 (v. 12) but in this case

follows 1t immediately with a second citation from tradition which specifies what Jesus

13The disruption of the narrative from 14.31 to 18.1 is a clear indicator
that chs. 15-17 are a later intrusion into the text. Similarly, the concluding remarks in
20.30-31 point to ch. 21 as an addition to the original gospel (pace Minear, ‘Original
Functions’, pp. 91-98, who argues that the additional chapter was planned from the
start). For a survey of the various redaction theories, see R. E. Brown, The
Community of the Beloved Disciple (London: Chapman, 1979), pp. 171-182; R.
Kysar, The Fourth Evangelist and His Gospel: An examination of contemporary
scholarship (Minneapolis: Augsburg Publishing House, 1975), pp. 39-54; J. Ashton,
Understanding the Fourth Gospel (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1991), pp. 82-86, also pp.
159-204 on the gospel’s first edition. For a recent survey of scholarship on ch. 21,
including the interesting suggestion that chs. 20 and 21 are dual endings to the gospel,
see B. R. Gaventa, ‘The Archive of Excess: John 21 and the Problem of Narrative
Closure’, 1n R. A. Culpepper and C. C. Black (eds.), Exploring the Gospel of John
(In Honor of D. Moody Smith; Louisville, Kentucky: Westminster/John Knox Press,
1996), pp. 240-252. On the question of the authorship of these additions, I have no
objection in principle to the idea of a redactor who was not the evangelist.
Nevertheless, I am so far not persuaded by the style and character of the material that
such was the case. See further, my comments in ch. 1 n. 30 and ch. 3 n. 97. Broadly

speaking, I am in agreement with Lindars’ position on these issues (conveniently set out
in John, pp. 38-39).
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himself did for love of his own (v. 13). Thus, while this tradition undoubtedly applies
to Jesus in the first instance (v. 14a), the exhortation to love one another éaéd‘:g
nyamyoa vuag in v. 12 signifies that it also applies to those who follow him. So far,
the evangelist has kept pace with the sentiments in 1 John 3.16. However, this is
where the resemblance ends. Search as we might in the remainder of the pericope for
sométhing aloné the lines of 1 John 3.17, the evangelist does not oblige. A non-literal
interpretation of the Christian duty to lay down one’s life in imitation of Jesus 1s simply
not entertained here. Instead, the teaching which leads to the repeat of the love
command (v. 17) 1s full of encouragement and 'promise, concentrating wholly on the

rewards and privileges of those who are Jesus’ ¢ihot, that is, those who do what Jesus

commands (v. 14b).

The second example is rather more complex. In this case, the essential
elements are already present in ch. 13 but their full implication is not drawn out until
ch. 21. In 13.34, the love command makes its appearance in the gospel for the first
time and in this context (cf. v. 35b) John’s story moves towards Jesus’ prediction that
Peter will deny him (v. 38b). In the process, attention is focused on Peter himself.
Peter 1s unable to understand why he cannot follow Jesus immediately (vv. 36-37a) and
he protests his loyalty to Jesus by vowing v yuxny pov vrép oov 6now (v. 37b).
These words are a deliberate reminder of Jesus’ self-portrait as the Good Shepherd who
lays down his life for the sheep in ch. 10 (vv. 11, 15), and by this means John implies
that Peter thinks he can imitate Jesus. Jesus’ stinging rejoinder, v Yuxnv oov vTEp
gpov Onoeg; (v. 38), 1s a mirror-image of Peter’s vow. This at once emphasizes
Peter’s aspirations and deepens the irony of the situation for, as Jesus now points out,
Peter will not remain loyal to him. Nothing more is said here to clarify in what sense
Peter’s words in v. 37b are intended to be understood. However, this passage 1s
certainly the backdrop for the later scene in 21.15-19 where Peter encounters the risen
Lord and the dialogue between them centres on love and its implications. Peter’s three
affirmations of love for Jesus in vv. 15-17 are the counterpart of his earlier denials as

predicted 1n 13.38 (cf. 18.15-27). His thrice-repeated commission is couched in
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pastoral imagery reminiscent of the Good Shepherd matenal 1n ch. 10 which has
already been alluded to 1n 13.37-38. As Jesus promised in 13.36, Peter can now
follow him (21.19, cf. v. 22). Precisely what this will eventually entail is supplied in
Jesus’ prediction of Peter’s death in v. 18. The language of Peter’s earlier vow does
not figure here but the message in the evangelist’s aside in v. 19a is unmistakable:

Peter will achieve his ambition to imitate Jesus (cp. 12.33; 18.32; esp. 13.31) by laying
down his life, and literally so.

Thus, when 1t comes to interpreting what it means in practice to lay
down one’s life 1in imitation of Jesus, the difference in attitude between John and 1 John
could not be more marked. For the epistle writer, this obligation translates into a
question of ethics; as the evangelist construes it, however, it requires that one’s very
flesh and blood be forfeit.14 I suggest that the evangelist’s literal application of this
element from tradition, here thrown into sharp relief by contrast with 1 John, has
important consequences for our study of the gospel text. In particular, this evidence
lends powerful support to the view that gospel and epistle were addressed to the
community under entirely different circumstances.1> Precisely what those
circumstances were in the epistle writer’s case is, of course, notoriously difficult to
determine. Nevertheless, the fact that he can afford to interpret laying down life
metaphorically demonstrates at least that a danger to life and limb was not part of the
problem; indeed, the teaching in 1 John 3.17 is typical of the author’s concern with

ethical 1ssues throughout the letter. What we have seen of the evangelist’s approach,

however, enables us to pinpoint his circumstances rather more accurately. If imitating

141 am indebted to Professor Max Wilcox for directing me to the
interpretation of Deut 6.5 in the Mishnah (m. Berakot 9.5), where it is understood that
to love God with the heart is to do so with the good and evil impulses, to love God
with the soul is to do so with one’s life, and to love God with one’s might is to do so
with one’s wealth. Wilcox suggests that in these two apparently conflicting
presentations of what love is about, we have in fact two complementary aspects of what

ift ﬁwans to love God according to the Shema’ as expressed in terms of love of one’s
ellow.

15See above, p. 16.
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what Jesus did literally is highly recommended in ch. 15 and, indeed, 1s almost
celebrated in 21, then this bespeaks a situation of grave personal danger. Specifically,
it means that by the time these passages were addressed to the community, the
evangelist had begun to fear that their faith could cost them their lives. The source of
this anxiety is not difficult to discover: John 16.2, which also belongs to this late
stratum in the gospel, supplies the context nicely. The reference in this verse to the
coming hour when killing the faithful will be considered an act of worship!® confirms
that he believed that the community’s rapidly deteriorating relations with Judaism were
about to enter a new and deadlier phase.1”7 In sum, when John encourages his readers

to lay down their lives in imitation of Jesus, his message to them amounts to a grim

invitation to face the prospect of martyrdom.

It seems that 1 John has guided us well in a number of ways. By
appealing to his text, we have established that the evangelist drew his references to the
love command and to Jesus laying down his life from the tradition available to him.
We have also found that he shares 1 John’s attitude that the Christian duty to fulfil the
love command consists in imitating Jesus’ self-sacrifice. In one particular respect,
however, his message to his own readers has proved radically different from the
teaching in the epistle: where he has applied this principle to the disciples in the gospel

story, he has taken the obligation to lay down one’s life in absolutely literal terms.

16So I interpret John’s Aarpeiay wpoapépewr here. Both Aarpeic and
AaTpevety are synonymous with worship (see Rom 9.4 for the noun; for the verb, see
esp. Mt 4,10//Lk 4.8 [quoting Deut 6.13]; Rom 1.25) and both relate to performing an
action of some kind (Rom 12.1; Heb 9.6 [noun]; Lk 2.37; Rom 1.9; see esp. Heb 8.4-
5; 9.9; 10.1-2, where wpoodépewv 1s also used). The single instance of the phrase
suggests that John has a specific circumstance in mind and it implies that the act of
killing Christians has its own sickening theological rationale. Perhaps Paul’s
recollections of his former life as a Pharisee and zealous persecutor of the Church best
capture the flavour of John’s expression, see esp. Gal 1.13-14; Phil 3.5-6.

17Barnabas Lindars has successfully demonstrated that Jn 15.18-16.4a
was composed with the threat to life indicated in 16.2 in mind (‘Persecution of
Christians’, pp. 137-150). My own observations on 15.12-17 and 21.15-19 at once

support Lindars’ approach and extend the range of passages written from this
perspective.



-43-
We are thus provided with compelling evidence in favour of a community situation at

the time which was, in the author’s estimation at least, potentially life-threatening.18

Armed with these insights, we now return to negotiate with the
evangelist alone and, in particular, to try to discover his intentions in the Lazarus
account. This time round, however, we have the advantage of knowing where to
begin. Of the range of gospel references to laying down life, we have already
identified John 15.13 as the text which comes closest to 1 John’s citation of the
tradition in 3.16. For our purposes this is extremely valuable: it means that we can
also identify 15.13 as the text where the tradition the evangelist knew, and which will
have inspired his composition, has been rendered in its least refracted form. Thus, if
we seek to understand what the evangelist has in mind when he speaks of love, our
starting-point must be Jesus’ own definition and self-portrait in 15.13, {va 7ic ™
Yuxnv avrov 0 vrép TaY pilwy avrov. And now, finally, it becomes possible to
understand the import of John’s emphasis on Lazarus’ status as someone whom Jesus
loves at the outset of his story in ch. 11. Seen from this perspective, the phrase ov
¢theig 1n 11.3 emerges as an early intimation that the tradition enshrined in 15.13 has
informed his composition of the Lazarus episode. In effect, this story shows Jesus in
the conscious act of laying down his life for Lazarus and, by implication, for all those

who are Jesus’ ¢ilot. Both the setting of the story and further details within it confirm

that this 1s the message John intends to convey.

John’s raising account is set against the background of ‘the Jews"’
increasing hostility towards Jesus which has culminated in their attempts to stone and to
seize him in Jerusalem (10.22-39). Before the narrative proper begins, however, John

has Jesus retire to a place of safety beyond the Jordan (v. 40) which is where Jesus is

I8As Lindars rightly recognizes, it is impossible to tell how far John’s
tears became reality (‘Persecution of Christians’, p. 148).
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when he learns that Lazarus is ill (11.3). The brilliance of this little piece of stagecraft
should not go unremarked. At a stroke, John has contrived to ensure that Jesus’
decision to travel to Bethany and give life to Lazarus is also a decision to place his own
life in jeopardy by re-entering Judaea. Furthermore, John has no intention of allowing
this state of affairs to pass unnoticed. The disciples’ reminder in 11.8 of the recent
attempt by ‘the Jews’ on Jesus’ life (10.31) spells out in no uncertain terms the
personal cost involved in this decision, as does Thomas’ remark in v. 16 which
acknowledges that the journey to Bethany is a journey towards death. The disciples’
fears are also anticipatory of what comes next, for John has arranged that this final sign
will be instrumental in sealing Jesus’ fate at the hands of the Jewish authorties (vv. 45-
53). When he describes the council meeting, John gives pride of place to Caiaphas’
expedient, (va eic avfpwmog amobary vxEp Tov Aot (v. 50). The formal similarity
between this pronouncement and the tva clause in 15.13 is quite noticeable. Moreover,

John’s own application of this ‘prophecy’ to the 7éxva 7o Ogob in v. 52 shows that he

intends it to bear the same meaning.1®

As for further details within the story itself, the above description of its
context has already highlighted the relevance of the disciples’ remarks in 11.8 and 16
to John’s scheme. Three more internal features remain to be considered. First, there is
Jesus’ declaration in the programmatic v.4 that the purpose of the illness 1s iva dofaadp
0 viog 7ov Beov & avriic . Here John picks up on the hint he has already offered in the
previous verse by presenting the ailing Lazarus as someone whom Jesus loves: 1t 1s
Lazarus’ illness which will bring Jesus to the cross. Second, there is the emotional
turmoil which John attributes to Jesus in vv. 33-35. I have already commented on this
from the perspective of ‘the Jews’ in my opening paragraph. Certainly John intends
Jesus’ love for Lazarus to be seen as the cause of this distress, which is why he has

raised the subject again in the remark by ‘the Jews’ in v. 36. However, the sheer

19See above, p. 28 n. 40.
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intensity of the emotion suggests that John also intends his readers to see more in this
than sorrow at the death of a friend. In fact, what John has provided here 1s a graphic
portrayal of Jesus’ agony in Gethsemane on the eve of his own death; the only
difference 1s in the backdrop: for Gethsemane now read Bethany. Finally, there is the
fact that Jesus actually uses the term ¢ihoc when speaking of Lazarus in v.11. This is
a direct link with the tradition in 15.13.29 Seen in this light, the added fact that John

has preferred the cognate verb ¢u\etv when referring to Jesus’ affection for Lazarus

alone in this story (vv. 3, 36) is difficult to dismiss as pure coincidence.21

Thus, in context as well as content, John’s story is designed to leave his

readers 1n no doubt that Jesus has sacrificed his life for the sake of someone he loves.

In this respect, then, John’s raising miracle can be understood as an exposition of the
tradition in 15.13 in narrative form. Even so, however, it must be said that, apart from
the emphasis on love and the notable use of $iloc, neither the story nor its immediate

context contains explicit reference to the actual wording of the tradition. Given that
subtlety is not usually John’s strong point when he wants his readers to get the

message, we might be forgiven for expecting him to have trailed his coat rather more

20The two texts are linked by Barrett (Gospel, p. 392) and Culpepper
(Anatomy, p. 141). See also Lightfoot’s comment that ‘the Lord is laying down His
life for His friend, and there can be no greater love than this’ (R. H. Lightfoot, St.
John’s Gospel: A Commentary [Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1956], p. 223).

21For the suggestion that John’s choice of verb here anticipates the
cognate ¢ihog 1n 15.14-15, see D. A. Carson, The Gospel according to John -
(Leicester: IVP; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1991), p. 406. The point here is not that
John used éiheiv and ayawar with any difference in meaning (pace E. Evans, ‘The
Verb ayaw@y in the Fourth Gospel’, in F. L. Cross [ed.], Studies in the Fourth Gospel
[London: Mowbray, 1957], pp. 64-71; C. Spicq, Agapé dans le Nouveau Testament [3
vols; Etudes bibliques; Paris: Gabalda, 1959], I1I, pp. 219-245, although Spicq does
make an exception in the case of Jn 11.3-5 [pp. 223-224]; Schnackenburg, Gospel, 11,
p. 323; see rather, Brown, Gospel, pp. 497-499, 1102-1103, 1106; Barrett, Gospel, p.
390; Bultmann, Gospel, p. 397 n. 2; Carson, Gospel, p. 406; Culpepper, Anatomy, p.
141 n. 84; G. L. Bartholomew, ‘Feed my Lambs: John 21.15-19 as Oral Gospel’,
Semeia 39 (1987), pp. 69-96 (pp. 76-77); and W. Giinther on ‘Love’ in NIDNTT, 11,
p. 348). Rather, it is to raise the possibility that he has opted for ¢p«heiv in these
instances because the tradition enshrined in 15.13 is in his head. Could the same.be
true of the switch from &yanar to ¢uheiv for Jesus’ third question to Peter in 21. ¥,

noting that it comes just before the prediction that Peter will fulfil his vow to lay down
his life for Jesus (21.18-19; cf. 13.37-38)?
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obviously than this. However, a further glance at the contents of ch. 10, which

functions generally to set the scene for the Lazarus episode, will quickly show that this

has not been necessary.

The theme which dominates ch. 10 is John’s presentation of Jesus as the
Good Shepherd in vv. 11-18. This image is drawn from the chapter’s opening verses
and it surfaces again later in the Temple scene when Jesus speaks to ‘the Jews’ who
will soon attempt to stone him (vv. 26-28, 31). For our purposes, however, it 1s
crucial to note John’s description of what constitutes the good shepherd, which he has
already identified as Jesus, in v. 11: 0 wotunp 0 kaNog ™y Yuxiy avrov Tifnow vmep
Ty Tpofarwrv. Here, adapted to the imagery of its surroundings, but unmistakable
nevertheless, is the actual wording of the tradition in 15.13 which has been absent from
the Lazarus episode. In other words, John has seen no need to alert his readers twice.
The essential elements of the tradition are already in place in this verse, and they are
repeated in whole or in part in the rest of the passage (vv. 15, 17, 18). This being the

case, John has been able to follow up this pastoral adaptation of the tradition, complete

with convenient reminder in the context of the threat from ‘the Jews’,22 with a

narrative exposition of the same in the Lazarus episode knowing that only the odd light

touch need be added there to signal his intentions,23

22Note again his deliberate reference to that situation in 11.8.

231n fact, it appears that the tradition in 15.13 has had an effect on quite
a number of passages in the gospel. So far, we have noted its influence on the Good
Shepherd matenal in 10.11-18, the Lazarus story in 11.1-44, the dictum of Cataphas

and its interpretation in 11.50-52 (see above, p. 28 n. 40), the formulation of Peter’s
vow in 13.37-38, and the sequel to that scene in 21.15-19. However, it is quite clear
that the image of Jesus as one who lays down his llfe for his own also informs the
Johannine account of the footwashing, where Jesus’ action is expressly described as an
example to the disciples, see 13.14-15 and note esp. the use of 7ifnue in v. ¥ (see
Culpepper, Anatomy, p. 118; B. G. Schuchard, Scripture within Scripture: The
Interrelationship of Form and Function in the Explzczt Old Testament Citations in the
Gospel of John [SBLDS, 133; Atlanta, Georgia: Scholars Press, 1992], p. 110n. (4 ;
and esp. the excellent discussion on this text in Ruth Edwards’ essay, ‘The
Chnstological Basis of the Johannine Footwashing’, in J. B. Green and M. Turner
[eds.], Jesus of Nazareth: Lord and Christ: Essays on the Historical Jesus and New
Testament Christology [Howard Marshall Festschrift; Grand Rapids, Michigan:
Eerdmans; Carlisle, UK: Paternoster, 1994], pp. 367-383 [pp. 372-374)). The pastoral
version in ch. 10 also influences John's scene of the arrest in 18.1- 11, the point where
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So far, our study of the Lazarus story from this perspective has
concentrated on the extent to which John’s presentation of Jesus himself has been
informed by the tradition in 15.13 and the care he has takén to ensure that his readers
catch his drift. Essentially, he is reminding them that Jesus laid down his life for their
sakes, and his emphasis in 11.3 on Lazarus’ status as someone whom Jesus loves shows
that he has lost no'time in inviting them to see Lazarus in this representative role.24
However, there remains one aspect of the story we have not yet touched on 1n this
connection which indicates clearly that John has intended his readers not only to
appreciate his point but also to act upon it. In order to put this in context, it will be
helpful first to recall what we were able to establish about the evangelist’s approach to
this tradition elsewhere in the gospel in the section on John and 1 John earlier in the
chapter. Three points emerged from that discussion which are especially relevant here.
These are as follows: first, where the evangelist has applied this tradition to the
disciples, he has interpreted the Christian obligation to imitate Jesus by laying down
one’s life in absolutely literal terms; second, the evidence for this occurs in certain
passages generally acknowledged to belong to a relatively late stage in the gospel’s
development; and third, such a policy attests John’s conviction that the community was
at that time under threat of severe persecution, the specific details of which he has

outlined in 16.2. Now from what we already know about the Lazarus story, we can

Jesus actually does give his life for the safety of his ‘sheep’ (see Barrett, Gospel, pp.
520-521; Lindars, Gospel, p. 542; see also M. W. G. Stibbe, John as Storyteller:
Narrative Criticism and the Fourth Gospel [SNTSMS, 73; Cambrnidge: CUP, 1992],

pp. 100-103, whose diagrammatic representation of the links between chs. 10 and 18 is
particularly effective [p. 103]).

24Presumably this tradition also underlies John’s references to the
disciple ‘whom Jesus loved’ (13.23; 19.26; 20.2; 21.7, 20), who is a key identity
figure for the community (see above, p.8). However, it does not follow from the fact
that Jesus 1s said to have loved both figures that Lazarus and the Beloved Disciple are
one and the same. This is a tired theory which ought to be laid to rest, as most

commentators today agree. It is no more stimulating wheeled out in new narrative
critical garb, pace Stibbe, John as Storyteller, pp. 78-82.
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say immediately that it compares with these other passages in two respects: first, this
text is also generally acknowledged to be a late addition to the gospel® and, second,
the evangelist’s interest in expounding the tradition that Jesus laid down his life is also
well in evidence here. These similanties strongly suggest that the Lazarus episode
comes from roughly the same period as these other passages and was designed to
address the same life-threatening circumstances. The aspect of the story we will now
discuss offers a further, and convincing, argument in favour of this proposal, for it
confirms that an integral part of the evangelist’s message to his readers in this account

is a call to act in imitation of Jesus and face the prospect of martyrdom.26 The

evidence 1s as follows.

Predictably enough, the relevant passage is 11.7-16, the one section in
the entire story where John focuses attention on the disciples. It begins where Jesus’
proposal to return to Judaea 1s greeted by the disciples’ dismayed response in which
they remind him of the recent attempt by ‘the Jews’ on his life (vv. 7-8). Already,
John has made the two points he needs to launch his argument: the disciples’ reaction
in v, 8 serves to emphasize the personal risk involved in Jesus’ decision to travel to
Bethany,2’ and meanwhile, the first person plural &ywpuer in v. 7 indicates that Jesus
expects the disciples to accompany him on his mission. With the disciples now

committed to advancing with Jesus into the danger zone, John has Jesus respond with

some words of support and encouragement.

At first glance, Jesus’ reply in 11.9-10 looks like a floating piece of

25See, for example, Lindars, Behind the FG, p. 60; idem, Gospel, pp.
50, 381-382; R. E. Brown, The Gospel according to John (2 vols; AB, 29 and 29A;

Garden City, New York: Doubleday, 1966 and London: Chapman, 1971), pp. xxxvii,
428; Ashton, Understanding, pp. 201-203.

_ 26Pqace Hengel, Question, p. 117, this situation is not to be assigned to
the community’s past but was a live issue at the time of writing.

27See above, p. 44.
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Johannine verbiage which has lodged here for no apparent reason. However, it is, in
fact, a pérable whose message 1s singularly apt in the present context. Superficially, it
presents a self-evident truth. The rhetorical question appeals to the universal
experience that a day is of limited duration (v. 9a) from which it follows that those who
travel 1n daylight do not stumble because they can see (v. 9b) whereas those who travel
at night do stumble because they cannot see (v. 10).28 So far, we are left agog with
indifference. Nevertheless, there is scarcely a word of this truism which does not
resonate with teaching elsewhere in the gospel, and this is the tell-tale sign that it is
transparent of a deeper meaning, the key to which lies in its application. In fact, the

application is two-fold and a prior knowledge of 9.4, which has obvious links with the

present passage,2? is indispensable to understanding how it works.

Initially, its thrust is Christological. Jesus’ rhetorical question, olxi
Sddexa wpai glow i Nuépag; (11.9a), is in direct response to the disciples’ caveat in
v. 8 and recalls his determination in 9.4 to continue doing God’s work in the short time
remaining before the onset of the ‘night’ of the Passion (cf. 13.30). Thus, the message
here 1s that the day of work in 9.4 has not yet run its course and even now, in the very
shadow of the cross, Jesus’ resolve to pursue his mission remains fixed. For what
comes next, 1t is important to remember that the statement in 9.4 has not applied to
Jesus alone, but that there the first person plural yuag (compare Jesus’ &ywpey in
11.7) has already drawn in the disciples as participants in Jesus’ mission. It is this
secondary, ecclesiological aspect of 9.4 which comes abruptly into focus in 11.9b-10.
Accordingly, although the day/night imagery reappears here, it acquires a different

connotation. We hear now of walking in the day safely as opposed to stumbling at

28At this level of meaning, the ¢&¢ 70D kbouov rodrov in v. 9b is
understood to be the sun (so Bernard, Gospel, p. 377; Brown, Gospel, p. 423) and the

one who does not have the light év adre (v. 10b) is unable to see (cp. Mt 6.23; see
further, Barrett, Gospel, p. 392).

29S80 B. F. Westcott, The Gospel according to St. John (London: John
Murray, 1882), p. 165; Bernard, Gospel, p. 377; Hoskyns, Gospel, p. 466; Bultmann,
Gospel, p. 398; Barrett, Gospel, 391; and Dodd, Historical Tradition, p. 374.
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night. Add to this the reference in v. 9b to seeing 70 ¢&¢ Tov KOouOV TOUTOUV and the
saying as a whole transposes easily into another instance of the exhortation to walk 1n
the light shed by Jesus in the world which is a special feature of this section of the
gospel (cf. 8.12; 12.35, cf. vv. 36, 46). It is not true to say, however, that this
teaching has been re-introduced here purely to make the Lazarus episode look at home
in its present setting.30 There is no doubt that it also has a specific function within the
story itself, and this is determined by its immediate context. In itself it affirms
categorically that authentic human existence consists solely in the Christian calling.
However, its placement immediately after Jesus’ decision to continue his God-given
mission at the risk of his own life is undoubtedly designed to stiffen the resolve of

those who continue Jesus’ work in the world to remain true to that calling and stand

fast in the face of persecution.31

Having established that the hallmark of Christian discipleship is to live in
imitation of Jesus at whatever cost, John turns now to provide an update on Lazarus’
condition (vv. 11-14). As he does so, however, he creates a small pause in the
narrative (rabra eirev) in order to allow time for the deeper meaning of the parable to
register.32 And well he might, because this is the context in which the impact of Jesus’
first words to the disciples in v. 11 can be fully appreciated: Aalapog 0 pthog nuwv
kekoipunTal., As we observed earlier, the term ¢ihog¢ 1s a direct link with the tradition 1n
15.13.33 But look now at the possessive pronoun. Once again we have the plural:
Lazarus 1s not only Jesus’ ¢ihog but is billed as a friend of the whole company. Once
again also, John has bonded the disciples together with Jesus in a common purpose, and

this time with specific reference to the tradition that Jesus laid down his life for his

30Pace Brown, Gospel, p. 432.

310n this application, see esp. Dodd, Historical Tradition, pp. 377-379.
3280 Lindars, Gospel, p. 391.

33See above, p. 45.
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¢ithot. The implications are obvious: just as Jesus will lay down his life for Lazarus, so
those who walk in his light must be ready to give theirs. Seen from this perspective,
the appearance of ﬁuc?v alongside ¢ilog 1n this verse signifies that the tradition in
15.13 has been applied also to the disciples. This 1s consistent with what we have
already observed of John’s treatment of this tradition in other late passages.34

Moreover, in this case in particular, it 1s beyond doubt that he intends his readers to

contemplate imitating Jesus’ self-sacrifice in absolutely literal terms.

We come now to the final part of the pericope (vv. 15-16). By this time
Jesus has managed to drill it into the disciples that Lazarus is actually dead (v. 14). He
now points out that this circumstance will prove an occasion for faith, and concludes
his teaching with the Words al\a aywpey mpog avrtov (v. 15). The repeat of arywuev
from Jesus’ original proposal to re-enter Judaea (v. 7) signals a return to the situation
in hand and the end of the digression which John began at v. 8. And now, instead of
the earlier dismayed response from the disciples, comes Thomas’ exhortation to the
others, aywuer katl nueig va arodavwuer per’ avrov (v. 16). Thomas’ copy-cat
opening 1s entirely apt to the context, for z; readiness to put one’s life on the line in
imitation of Jesus is precisely the attitude John has been pressing for throughout the
passage. Here, from one faithful disciple to the others, the call to martyrdom is issued

by the evangelist to his readers in the plainest possible terms.3% Thomas’ words are
judiciously placed last of all in the scene beyond the Jordan, and John fully intends

them to strike home. Be that as it may, however, it is noticeable that Thomas’ remark

34See above, pp. 39-41.

35SDodd (Interpretation, p. 367), Brown (Gospel, p. 432) and Beasley-
Murray (John, p. 189) all compare Thomas’ utterance here with Mk 8.34. According
to Wilhelm Wuellner, the rhetorical structure of John’s narrative in this section is such
that ‘we have become aware of not one (Lazarus’ death), not two (Jesus’ and Lazarus’
deaths), but three stories altogether (Lazarus’, Jesus’, and the disciples’ God-glorifying
deaths) embedded in the surface plot structure’ (W. Wuellner, ‘Putting Life Back into

the Lazarus Story and its Reading: The Narrative Rhetoric of John 11 as the Narration
of Faith’, Semeia 53 [1991], pp. 113-132 [p. 120)).
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has a decidedly pessimistic air. Following Jesus into the jaws of death may well be his
loyal duty as a disciple, but Thomas sees this as a matter of resigned submission to
one’s fate.36 This is hardly encouraging, and not quite the tone, one would think, to
send the faithful exactly breezing along the via crucis. However, this is not the point.
At this stage in the gospel drama, Thomas in particular is in no position to grasp the
situation fully. His appearance in 14.5 finds him hopelessly out of his depth and,
although he will eventually learn that Jesus has risen from the dead, even then he will
take some convincing (20.24-29).37 Meanwhile, John has not yet finished with the
fortunes of Lazarus. The present passage already contains hints of something more to
come (vv. 11b, 15) and, in what follows, John will supply the lack in Thomas’ vision
in abundance. As a Christian, John believes implicitly that the gift of the risen Jesus to
those who follow him faithfully is the absolute guarantee of resurrection to life in the

age to come. The miracle of Jesus raising Lazarus from the dead is about to become

John’s most powerful statement of that conviction.

36So Bultmann, Gospel, p. 400.

37As Kenneth Grayston puts it, in these later passages ‘Thomas is a

model of stolid perplexity’ (K. Grayston, The Gospel of John [Epworth Commentaries;
London: Epworth Press, 1990], p. 90).



CHAPTER 3

FROM DEATH TO LIFE

In 11.43-44, John relates how Lazarus emerges alive from the tomb in
response to Jesus’ call. This is the miracle which John has been variously working
towards throughout the entire episode. It is thus at once the close and the climax of his
extended account. Lazarus, who was dead beyond any hope of natural recovery
(vv.17, 39), has been spectacularl)} returned by Jesus to his family and to normal
physical life. This means, of course, that Lazarus will eventually die again when his
time comes - or possibly sooner if the Jewish authorities have anything to do with it
(12.10). In other words, this is a revivification miracle and, as such, is on a par with
the raising of Jairus’ daughter and of the widow of Nain’s son in the Synoptic records
(Mk 5.21-43 parr.; Lk 7.11-15).1 Nevertheless, in one supremely important respect,

John’s raising account remains in a class of its own. The real difference does not lie in
the nature of the miracle but in its presentation, for the fact is that, in John’s hands,
Lazarus’ return from the dead has become a onueior of resurrection to eternal life.
This message has been signalled clearly in advance in Jesus’ magisterial revelation to
Martha of his powers to give life (11.25-26) and, when it eventually occurs, the

miracle 1itself 1s offered as a preview of events at the last day.

As 1s often noted, neither the teaching Martha receives on the Bethany
road nor the picture of resurrection evoked by the miracle is new to the gospel reader.
Jesus’ authority to give life and to raise the dead on judgment day has already been

confirmed and vividly depicted by John in the discourse beginning at 5.19 where Jesus

ISee also the general references to raising the dead as part of the
miracles tradition in Mt 11.5/Lk 7.22.
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defends his claim to work as God works on the Sabbath (cf. v. 17). Indeed, ’the
teaching in ch. 35 is so closely paralleled in ch. 11 that anyone who knows the gospel
cannot fail to connect the two. Accordingly, commentaries on ch. 11 fairly bristle with
references to the earlier text, regularly identifying the discourse in general, and 5 .24-29
in particular, as the interpretative key to the meaning of the Lazarus sign.? Thus, when
1t comes to the actual teaching the miracle is intended to convey, the good news 1in

ch.11 1s evidently not news; nothing is added here, in fact, to what has already been

said, or at least implied, in the earlier chapter.3

This déja vu quality about John’s narrative in ch.11 has obvious
implications for our attempt to understand how he has actually created the Lazarus
episode. The evidence here strongly suggests that the content of that earlier discourse
has, 1n some sense, played a key role in the making of the Lazarus story. It follows,
therefore, that any plausible bid to account for this process must attend to these

parallels and attempt some fairly precise definition of the relationship between these

two sections of the gospel.4

As a first step 1n that direction, it 1s worth reminding ourselves that the

discourse material itself will not be an undifferentiated whole. On the contrary, like

the rest of the gospel, this too will be the usual skilful compound of tradition and

2See esp. C. K Barrett, Gospel, pp. 388, 395-396, 403; G. R. Beasley-
Murray, John, pp. 190-191, 195; R. E. Brown, Gospel, pp. 434, 437; D. A. Carson,
Gospel, pp. 412-413, 418 ; B. Lindars, Gospel, pp. 383, 395, 402; R. Schnackenburg,

Gospel, 11, pp. 330, 340, 515; G. S. Sloyan, John (Atlanta: John Knox Press, 1938),
p. 140; also C. H. Dodd, Interpretation, pp 364-366.

3See esp. Lindars’ remarks on this in Gospel, p. 383; idem, Behind the
FG, p.53.

_‘“Note that R. T. Fortna’s analysis of the Lazarus story has been
undertaken with no reference whatsoever to these parallels. This puts a serious

question mark against the contours of the ‘pre-Johannine source’ he claims to have

recovered from the chapter (see Gospel of Signs, pp. 74-87; Predecessor, pp. 94-109).
See further below, ch. §, n. 179.
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interpretation of tradition which is the familiar hallmark of John’s work. Once grant
this, and immediately the whole issue of John’s interest in and indebtedness to this
passage in the later chapter becomes rather more complex. This means that John’s
‘source’ for the Lazarus story in this case is itself already composite; it is a composition
of John’s own, a literary construct with tradition and exposition already in its make-up.
This being so, then in order to understand precisely how this material has contributed
to the later chapter, it is plain that some preliminary analysis of the structure and
internal logic of the ‘source’ itself is called for. Thus, this time our investigation into
the making of the Lazarus story must begin by moving one stage back, that 1s, by
concentrating initially on the discourse material in ch. §, with special reference to vv.

24-29. With this in mind, we must first attempt to discern the tradition John will

inevitably have used as the basis for this composition.

One glance at the character of 5.19f., however, is enough to show that 1t
is not at all obvious from a Synoptic standpoint what that tradition might be. This 1s

Johannine discourse material and there is no match for it in the Synoptic record.?

Thus, while it is not impossible to trace John’s progress through the chapter so far by
using Synoptic co-ordinates,® at this point he is well out on his own, launched into an
argument in which his community’s special interests are uppermost. For the remainder
of the chapter, John’s Jesus will variously expound the significance of his claim 1n v.17
to do God’s Sabbath work. In the process, he will defend himself against the charge of
blasphemy brought against him by ‘the Jews’ in the gospel narrative (5.18; cf. 10.33)

and, almost certainly, brought also against John’s community at the time of wrting by

S0n the distinctive form of the Johannine discourse, see J. L. Bailey and

L. D. Vander Broek, Literary Forms in the New Testament (London: SPCK, 1992),
pp. 172-176.

6Note the following points of contact: the command to the paralytic (Jn
8 = Mk 2.9; cf. Mt 9.6; Lk 5.24); the reference to a crowd (Jn 5.13; Mt 9.8; Mk
4; Lk 5.19); the connection with sin (Jn 5.14; Mt 9.2; Mk 2.5; Lk 5.20); the claim

to do God’s work (Jn 5.17; Mt 9.6; Mk 2.10; Lk 5.24); and the blasphemy charge (Jn
5.18; Mt 9.3; Mk 2.7; Lk 5.21).

S
2
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an increasingly hostile Judaism.”

As it stands in the gospel, 5.24-29 is a part of this extended argument.

It is here that John spells out the eschatological implications of Jesus’ God-given
authority to give life and to judge, which he has already confirmed in the previous
verses. Accordingly, the passage begins with an affirmation of Jesus’ powers to
bestow eternal life in the present on those who believe (v.24). As it proceeds, the
present soon shades into the future (v.25) until, after suitable reminders of Jesus’
divinely-appointed status, there emerges the full-scale apocalyptic picture of the
eschaton in which Jesus raises the dead to life or to judgment (vv.28-29). If this
thumb-nail sketch 1s reasonably accurate, then it appears that the basis of John’s
argument here, and thus the growth-point of the whole passage, lies in the opening
verse. Because of this, and also because v.24 begins with John’s double aunv formula
(repeated in v.25), which not only functions to draw attention to what follows but may

also signify the presence of a Jesus logion,8 this looks like the most promising point to

3. L. Martyn’s widely-accepted proposal that John’s quarrel with
Judaism stems from the introduction by the Jamnia authorities of the birkat ha-minim

into synagogue worship has been successfully challenged in recent years (Martyn,
History and Theology in the Fourth Gospel [2nd edn, revised and enlarged; Nashville:
Abingdon, 1979], pp. 37-62; idem, ‘Glimpses into the History of the Johannine
Community’, in The Gospel of John in Christian History: Essays for Interpreters
[Theological Inquiries; New York, Ramsey, Toronto: Paulist Press, 1978], pp. 90-121;
but see R. Kimelman, ‘Birkat Ha-Minim and the Lack of Evidence for an Anti-
Christian Jewish Prayer in Late Antiquity’, in E. P. Sanders, A. I. Baumgarten and A.
Mendelson (eds.), Jewish and Christian Self-Definition [3 vols.; London: SCM Press,
1980-82], II, pp. 226-244; also, quoting Kimelman and others, J.A.T. Robinson, The
Priority of John [ed. J. F. Coakley; London: SCM Press, 1985], pp. 72-81). In fact,
the Johannine evidence suggests the impact of something more drastic (so B. Lindars,
‘Persecution of Christians’, p. 134; endorsed by W. Horbury in “The Benediction of
the Minim and Early Jewish-Christian Controversy’, JTS n.s. 33 [1982], pp. 19-61, cf.
pp. 32, 60). Blasphemy was punishable by death in Jewish law (Lev. 24.16; cf. Jn
16.2) and is the key charge against which John vigorously defends Jesus’ divine claims
(5.191.; 10.34-38; cf. 19.7). This suggests that the fundamental issue in this case was
internal to Judaism, a ‘family row’ over the meaning of monotheism at a time when
John’s flexible approach was too dangerously familiar to be tolerated (see the excellent
discussion in Ashton, Understanding, pp. 137-159; see further P. Hayman,

‘llgflonotheism - A Misused Word in Jewish Studies?’, JJS 42 [1991], pp. 1-15, esp. p.
).

8Barnabas Lindars’ suggestion that John’s characteristic double &unv can
signal a traditional Jesus-saying (see Behind the FG, p. 44; idem, Gospel, p. 48) 1s

dismissed as ‘unnecessary’ by Margaret Davies, who prefers to define the formula as ‘a
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begin our search for tradition. Even so, however, both the ‘realized’ eschatology of
the verse and its diction are thoroughly Johannine, and these are factors which can all
too easily sabotage attempts to identify Synoptic equivalents. The alternative 1s to
appeal to 1 John. In so doing, we will not only be comparing like with like in terms of
diction but will also gain access to Johannine thinking on eschatology via a different

route. As we shall see, the epistle writer has his own position on this issue.

In his commentary on the Johannine epistles, C. H. Dodd remarks on
the curious fact that 1 John makes no direct reference to Jesus’ resurrection.? In fact,
the epistle never mentions resurrection at all, an omission which comes as something of
a surprise after what we have just seen of eschatology in the gospel. Nevertheless, 1t

would be a mistake to infer from this that the epistolary author is not overly concerned

with matters eschatological. On the contrary, his remarks in 2.18 readily confirm that

he is fully alert to events on the eschatological calendar. In that verse, he announces to

his readers that 1t 1s the ‘last hour’ (éoxam @pa), by which he appears to mean
something like ‘the eleventh hour’, that is, the final time before judgment day rather
than judgment day itself.10 His accompanying reference to the coming of ‘antichrist’
confirms this chronology. Although the actual term &vrixpio7oc 1s confined in the

New Testament to 1 and 2 John (1 Jn 2.18, 22; 4.3; 2 Jn 7) - and, on that account,

stylistic device which draws attention to crucial assertions’ (M. Davies, Rhetoric and
Reference in the Fourth Gospel [JSNTSup, 69; Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1992], p. 269).
However, Lindars himself was quite aware that John could use this feature purely for
etfect (cf. Behind the FG, p. 46). Moreover, since what John deems to be ‘crucial’

could well involve traditional material in any case, there is no reason to suppose that
either position excludes the other.

°C. H. Dodd, The Johannine Epistles (Moffatt NT Commentary;
London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1946), p. xxxiii.

10See esp. R. Schnackenburg, Die Johannesbriefe (Herders

Theologischer Kommentar zum Neuen Testament, 13; Freiburg i. B.: Herder, 1975),
p. 142 and n. 2.
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may have been specially minted by our author!! - the concept it denotes of a grand
diabolical apostasy and deception of many in the last times is a familiar stock-in-trade
of the Judaeo-Christian tradition.!2 Among New Testament examples, the great dragon
in Revelation ch. 12 and the false christs and false prophets of the Synoptic apocalypses
immediately spring to mind, as does also Paul’s &vfpwroc ¢ avouiag, 0 viog 796
arwheiag (2 Thess 2.3), who 1s Satan’s creature (v.9) and who will be destroyed by
Jesus at the parousia (v. 8). In the light of these parallels, it is hardly startling to find
that 1 John looks forward eagerly to the eschaton. In 2.17, he has already assured his
readers that the world, like the darkness (cf. 2.8), is passing away and, in what

follows, he encourages them to greet ‘the day of judgment’ and ‘his coming’ with

confidence (2.28; 4.17; cf. 3.2).13

This sense of an imminent eschaton and preoccupation with details of the
end-time that we find in 1 John do not readily invite comparisons with the gospel.
While the evangelist’s eschatology certainly includes the future dimension, there 1s
nothing to suggest that he thinks that the ‘last day’ (Eoxam quépa), as he puts it (6.39,
40, 44, 54; 11.24; 12.48), is about to dawn, nor does he appear to dwell on the signs
of its approach. Nevertheless, it does not do to overplay the differences between John
and 1 John 1n eschatological terms. There are, 1n fact, certain other features about both

documents which argue in favour of a fundamental similarity with differences in

emphasis rather than in kind.14

l1Either that, or it was a coinage of the Johannine school, so Brown,
Epistles, p. 333.

12See esp. Schnackenburg’s careful investigation into the term in
Johannesbriefe, pp. 145-149; also G. Strecker, Die Johannesbriefe (Kritisch-

exegetischer Kommentar {iber das Neue Testament, 40; Goéttingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1989), pp. 337-343.

13This assumes that the avrdéc in 2.28b refers to Jesus and not God,
although this 1s by no means clear from the context (see ‘born of him’ in v. 29, which
must refer to God, cf. 3.1; Jn 1.12-13). Judith Lieu is surely correct in attributing this
ambiguity to 1mprecision of thought rather than to any ‘deliberate ambivalence’ on the
author’s part (Lieu, Theology, pp. 72-73; pace Smalley, 1, 2, 3 John, p. 133).

14This point is well made by Whitacre in an argument which is heavily
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First, there 1s the epistle’s Sitz im Leben to consider. We may infer
from 1 John 2.19 that there has recently been a serious rift within the community which

has resulted 1n the exodus of what was probably a sizeable proportion of its
membership. Quite clearly, 1t 1s this defection which has prompted the author to
declare to his readers in the previous verse that antichrist 1s abroad and the final evil 1s
upon them. The epistle’s eschatological stance is thus directly related to contemporary

community circumstances. There is nothing in the gospel to betray the presence of
such a major upheaval within the community in the evangelist’s time. There, the threat

to the community’s existence 1s coming from outside and, although the possibility of

apostasy on that account is not ruled out (cf. 15.6; 16.1; 17.11, 21-23 etc.), the actual

evidence of this 1s slight (cf. 6.60ff, esp. v. 66) and relatively little space is devoted to

dealing with it.13 Even so, however, it is interesting to observe the evangelist’s

reaction at this point. Note how quickly his talk turns to betrayal (6.64) and how the

Satan-inspired figure of Judas Iscariot is drawn into the picture (vv. 70-71; cf. 13.2,

critical of the views of Dodd, Conzelman,and Klein in particular (Polemic, pp. 162-

166). But see also more recently Robert Kysar’s remarks on 1 John’s emphasis ‘on Ehe
futuristic eschatology with little, if any,\of the present, realized eschatology we have )\evid2™*

come to know 1n the Fourth Gospel’ (Kysar, John: The Maverick Gospel [revised edn;
Louisville, Kentucky: Westminster/John Knox Press, 1993}, p. 141).

I5Pace M. W. G. Stibbe (John’s Gospel [New Testament Readings;
London and New York: Routledge, 1994], pp. 107-131), who proposes that Jn 8.31-59
constitutes a satire on apostasy directed at ‘the Jews who had believed’ in v. 31, who
are about to fall away. This is unconvincing on several counts. To begin with, it is
difficult to see how Stibbe’s description of the passage as ‘the fiercest form of pastoral
love’ (p. 130) 1s at all adequate to the sheer savagery of the polemic in this case.
Second, Stibbe’s argument assumes without question that the reference to belief in 8.31
1s original to the text (for doubts, see Barrett, Gospel, p. 344; Lindars, Gospel, p. 323;
Beasley-Murray, John pp. 132-133). Third, he neglects to observe that John never
uses the term ‘the Jews’ of the faithful within his community. On the contrary, John
consistently associates ‘the Jews’ with the synagogue, which is external to the
communtty and which opposes and threatens it (cf. 9.22; 16.2). This remains true
even of ‘the Jews’ who believe: they do not belong (cf. 12.42) and are at best ‘fringe’
(cf. B. W. Longenecker, ‘The Unbroken Messiah; A Johannine Feature and Its Social

Functions’, NTS 41 [1995], pp. 428-441, esp. pp. 434-436). Thus, even as it stands,
8.31 1s no match for the apostasy reference at 6.66, which specifies that those who

drew back were disciples. See further the review of Stibbe’s book by Ruth B. Edwards
in ExpTim 106 (1995), pp. 245-246.
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27), the same figure whom, later in 17.12, John refers to as o viog ¢ arwheiag
(note the Pauline parallel, p5g).1® Thus, it seems that 1 John’s eschatologically-

orientated response to secession from the community is not without some minor

representation in the evangelist’s text.

A second consideration relates to the actual wording of 1 John 2.18.
The whole tenor of the verse is one of appeal to, and application of, a known concept.
Thus, having informed his readers that it is the ‘last hour’, the author’s next move is to
refer to the advent of avrixpioroc as something familiar to them (kafac nroloarte),
following which he interprets this datum in the light of present circumstances (kai ¥or
avTixpLoTolr woANot yeyovaoiy, cf. v. 19a). The phrase xafw¢ Nrovoare here is to be
compared with 0 aknkoare in 4.3, where this teaching is substantially repeated. In
both cases, the signal 1s unmistakable that 1 John is tapping into the community’s
eschatological tradition.17 This being the case, it is unrealistic to suppose that the
eschatological concepts referred to by 1 John could not have been circulating in the
community as part of its Jewish-Christian heritage at the point when the gospel was

written. Indeed, the evangelist’s reference to Judas as 6 vioc ¢ &dmwheiag (see

above) strongly suggests that they were. Moreover, if the same author’s obvious

determination to dampen down expectations among ‘the brethren’ in the case of the

death of the Beloved Disciple is anything to go by (21.22-23), we must also conclude

16See Whitacre, Polemic, p. 165, who takes the antichrist references in 1
John and the description of Judas in Jn 17.12 as evidence of a ‘historicizing’ of

eschatological maternal in both documents. He anticipates me here in citing my short
communication, ‘Satan in the Fourth Gospel’ (in E. A. Livingstone [ed.], Studia
Biblica 1978: 11. Papers on the Gospels [JSNTSup, 2; Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1980],
pp. 307-311) in which I argue that Judas in John’s gospel is symbolic of the final
apostasy. The association between Judas and &rolewa/dméNNvpue in John is further
explored in my essay, ‘"The Scripture" in John 17.12’, in B. P. Thompson (ed.),

Scripture: Meaning and Method (Festschrift Anthony Tyrrell Hanson; Hull: Hull
University Press, 1987), pp. 24-36, esp. pp. 28-31.

o 17S0, for example, Strecker, Johannesbriefe, p. 123: ‘Dass der
Antichrist kommen wird, ist ein der Gemeinde bekannter Lehrsatz, wie der

Rickverweis kafwg nrovoare besagt’; also Schnackenburg, Johannesbriefe, p.143.
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that there were at least some in the community at that time who, notwithstanding the

evangelist’s preferences, had been quite capable of espousing the view that the eschaton

was imminent.18

Finally, and for our purposes, most importantly, there is the epistle
writer’s emphasis on the community’s experience in the present of the blessings of the
age to come. In this respect, it can plausibly be a}gued that 1 John’s eschatology 1s as
‘anticipated’ or ‘realized’ as that of the evangelist.1® Thus, while he may differ from
the evangelist in the timing of the eschaton, the epistle writer’s conviction that the
faithful already participate in the promised rewards of that day is just as marked as his
predecessor’s. In fact, it is precisely on this basis that he urges his readers to face the

coming event without shame, without fear, and with all ‘boldness’ or ‘confidence’

(rappnoia, 2.23; 4.17-18).

This emphasis on what believers already have and are is noticeable as
early as 2.7ff. Here the epistle writer speaks explicitly of the love command for the
first time. As far as he i1s concerned, the keeping of this commandment is the supreme
distinguishing feature of the true Christian.?0 In v.8, he pronounces it to be ka7
inasmuch as it is a reality (&Anfég) in Jesus and in his readers. He can do this because
they already belong to the sphere of light and to God (v.10; cf. 1.5), and hence also to
the newness of the future which, he affirms, is already breaking in on the present (v.
8b). As the letter proceeds, the eschatological tone continues and further assurances
follow, some of which are also familiar from the evangelist’s text. In 2.12-14, we hear

that the author’s addressees are strong and have their sins forgiven, they have known

18This passage will be discussed in detail below.

19This aspect of 1 John’s thought is properly stressed by Lieu (Theology,
pp. 27-31, 83). However, I see no reason not to take the author’s references to the
coming eschaton with equal seriousness (pace Lieu, ibid., pp. 89-90).

20See above, p. 35.
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Tov &7 &pxic (probably Jesus)?! and the Father, they have conquered the evil one and
God’s word remains in them.22 In 2.17, their permanent status is contrasted with the
world’s impermanence,23 and in the following section they themselves are contrasted
with the &vrixptorol in having a xptoua, which teaches them everything (vv. 20-21,
27),24 and in not denying that Jesus is 6 xptoréc (v. 22).2° Theirs is thus a proper

Christian faith (vv. 23b-24) which inherits the eternal life which was promised by Jesus
(v. 25).

21See the discussion in Brown, Epistles, p. 303.

22Note the following parallels in the gospel: (1) Jesus knows the Father
(7.29; 8.55; 10.15; 17.25), the disciples know the Father through Jesus (14.7), and
eternal life consists in the knowledge of both (17.3, and ¢p. 1 Jn 5.20; 2.3, 4); (2)
Jesus has conquered the world (16.33, and cp. 1 Jn 5.4, 5), which is the realm of the
evil one (12.31; cf. 17.15, and cp. 1 Jn 4.4; 5.19) who has no hold over Jesus or over
those who believe (14.30; 17.11, 12, 15, and cp. 1 Jn 5.18); (3) true disciples remain
in Jesus’ words (8.31), who speaks God’s word (cf. 3.34; 7.16; 12.48-50; 14.24;
17.14) which remains in them (15.7; contrast ‘the Jews’, 5.38, cf. 8.37).

23Compare especially Jn 8.35, 6 vioc uéver eic 7ov aiwva, cf. 12.34.

Note also that the reference to doing God’s will in 1 Jn 2.17 applies to Jesus at Jn 4.34;
5.30; 6.38, and cp. 1 Jn 5.14.

24The text of 2.20 is uncertain, reading either ‘and you all (wdrreg)
know’ or ‘and you know all things (ravra)’. For the detail, see Brown, Epistles, pp.
348-349, who plumps for the former. Yet wavra is in better agreement with 2.27 and
also tallies with the gospel descriptions of Jesus as knowing ‘all things’ (16.30; 21.17),
as disclosing ‘all things’ to the disciples (15.15; cp. 4.25, with aravra), and as
promising that the Spirit would carry on this teaching function (14.26).

ZNote the alliteration. Whatever else is going on in this difficult
passage, the thrust of it is surely to affirm the centrality to the Johannine faith of the
role of Jesus Christ. Could this imply that others in the group (the ‘antichrists’) have
undervalued that role? The well-supported reading, Avet (i.e. ‘annuls’, ‘negates’) rov

'Inoovy, at 4.3 (detail in Brown, Epistles, pp. 494-496) suggests that this may have
been the case. Lieu, plausibly in my opinion, looks to the character of Johannine
Christianity itself, rather than outside it, to account for such a circumstance. She
points to the theocentricity that dominates the epistle elsewhere, suggesting that this
tendency, if taken to extremes, could result in the devaluation of Jesus’ salvific role 1n
the minds of some (‘Authority’, pp. 220-226). My only quarrel with this 1s that Lieu
does not take the case for theocentricity far enough in that she prefers to distinguish the
epistle over against the gospel in this regard. However, to do so 1s to overstate the
differences between them and to allow considerations of genre to weigh too heavily.
Jesus may be central to the gospel story, but for John he is not final in himself; rather,
he continually functions as the locus of revelation on earth in whom God 1s to be
encountered. In sum, as gospels go, there i1s no more theocentric presentation of Jesus
than John’s. See esp., the discussion in C. K. Barrett, ‘Christocentric or Theocentric?

Observations on the Theological Method of the Fourth Gospel’, in idem, Essays on
John (London: SPCK, 1982), pp. 1-18.
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In ch. 3, however, our author excels even himself. Launched into the

ultimate contrast between the child of God and the child of the devil, his categories
could not be more absolute. Verse 9, in particular, 1s remarkable for the sheer
baldness of its claim to Christian impeccability, a claim to eschatological perfection

which 1s quite in keeping with the context, even though it may sit awkwardly with the
same author’s earlier insistence that Christian sin be acknowledged and confessed (cf.

1.8, 10).2% From this point on, it will be helpful to follow 1 John’s argument fairly

carefully.

Up to now, the epistle writer has distinguished God’s children from the
devil’s progeny in terms of doing righteousness or sin. In 3.10, he states this plainly,

but instead of referring again to both categories (cf. vv.7-8), he simply gives the

negative of the former (ra¢ 0 un wowwr dikatoaivny), which he then defines further as
the lack of brotherly love (v. 10c). At this mention, his thought immediately circles
back to the matenal 1n 2.7ff. and to his contention, which will now receive much

stress, that fulfilment of the love command is the outward and visible sign of an

authentic Christian experience (see above, p. 61). Indeed, his introduction of the

26Needless to say, the discrepancy between the two passages has
provoked a series of explanations from commentators. For example: (1) the two
passages address two different problems (so Dodd, Epistles, p. 80); (2) 1 Jn 1.8ff.
grapples with empirical reality while 3.6ff. presents an ideal to be striven for (so R.
Bultmann, The Johannine Epistles [ET R. P. O’Hara, L. C. McGaughy, R. W. Funk;
Hermeneia; Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1973], p. 53); (3) 1 Jn 1.8ff. refers to the
occasional lapse into sin while 3.9 affirms that habitual sin cannot belong to the
essential nature of the child of God (so F. F. Bruce, The Epistles of John [London:
Pickering & Inglis, 1970], p. 92; Grayston, Epistles, p. 105; Westcott, Epistles, pp.
104, 103; Brooke, Epistles, pp. 89-90). See further, the lengthy discussions in
Smalley, 1, 2, 3 John, pp. 159-163 and Brown, Epistles, pp. 412-415. Lieu takes the
eschatological perfectionism 1n ch. 3 to be in tension with a ‘not yet’ approach
elsewhere which allows for the reality of sin (Theology, esp. pp. 59-61). My own
view 1s that 1 John’s thinking is primarily spatial and that 3.9; 5.18 witness the huge
distinction in his mind between those within the community, for whom forgiveness and
life are always available from God and who have Jesus as their advocate (1.9; 5.16;
2.1), and those beyond its bounds, who are thus removed from the sphere of salvation
and are at the devil’s mercies (5.19) (see above, ch. 1 n. 27). William Loader suggests
something like this when he proposes that 1 John thinks in systems (The Johannine
Epistles [Epworth Commentaries; London: Epworth Press, 1992], pp. 38-40, 78-79).
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commandment in 3.11 as 9 &yyeNia jv nkovoare &7’ &pxng is an obvious match with
his earlier descriptions of it as &7’ &pxfic and 6 Néyog ov fkovoare in 2.7 itself.27 His
return to the former passage has also furnished him with a second set of opposites, love
and hatred (cf. 2.9-11), with which to pursue his contrasts and affirmations. With the
addition of the explicit appeal in v.12 to the story of Cain,28 devil’s child and
archetypal murderer, our author’s vocabulary of antithesis is complete and, as the
polarity continues, the categories of life and death can now join the other two pairs of
opposites in a grand melée of mix and match. Thus, in the following verses, we find
hatred contrasted with righteousness (v. 13, cf. v. 12), life and love equated over

against lovelessness and death (v. 14), and hatred put together with murder and the

absence of eternal life (v. 15).

Taken as a whole, this section of the epistle is particularly rich in gospel
parallels and therefore, as I have argued, in instances where the epistolary author has
cited traditional material which was known also to the evangelist.2? Apart from the
presence of the love command in v.11, whose significance we have already explored 1n
ch. 2, there 1s the exegesis of the Cain narrative from Genesis ch. 4 in vv. 12ff. which
compares well with the acrimonious debate between Jesus and ‘the Jews’ in John ch.
8.30 (Note, incidentally, 1 John’s explanatory 67t 7& Epya abrod wovnpd nv in v.12
which suits the Cain-related context [cp. Jn 8.41], but compare also Jn 3.19; 7.7 for

the same stereotyped expression.)3! In v.13, moreover, we find the jaundiced maxim

27Note also that Néyog and &yyeNia are already treated as equivalents in
1.1-5 (Brown, Epistles, p. 1635).

28For the argument that the Cain narrative has been in 1 John’s mind
from at least 3.7 onwards, see J. M. Lieu, ‘What Was from the Beginning: Scnipture

and Tradition in the Johannine Epistles’, NTS 39 (1993), pp. 458-477, esp. pp. 470,
472, eadem, Theology, pp. 35, 53.

29See above, p. 30.
30Cf. Lieu, ‘What Was from the Beginning’, p. 471.

| 31T am indebted to Professor Max Wilcox for directing me to the
Targumic tradition on Gen 4.8 which stresses good deeds as the criterion for God’s
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on the world’s hatred which features also in the gospel text.32 For our purposes,
however, 1t 1s the content of v.14 which is of key importance. Here, intent on

demonstrating the absolute contrast between his readers and the undesirable Cain

stereotype, the epistle writer refers them to the known truth that they have ‘passed out
of death into life’.33 As regards this ‘realized’ eschatological claim, gospel and epistle
could not be better matched, for the fact is that what the epistle writer has used here 1s
the same formula of words that has surfaced in the evangelist’s text in the latter part of
5.24. Thus, with this particular tradition-overlap between John and 1 John, we have

arrived at the evidence that at least part of John 5.24 is tradition-based. It is now time

to put gospel and epistle texts together for a direct comparison.

John 5.24 Apnv aunv Néyw vuty 0TL 0 TOV NOYov Uov Axkodwy Kol TLOTEVWY TG
” » ** “ »y b k » : J P g b | b
TEUYQVTL HE EXEL {WNVY QULOVLOY KOl ELC KPLOLY OUK EPXETAL, AN

peTafeBnkey ex Tov Bavarov i Ty wn.

I John 3.14 nueig otdapey ot peraBefnrauey €k Tov Bavarov gig Ty {wiv, OTL

QYQUTOUEY TOVG adeNPoic:
This parallel 1s 1nstructive in a number of ways. In the first place, it

acceptance of Abel’s offering and rejection of Cain’s. See the brief mention in M.
Wilcox, ‘On Investigating the Use of the Old Testament in the New Testament’, in E.

Best and R. McL. Wilson (eds.), Text and Interpretation: Studies in the New Testament
presented to Matthew Black (Cambridge: CUP, 1979), pp. 231-243 (p.240); see

further Lieu, ‘What Was from the Beginning’, p. 467; for the texts themselves,
discussed in relation to one another, see B. Chilton, ‘A Comparative Study of Synoptic
Development: The Dispute between Cain and Abel in the Palestinian Targums and the
Beelzebul Controversy in the Gospels’, JBL 101 (1982), pp. 553-562. 1t is thus not
impossible that the stereotype derives ultimately from the Cain traditions. Either that,

or the expression itself, already a Johannine commonplace, served to attract the Cain
exegesis.

328ee above, p. 32 and n. 46.

33See Brown, Epistles, pp. 424 n. 13, 445 on oidauer as Community
terminology signalling tradition.
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tells' us that the final section of the gospel verse reflects traditional material which
consists in an assurance that those who believe in Jesus are no longer subject to the
powers of death. Secondly, and more generally, it also tells us that the view, which i1s
commonly held, that the fourth gospel’s ‘realized’ eschatology was the evangelist’s
own brainchild34 needs some modification. Although undoubtedly exploited by him,
this shows that the ‘realizing’ tendency was already written into the Johannine
constitution, as it were, before John himself put pen to paper. Thirdly, the fact that the
verse contains tradition confirms that its opening auyv aunv formula 1s operating as a
genuine tradition-signal in this case (see p. 56). As such, the formula indicates the
presence of a Jesus logion, at least part of which, we now know, has found expression
in Johannine circles in terms of transition from death to life. But what of the rest of
the gospel verse? Are we to assume that John’s tradition-signal applies only to its
closing section, or are there words in between which are also somehow involved in this

logion? Perhaps we have not yet exhausted the amount of help 1 John’s text has to

offer.

In 1 John 3.14, the epistle writer states that the faithful are assured of

having passed from death to life ‘because we love the brethren’. Thus, as far as he 1s
concerned, possession of eternal life is conditional on fulfilment of the love command.
On the face of it, this is not helpful since the love command is nowhere in sight in the
gospel verse nor, for that matter, in its entire context.33 In terms of the epistle writer’s
own interests, however, this fills the bill nicely. - As we have recognized, obedience to
the love command 1s, for 1 John, the supreme mark of a genuine Christian faith. Thus,

its presentation here as a ‘test of life’3% is quite consistent with his own ‘handsome is as

67-70 34See, for example, Schnackenburg, Gospel, 11, p. 437; Barrett, Gospel,
pp. 67-70.

35For the love command in the gospel, see 13.34; 15.12, 17.

36See R. Law, The Tests of Life (3rd edn; Grand Rapids, Michigan:
Baker Book House, 1979), pp. 232-257, esp. p. 240. Law’s title is taken up as a
heading by Lieu (Theology, pp. 49-71).



-67-
handsome does’ thesis. Nevertheless, if we have correctly followed his line of
argument in the previous verses (see above, p. 63-64), it is plain that more can be said
about the epistle writer’s text than this. Set in context, the reference to brotherly love
in 3.14 picks up on the love command as given fully in v. 11. Already in that verse,
however, 1 John has carefully introduced this commandment to his readers not only as
original tradition (a7’ apxn¢) but also as n ayyelia v nrxovoare which, as we
observed, is the equivalent of the phrase 0 Aéyo¢ ov fkovgare in 2.7. This puts 3.14 in
a different light. It means that in this verse 1 John has yoked together the tradition on
having passed from death to life with a reference to the love command on the clear
understanding that the command itself is the message or, alternatively, the word which
his readers have heard. This connection brings us back onto gospel territory once

more. Notice that, according to John 5,24a, the one who has passed from death to life

1S 0 TOV NOYOV [LOV QKOUWY.

To sum up the implications of this, I am suggesting that behind both
gospel and epistle and reflected in both texts, although more diffusely in 1 John, there
1s a Jesus logion which involves not only the promise of eternal life as a present
possession but also, linked with it, a reference to hearing Jesus’ word, with axovely
probably taken in its Semitic sense of ‘hear and obey’.37 I am also suggesting that, in
dealing with this logion, 1 John has operated differently from the evangelist. Out of
his own interests, he has gone on to specify that the word of Jesus to be ‘heard’ is the
love command. He has therefore equated the two in a way the evangelist has not and,
on that basis, has felt free to put that commandment together with the promise of life in

3.14. Even so, however, we must now leave 1 John to his own devices and return to

reconsider the gospel text in the light of our findings so far.

370n this, see esp. Piper, ‘1 John’, p. 437 n. 1; Barrett, Gospel, p. 261.
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I1

In the absence of any discernible parallel in the Synoptic record,
comparison with the text of 1 John has enabled us to establish that certain parts of John

5.24 reflect community tradition. Introduced by the evangelist as a Jesus logion, the

tradition itself appears to consist in a reference to heeding Jesus’ word and an assurance

of the believer’s present transfer from death to life. Even reduced to these basic
elements, however, the statement in John 5.24 continues to defy Synoptic comparison.
Indeed, there is no saying attributed to Jesus which has this format either in the
Synoptics or, for that matter, anywhere else in the whole of the New Testament.

What are the implications of this? Does it mean, perhaps, that we have here chanced
upon an item of tradition known and preserved in Johannine circles but not elsewhere?
Attractive though this proposition is, it is also not very likely: as has been consistently
demonstrated, John’s sayings tradition more often than not proves to be an idiomatic
version of what the Synoptists report.33 This raises a second possibility, namely, that
this is a logion which is known generally in early Christian tradition but which appears

here in a form which 1s so thoroughly ‘johannized’ that its Synoptic counterpart 1s not

readily identifiable. Let us explore this second option.

If John 5.24 cannot be compared with any Synoptic statement directly, it
may be possible to resolve the problem by moving sideways within the gospel 1tself to
find an equivalent text whose Synoptic links may be less obscured. In order to do this

correctly, however, we must be very clear on what ‘equivalent’ means in this context.

What it does not mean is that the whole of 5.24 as it stands comes into the exercise. If
that were so, we should soon be spoiled for choice. For instance, the promise of {wy
aiaviog for those who believe in 24a crops up again in 6.40, 47 and occurs in various

forms throughout the chapter (cf. 6.27, 51, 54, 58) as well as elsewhere (cf. 4.14;

38See above, p. 10 n. 7.
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10.10, 27-28). Nevertheless, it does not link in with the 1 John parallel and, 1n any
case, could well have been drawn into the verse with John 3.15-16 in mind, which is
where it first appears (cf. also 3.36).3° What we are actually looking for is something
rather different: we need another statement which shows signs of reflecting the same
tradition whose presence we have already identified in 5.24 with 1 John’s help. This
means that our equivalent text must feature a reference to hearing/obeying Jesus’ word
with an accompanying assurance that the believer 1s already removed from death’s
realm. Furthermore, taking our cue from John’s double ausy signal in 5.24, this must
be a statement attributed to Jesus himself. Put in these terms, the issue of finding an
equivalent to 5.24 virtually resolves itself. In fact, there is only one other text in the
gospel which displays this particular combination of characteristics, double aunv
included, and that is John 8.51: auny aunv Néyw buiv, éav T Tov £uov Noyov Tnpnon,

fcavartov ov un Bswpnoy eig ToV aldva.

Thus, John 5.24 and 8.51 can be described as true variants in that both

are statements attributed to Jesus in which the same traditional material has been
reflected.40 In fact, the affinity between them is plain enough from the texts
themselves as well as from their contexts. The promises of having passed from death
to life (5.24) and of never seeing/experiencing?! death (8.51) are obvious alternatives.
Moreover, although 8.51 refers to ‘keeping’ Jesus’ word rather than ‘hearing’ 1t as in
5.24, the meanings of mpeiv and axovew easily overlap in Johannine use and, in any
case, references to ‘hearing’ Jesus’ word are already in place in the immediately

preceding dialogue (8.43, 47).42 Note also how the discussion in 8.49 returns to the

39The composition of 5.24 will be analysed in detail below.
40This much was suspected by Lindars (see ‘Traditions’, p. 97 n. 34).

41John’s fewpeiv at 8.51 is used in this sense, see esp. Bultmann,
Gospel, p. 324 n. 3 cf. p. 135 n. 2; also Barrett, Gospel, p. 350.

420n the close links between m™pety in 8.51 and &kodewr in 5.24, see
Brown, Gospel, p. 366. Brown suggests that 7gpetvy may have been preferred in 8.51
to echo the notion of abiding in v. 31; on this see also Beasley-Murray, John, p.137.
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issue of honouring Jesus and the Father, last aired in 5.23, plus the further reference to

judging in 8.50, touched on earlier in the chapter (vv. 135, 16, 26), but indisputably a
key theme in the passage 5.22-30.43

Despite what alteration there is in the 8.51 version, however, we are still
no nearer to identifying a Synoptic counterpart to this tradition. Or are we? Note that
Jesus’ pronouncement here is not the end of the matter in this passage. Shorn of its
double aunv opening, it appears again, this time picked up derisively on the lips of ‘the
Jews’, in 8.52: éav 1ic 7OV Noyov pov Tqpnoq, ov un yevanroal Bavarov gig Tov au@vA.
Thus John has, 1n fact, furnished us with yet another variant. This 1s much the same as
in the previous verse, except that the phrase ‘to see death’ in 8.51 has now become ‘to
taste death’ (yeveofar Bavarov). With this vivid Semitism, we are at once 1n touch
with the Synoptic Jesus. The relevant text 1s Mark 9.1 (reproduced variously in Mt
16.28; Lk 9.27) 1n which Jesus predicts the coming of God’s kingdom in the near
future in the following terms: qujr Néyw Dulv 611 eloty Tvee wde TOY ETTNKOTWY

OLTIVES OV U1 YevowrTal davaTov Ews av dwaw v Baagikeiar Tov fgov eAnAvlviay v

SUVAULEL.

Needless to say, this parallel has more than once prompted the

suggestion that 8.51/52 represents the Johannine equivalent of the Markan statement.44
Even so, however, 1t must be admitted that the saying in John fails spectacularly at
points to resemble Mark’s text. The ‘some standing here’ in Mark, signifying Jesus’
own generation, 1s supplanted with a reference to keeping Jesus’ word, all mention of

the coming of the kingdom has been dropped, and the death ‘tasted’ is not physical but

43See esp. Barrett, Gospel, p.350.

44See esp. Lindars, Behind the FG, p. 45; E. Haenchen, A Commentary
on the Gospel of John (2 vols; ET R. W. Funk; Hermeneia; Philadelphia: Fortress

Press, 1984), II, p. 32; Barrett, Gospel, p. 350, who also refers to Jn 5.24 in this
connection.
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spiritual, as indicated by the Johannine ei¢ 7ov atwva in 8.52 after avartog (cp. also v.
51).45 In other words, if John 8.51/52 is indeed a version of Mark 9.1, this is Mark

9.1 with its teeth drawn, that 1s, with 1ts p‘roblematic time-frame removed.

The question begged by these differences is, of course, whether Mark
0.1, or something like 1t, 1s actually 1n the background here at all. Not all
commentators accept this view by any means.#® Moreover, it is open to the criticism
that if the verbal links between the two texts boil down to two aunv openings and a
shared Semitism - which itself 1s not exclusive to the New Testament nor even to these

particular sayings within it47 - this hardly constitutes evidence in favour of equivalence.

Despite these objections, however, there is still evidence of a sort to be had. This
comes 1n the form of John 21.21-23, a passage which can plausibly be interpreted as

indicating that the logion reproduced at Mark 9.1 was well known in Johannine circles,

well enough known, 1n fact, to cause problems.

Having dealt glowingly with Peter’s fate as martyr in 21.18-19,48 John

now steers the dialogue between Peter and Jesus towards another’s fate, that of the -

43 Pace Lindars (Gospel, pp. 332-333), eic 7ov aidva here does not
replace the reference to the kingdom in the Markan logion but is a Johannine gloss
specifying in what sense avarog 1s to be understood. For the Johannine meaning,
compare esp. the references to ‘the second death’ in Rev 2.11; 20.6, 14; 21.8.

46For example, Beasley-Murray dismisses the suggestion as ‘needless
and quite implausible’ (John, p.137). |

47Qutside the gospels, the expression ‘to taste death’ occurs at Heb 2.9.
For other references, Christian and non-Christian, see Bernard, Gospel, p. 318 /; G.

H. R. Horsley, New Documents Illustrating Early Christianity (5 vols; Macquarie
University: Ancient History Documentary Research Centre, 1981-1983, 1987, 1989),
III, p. 107, 1V, pp. 40-41; also A. L. Moore, The Parousia in the New Testament
(Supps to NovT, 13; Leiden: Brll, 1966), p. 127. The expression is also found 1n the
opening words of the Gospel of Thomas: ‘Whoever finds the explanation of these
words will not taste death’ (The Gospel According to Thomas [Coptic text established
and translated by A. Guillaumont, H. - Ch. Puech, G. Quispel, \y. Till and Yassah
‘Abd Al Masih; Leiden: Bnll; London: Collins, 1959], pp. 2-3). However, this text
may represent an adaptation of Jn 8.52, see J. A. Fitzmyer, Essays on the Semitic
Background of the New Testament (London: Chapman, 1971), p. 370.

48See above, pp. 40-41.
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Beloved Disciple (=BD) (vv. 20-23). As he does so, the atmosphere of the text cools
noticeably. Peter’s enquiry in v. 21 merits the starchy response (v. 22) that if it 1s
Jesus’ will that the BD remain until his return, that is none of Peter’s business (7i 7p0¢
08;); instead, Peter must attend to his own calling (note the emphatic o0 here, contrast
v.19). By v.23, we begin to see why Peter’s interest in the BD’s fate has been made
less than welcome. Here John reports that Jesus’ words have been the basis of a

rumour among ‘the brethren’ to the effect that the BD would not die. Meanwhile, John

himself 1s adamant that Jesus said no such thing.

This 1s an intriguing passage which undoubtedly reflects an actual
situation within the community at the time of writing. Reading between the lines 1n
v.23, 1t seems reasonable to conclude that the BD has either recently died or 1s at
death’s door,4? and that this circumstance has badly shaken the community (‘the

brethren’). The cause of the difficulty evidently concerns Jesus’ words, eav avrov

0ENw pevey Ewg Epxopau, (Tt wpog os;), first recorded by John in v, 22, and
understood to apply to the BD. Taken at face value, these words can scarcely mean
anything else but that the BD would remain (i.e. remain alive) until Jesus’ return at the
parousia (wg Epxouat).”0 Indeed, John’s report of the content of the rumour in v, 23a
shows that this 1s precisely what they have been taken to mean among ‘the brethren’.

Moreover, the fact that John has not sought to reword this dictum to his advantage

when he returns to 1t at v. 23c could well suggest that it was too well known and firmly

entrenched in community lore to be tampered with.”! At once, the real nature of the

_ _49There 1s some variation of opinion on this among commentators but
the majority view is that the BD is already dead, see the discussions in Schnackenburg,
Gospel, 111, p. 371; Beasley-Murray, John, p. 412; Brown, Gospel, pp. 1118-1119.

>0So Bultmann, Gospel, p. 715; Schnackenburg, Gospel, 111, pp. 369,
370; Barrett, Gospel, p. 586; see also E. Malatesta, Interiority and Covenant: A Study

of etva gv and pévety év in the First Letter of Saint John (Analecta Biblica, 69; Rome:
Biblical Institute Press, 1978), p. 28 and n. 69.

>1See Brown, Gospel, p. 1118,
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difficulty becomes apparent. It is not the fact of the BD’s death in itself, although no
doubt that loss would have its effects. Rather, it is the widely held conviction within
the group that the BD was to survive until the parousia because Jesus himself had said
that he would. The blow to faith is not difficult to imagine. There they are: sans BD,
sans parousia, and with that a long-cherished ‘word of the Lord’ discredited by
events.”2 The next step is not too difficult to foresee: ‘If Jesus was mistaken in this,
what price the rest?’ Moreover if, as I have suggested, this chapter was addressed to
the community when it was under threat of severe persecution,”3 it is not inconceivable
that the question ‘What price Christianity?’ had already found voice in some quarters.
In any event, it is certain that the situation is a serious one. Potentially, it strikes at the
heart of the community’s raison d’étre, the Christian gospel itself. As such, it severely

threatens the group’s stability and, if left unchecked, its future existence.

The evangelist’s response in vv. 22-23 suggests that this estimate of the

realities of the situation at the time may not be far from the .truth. Basically, he gives
every impression of being determined on damage containment rather than discussion.
In v. 22, the rebuff to Peter, only recently promoted hero of the moment because of his
martyr’s fate, looks deliberately designed to stifle speculation about the BD and to
refocus energies on day-to-day discipleship.>4 This dismissive tone persists in v.23.
Without ceremony, the rumour noised among the ‘the brethren’ in v. 23a is flatly

contradicted: Jesus did not say that the BD was not to die. Thereafter, no further

52See especially Schnackenburg, Gospel, III, p. 371.
33See above, pp. 47-48.

S4If this is correct, then it means that Peter is representative of the
community here, just as he is at 6.68-69. For John, Peter is the martyr type and, like
all the other types represented by his characters, Peter can be drawn into the limelight
when appropriate. On this showing, John does not appear to pursue the anti-Petrine
policy that some scholars attribute to him. For references, see Quast, Peter and the
BD, pp. 8-13. More recently, see M. D. Goulder, ‘John 1,1-2,12 and the Synoptics’,

in A. Denaux (ed.), John and the Synoptics (BETL 101; Leuven: University Press,
1992), pp. 201-237.
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comment prolongs the issue, and verse and topic both close with the wooden
reaffirmation of Jesus’ actual words in‘230. Despite the summary treatment, however,
it s worth noting that there is enough of the evangelist’s response here to betray
something important about his own approach to the reported logion. In denying the
content of the rumour, in fact, he has by the same token denied that Jesus’ words were
intended to be understood in their plain sense. In the absence of further information,

one is simply left to conjecture that ‘to remain’ until the parousia on the one hand and

physically to die on the other are not incompatible in his view.>>

I pointed out earlier? that this passage could plausibly be interpreted with
reference to the logion in Mark 9.1, In fact, it is a well supported view tﬁat the origin
of the prediction which here attaches to the BD rests in a knowledge of some more
general statement of the kind, and that Mark 9.1 is the obvious candidate.5® Indeed,
this makes excellent sense of what we have seen in John’s text. It accounts for the fact
that the BD prediction is evidently common knowledge and the signs that there is a
certain fixed and traditional quality to it. It also accounts for the actual content of the
prediction. In fact, it is not at all difficult to see how a known logion, whose most
obvious meaning is that Jesus expects the kingdom to come within the lifespan of his
own generation, can have become specific through time to some long-lived member of
John’s group. This could also mean that the BD was pbpularly understood, 1n

Johannine circles at least, to be the last of the original disciples to remain alive.37 In

that case, it must be supposed that hopes among ‘the brethren’ of an imminent parousia
had burned with a peculiar intensity during his declining years only to be dashed by his

death. If so, then what has actually been at stake here is much more than the

>3See especially Schnackenburg, Gospel, HI, p. 371. Schnackenburg is
not alone in suggesting that the ‘remaining’ here could be a reference to the BD’s
continuing influence in the Johannine church, see E. C. Hoskyns, Gospel, p. 668.

>6See, for example, Barrett, Gospel, p. 587; Brown, Gospel, p. 1118
(=Mt 16.28); Bultmann, Gospel, p. 716 n. 2; Schnackenburg, Gospel, 111, p. 370.

>1See especially Beasley-Murray, John, pp. 411-412,
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credibility of a specific pronouncement about an individual; what has hung on the BD’s
life has been the veracity of Jesus’ whole position on the timing of the eschaton. A
serious situation indeed, and one capable of eroding the very fabric of John’s already
beleaguered community. Small wonder that he cracks down hard on speculation about
the BD’s fate, and that his judgment on the meaning of the prediction is abrupt and
non-negotiable! In sum, what John appears to be tackling here is a particularly telling

symptom of the knowledge and influence of the Mark 9.1 logion within his community.

Our purpose in appealing to this passage has been to locate evidence 1in

favour of the proposal that John 8.51/52 constitutes an equivalent to the logion at Mark
0.1. Assuming that we have correctly captured the implications of the text in ch. 21,
then its value as an ally in this cause can scarcely be in doubt. The relevant points are
these. First, the passage in ch. 21 attests a community problem over Jesus’ prediction
about the BD, which is itself a specification of the logion found in Mark’s text. Such
an application strongly suggests that this logion was not only known to Johannine
Christians but that it also had a firm place in the community’s own tradition. This
significantly increases the chances that John will have reproduced it directly 1n his text
at some point. Second, given his evident rejection of the plain meaning of the BD
prediction in 21.23, it is unlikely that he will have reproduced the logion with all its
controversial features intact. He 1s much more likely to go for an interpreted and
generally ‘corrected’ version, preferably with a leaning towards the non-literal. In this
connection, note the lack of the problematic time-frame in 8.51/52 by contrast with the
Markan text, and also, for that matter, by contrast with the éw¢ Epxopat in the
prediction in 21.22, 23. Note also how associating ei¢ 7ov ai@va with davarog neatly
evades the literal connotation of exemption from physical death.>® By this means,

continuation beyond the grave in some sense is undoubtedly implied - the same sense,

one presumes, in which John can affirm in 21.23 that the BD will ‘remain’ and yet

>3For these points, see p. 70-71 above.



-76-
die. One final companson deserves our attention. In 8.52 ‘the Jews’ object to Jesus’
words on the grounds that Abraham and the prophets died, and so find confirmation of
their earlier charge of madness (v. 48). Never fully grasping Jesus’ meaning at the best
of times,>® here they are seen to misunderstand completely. Their objection shows that
they have taken Jesus’ words literally, and so they assume that his promise of life 1s
disproved by the fact of physical death.®® Compare now John’s own ‘correction’ of the
rumour in 21.23: Jesus did not say that the BD would not die. Thus, the evangelist’s
attitude is the same in both cases: bluntly negated in ch. 21 and pilloried on the lips of
‘the Jews’ in ch. 8 is the assumption that Jesus promised the faithful continued life this
side of the grave. The point is this: if John’s policy towards the BD specification of
the logion in ch. 21 is the same as towards the meaning of Jesus’ words 1n 8.51/52, the

conclusion that 8.51/52 represents some version of the logion itself is surely difficult to

resist.

On this basis, 1t seems reasonable to claim that John’s ov un yevonrau
favarov in 8.52 1s no. coincidence and that the logion featured at 8.51/52 is indeed a
version of that reproduced at Mark 9.1. In establishing this, we have at the same time
completed our search for the Synoptic counterpart to John 5.24, which 1s even more
‘johannized’ in style than 8.51/52, but nevertheless a true tradition-variant.! Before
we return to ch. 5, however, some remarks on the circumstances which our recent

investigation has brought to light will perhaps not come amiss.

In the process of this analysis, we seem to have caught the Johannine

community at an interesting stage in its development. On the one hand, there 1s the

39See above, p. 35.

60See Lindars, Behind the FG, pp. 45-46; Gospel, p. 333; Culpepper,
Anatomy, p. 157; Beasley-Murray, John, p.137; Barrett, Gospel, p. 350; Bernard,

Gospel, p. 318; Brown, Gospel, p. 359; Hoskyns, Gospel, p.398; Schnackenburg,
Gospel, 11, pp. 219-220.

61Gee above, p. 69.
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evidence from 21.22-23 which suggests that the logion Mark knew and took up into his
text at 9.162 was familiar also in Johannine circles, where it had become personalized
to the BD and was taken literally among ‘the brethren’ as a promise of survival until
the eschaton. On the other hand, however, there 1s also evidence to show that the
evangelist himself was of a different opinion entirely as to the actual meaning of Jesus’
words. According to him, Jesus’ promise did not rule out the fact of physical death
(21.23; cf. 8.52a) and, meanwhile, he has reproduced as authentic tradition a version
of the logion 'which 1s not only consistent with his view but which is also so heavily
recast that it 1s scarcely recognizable from its Markan counterpart (8.51/52; cf. 5.24).
Moreover, to judge from the further fact that 1 John’s later witness to the tradition
clearly favours the evangelist’s position as expressed at 5.24,63 then it may be

presumed that this ‘new look’64 Mark 9.1 was eventually to win the day and take its

place in the Johannine tradition as standard.

It seems, then, that the Synoptic evangelists were not alone in attempting

to curb this logion’s potential for subverting the early Christian status quo.%>

Nevertheless, while Mark was content to let context do the work for him,6° and

52There is a general consensus that the logion is pre-Markan, although
no such harmony exists over issues of authenticity and interpretation, see M. Kiinzi,

Das Naherwartungslogion Markus 9, 1 par: Geschichte seiner Auslegung (Beitrige zur

Geschichte der biblischen Exegese, 21; Tiibingen: J. C. B. Mohr [Paul Siebeck],
1977), esp. pp. 193-196.

63See above, pp. 65-67.

| 64See esp. Schnackenburg’s comment that 21.23 must be judged ‘an
intentional correction of an older tradition’ (Gospel, 111, p. 370).

65Some would say that little has changed since then. See esp. Maurice
Casey’s remarks headed “Tradition, Scholarship and Truth’ in which he scythes through
modern interpretations of Mk 9.1; 13.30 etc. which, he claims, function to ‘ward off
anything too uncomfortable’ (P. M. Casey, From Jewish Prophet to Gentile God: The
Origins and Development of New Testament Christology [Cambridge: James Clark;
Louisville, Kentucky: Westminster/John Knox Press, 1991], pp. 170-174 [p. 171]).

66For an excellent account of how the Markan setting serves to

reinterpret the meaning of the logion, see E. Nardoni, ‘A Redactional Interpretation of
Mark 9:1°, CBQ 43 (1981), pp. 365-384.
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Matthew and Luke to tinker round the edges, John’s version is drastically altered, with
all temporal markers erased, and the whole transformed from a prediction of prolonged
life for some of Jesus’ followers in his own generation into a promise of eternal life for
all of Jesus’ followers in any generation. Indeed, so extensive is the reworking in this
case that 1t 1s tempting to suggest that there must have been some prior justification for

it, something suitably authoritative, perhaps, which was also part of what was known at

the time.

It 1s difficult to know how far to press this suggestion, not least because
to do so would plunge us inapproprately into the usual uncertainties over the precise
range of matenal to which John had access, including, of course, the vexed question of
whether or not he wrote with one or more of the Synoptics to hand. Nevertheless,
there 1s one observation about the Johannine adaptation of this logion which is perhaps
'worth mentioning in that connection. This is the fact that it is perfectly possible to
‘improve’ the logion in Johannine terms, including substituting a reference to those
who hear/keep Jesus’ word for the logion’s ‘some standing here’ (so Jn 8.51, 52; 5.24;
1 Jn 3.11/2.7), by interpreting it with reference to the context Mark himself has given
it. On this basis, those who receive the promise of not tasting death in 9.1 must also be
the faithful who are not ashamed of Jesus and his words (cf. 8.38) but who hear him
(9.7).67 1t follows that such people will not be shunned but rewarded by the Son of
man when he comes in glory at the eschaton (cf. 8.38), and so they will never taste
death ever (ob u3 yebonroun avdrov eic Tov aidva, Jn 8.52). Could it be that by the
time the fourth gospel came to be written, some at least in that community - perhaps
the ‘we’ faction of tradition bearers and policy makers - had already gained sight of the

canonical Mark, had seen the point of the context, and had gratefully taken the hint?68

67Note that both the juxtaposition of 8.38 and 9.1 and the instruction to
hear Jesus 1n 9.7 can be attributed to Markan redaction, see Nardoni, ‘Mark 9:1°, esp.

p. 382; E. Best, Following Jesus: Discipleship in the Gospel of Mark (JSNTSup 4;
Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1981), pp. 44-45, 56-57.

_ 631f so, it seems that they were not the only ones to do so: Matthew’s
version of the logion (16.28) has every appearance of a conflation of Mk 8.38 and 9.1.
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This is surely not impossible, especially in the light of other evidence which suggests

that John himself could well have been acquainted with Mark’s text.6® Even so,

however, it is beyond the scope of this investigation to enter the lists in the ‘John and

the Synoptics’ debate.”’® Our present task is to return to our study of John 5.24-29 and

its role in the making of the Lazarus story.

III

Our search to i1dentify traditional material in the passage in John ch. 3

has taken us on an extensive tour of related texts. This being the case, 1t 1s perhaps

best at this point briefly to summarize the argument so far before we proceed.

In default of any obvious Synoptic parallel our first port of call was 1

John. This proved to be a key move, the results of which effectively dictated the

See further, E. Schweizer, The Good News according to Matthew (ET D. E. Green;
London: SPCK, 1976), p. 347; F. W. Beare, The Gospel according to Matthew: A
Commentary (Oxtord: Basil Blackwell, 1981), p. 360. Further on this point, I note
with interest that John Ashton compares Mk 8. 38 favourably with Jn 5.24 1n
eschatological terms, rernarkmg that John’s own concentration of all positive response
to Jesus into the act of faith ‘is not without precedent’ (Understanding, p. 224). In
fact, there 1s more than a touch of ‘realization’ about the Markan verse in that it deals
with future judgment which 1s determined by response to Jesus in the present, see E.

Schweizer, The Good News according to Mark (ET D. H. Madvig; Richmond,
Virginia: John Knox Press, 1970), p. 178.

6% Among commentators, C. K. Barrett is notable in having continued to
maintain and elaborate his view that John knew either Mark or something else so much

like Mark that 1t made little difference (see Gospel, pp. 42-54, esp. p. 45), a position

which now has growing support in the continuing debate (see n. 70). Even Barnabas

Lindars, staunch supporter to the last of John’s independence of the Synoptic traditton,
allowed that he must at least have seen Mark (Behind the FG, p. 12).

70This continues to flourish, see D. Moody Smith, Johannine
Christianity: Essays on its Setting, Sources and Theology (Edmburgh T. & T. Clark,
1987), pp. 95-172; idem, John among the Gospels (#inneopalis + Fortress Press, 1992),

see also F. Nelrynck’s comprehensive survey article ‘John d the Synoptics 1975-
1990’ 1in A. Denaux (ed.), John and the Synoptics, pp. 3-62.
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course of the remaining investigation. Close analysis of the epistle writer’s argument
revealed points of agreement with the gospel which confirmed that John 5,24 contained
tradition comprising a reference to hearing Jesus’ word and an assurance of the
believer’s present transfer from death to life. This being established, it was a
straightforward matter to identify 8.51 as a sister text reflecting the same tradition, and
so to arrive at the repeat in v.52 and the suggestion that this could be the Johannine
equivalent of the logion at Mark 9.1. Confirmation of that took us to 21.21-23 to find
evidence of a community in disarray with a prediction about the BD, generally seen as
a specification of the logion, at the heart of the problem. The evangelist’s attitude to
the specification pointed to 8.51/52 as the logion itself, now heavily modified to suit.

And so, by way of a brief conjecture that such modification may not have been entirely

innocent of the canonical Mark, back to base in ch. 5.

Thus, if our argument so far has been plausible, we are in a position to
claim not only to have isolated tradition in John 5.24 but also to have identified it as a
thoroughly ‘johannized’ version of the logion at Mark 9.1 and parallels. Having
reached this stage, it should now be possible to describe the composition of 5.24-29 as
a whole, taking the tradition in v. 24 as its starting-point. Thereafter, we will move on

to the Lazarus story 1tself and attempt to define and demonstrate the precise nature of

the influence of this ‘source-material’ on John’s account there.

We begin with 5.24-29. Taken as a whole, this passage consists in a
statement containing tradition (v. 24) which is followed by an exposition of that

statement (vv. 25-29), interpreting it in future eschatological terms and with reference
to themes earlier in the discourse. There now follows a detailed description of this

process, beginning with some remarks on context.

By 5.23, John has completed the first stage in Jesus’ lengthy defence of

his earlier claim to work as God works on the Sabbath (v. 17) in the light of the

objection posed by ‘the Jews® (v. 18).71 Essentially his argument is that since Jesus
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acts only in utter obedience to the will and power of the Father (vv. 19-20), he can
justly claim to perform God’s Sabbath work of life-giving and judging (vv. 21-22), and
so is properly due the honour due to God, not as equal in the sense of a nival (cf. v.
18), but as God’s agent fully empowered by the Sender (v. 23).72 At this point, John
turns to consider the eschatological implications of these claims (vv. 24-29). As he
does so, however, it is important for us to recall that this is not the first time in the
gospel John has referred to life-giving and judging in relation to Jesus. On the
contrary, these twin effects of Jesus’ presence in the world have been dramatically set
forth in 3.16-21 in terms anticipatory of the finality of the eschaton. In what follows,

John will not only take this earlier argument to its natural conclusion but will also

include some of its expressions in his new text.

Intent now on the eschatological effects of Jesus’ capacity to give life
and to judge, John signals a fresh turn in the discourse in v. 24 with a second double
aunv formula (cf. 19) and a shift from third person to first.”3 This change strikes a

note of intimacy which is entirely appropriate, for in this verse and the next John will

deal exclusively with the fortunes of those who believe 1n Jesus.

To judge from our earlier findings on tradition in v. 24, it appears that
the verse as a whole represents an adroit combination of two types of material. On the

one hand, as we have seen, the opening and closing sections reflect the substance of a

71See above, p. 55.

720n the principle of agency, see P. Borgen, ‘God’s Agent in the Fourth
Gospel’, in J. Neusner (ed.), Religions in Antiquity: Essays in Memory of Erwin
Ramsdell Goodenough (Studies in the History of Religions 14; Leiden: Brill, 1963),
pp. 137-148. On Jesus’ divine claims in this and other texts and their background
within Judaism’s ‘alternative theology’, see Ashton, Understanding, pp. 137-1351.

_ 13S0 Bultmann, Gospel, p. 257. Pace Lindars who prefers to paragraph
v. 24 in with vv. 19ff, on the understanding that the aunv opening in v. 24 1s

occasioned by a brief reference to the tradition already underlying the previous verse
(Gospel, pp. 223-224; idem, ‘Traditions’, p. 97 n. 34).
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Jesus logion as known also to the author of 1 John.”’4 On the other hand, however,
sandwiched between the two 1s another section which looks like the fruits of editoral
activity on John’s part, designed not only to set the logion in context but also to recall
the teaching in 3.16ff. Thus, the initial reference to the believer as one who hears
Jesus’ word, which 1s based 1n tradition, has been skilfully extended to become a two-
fold description,’ which is then followed by an assurance of eternal life. Note how
the 70 wepyavri ue here neatly picks up on rov rarépa rov Tépyavra avrov in the
previous verse’® while, at the same time, it reaffirms the idea of the Son as sent, a key
concept in the argument in 3.16-21 (cf. v. 17).77 Note also how the words, [0]
ToTEVWY . . . EXEL {wny alwvior, while certainly in tune with Jesus’ claim 1n v, 21, are
virtually lifted from 3.16 and related texts.’”® The remainder of the verse takes the
form of an explanatory extension’® which serves to specify precisely what it means to
have {wn aidriog as a present possession. Typically, this is first presented

negatively:80 it means not to come into judgment (gic kpiow ok Epxerar). Once again

74See above, pp. 65-67.

75See Barrett, Gospel, p. 261: ‘The absence of a second article shows
that the two participles are co-ordinate features of a single, twofold, description’.

78Pace Lindars, the phrase 7§ wéuyarri pe is not the reason for the

aunv opening to v. 24 (see n. 73) Its presence here is probably for reasons of
continuity as well as in deference to earlier material.

77In Johannine usage, there seems to be no difference in meaning
between the verbs amrooréANhew (cf. 3.17) and wéurewr, only differences in tense and

mood, see C. C. Tarelli, ‘Johannine Synonyms’, JTS 47 (1946), pp. 175-177 (p. 173).

| 78Jn 3.16b is anticipated in 3.15 and repeated in 3.36. This 1s not to
imply that this added material cannot itself be tradition-based. Indeed, to judge from
the striking parallels between 3.16-17 and 1 Jn 4.9-10, it almost certamly 1s.

Schnackenburg, for example, 1s not slow to identify 3. 24 as an adaptation of the same
kerygmatic material he discerns at 3.16ff. and later in the chapter (Gospel, 11, p 1038;

also see above, p. 12 n. 11). The point here 1s simply that 5.24 has been completed

with matenal, whatever its provenance, which comes immediately from elsewhere in
John’s text.

19For this function of kai, see BAG, p. 393.

80Lindars compares 5.24 with 3.16 in this respect; see ‘Atkatooiyy in Jn
16.8 and 10’, in Essays, pp. 21-31 (p. 29).
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the reference keys 1n to a claim earlier in the discourse (cf. v. 22) but is unmistakably
linked to the passage in ch. 3 (cf. od kpiverar, v. 18).8! Finally the positive aspect is
specified, at which point the tradition-based assurance of the believer’s present transfer

from death to life comes in to close the sentence. This verse, founded as it is in

tradition, and now complete with introductory formula, two-fold subject, and expanded

predicate, 1s the foundation for the entire pericope. (See accompanying chart, p. 85).

Verse 25 expounds the promise in v. 24 by projecting it into the
eschatological future. Accordingly, while, on the one hand, this verse echoes the
language and structure of its predecessor - a feature of John’s text, incidentally, which
1s properly designed to strike the ear rather than the eye of modern silent study®2 - on

the other, it also translates its message into familiar last-day imagery.83 Thus, after the

81So Bultmann, Gospel, p. 257 n. 4; Barrett, Gospel, p. 261.

82t is a point often overlooked that the gospels were designed primarily
for oral performance, see esp. G. N. Stanton’s remarks in A Gospel for a New People:
Studies in Matthew (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1992), pp. 73-76. On the general
question of oral/aural culture and the biblical text, see W. J. Ong, The Presence of the
Word: Some Prolegomena for Cultural and Religious History (New Haven and London:
Yale University Press, 1967), esp, pp. 179-191; idem, Orality and Literacy: The
Technologizing of the Word (New Accents; London and New York: Methuen, 1982),
esp. pp. 74-75. See also Ong’s contribution, ‘Text as Interpretation: Mark and After’,

to Semeia 39 (1987), pp. 7-26, and esp. G. L. Bartholomew’s ‘Feed my Lambs’ on Jn
21. Among commentators, Pheme Perkins is especially alert to this issue, see The

Johannine Epistles (New Testament Message, 21; Dublin: Veritas, 1979), pp. xviii-
xi1x. Perkins’ approach gives direction to a detailed analysis of 1 John as a piece of

oral rhetoric in D. F. Watson, ‘Amplification Techniques in 1 John: The Interaction of
Rhetorical Style and Invention’, JSNT 51 (1993), pp. 99-123.

83Compare esp. the Qumran ‘Messianic Apocalypse’ (4Q521) which
predicts that the heavens and the earth will hear God’s Messiah in the context of an

explicit reference to raising the dead. For an English translation of the relevant
tragment (2), see G. Vermes, The Dead Sea Scrolls in English (revised and extended
4th edn; Harmondsworth: Penguin Books, 1995), pp. 244-245. All fragments are
translated and fully discussed in E. Puech, ‘Une Apocalypse Messianique (4Q521)’,

RQ_IS (1991-92), pp. 475-519, esp. p. 493 where Puech explicitly mentions Jn 5.21,
25 1n relation to the resurrection reference in frag. 2. Puech has since published a

comprehensive two-volume study in which 4Q521 is central to a reconsideration of
biblical and post-biblical texts commonly associated with resurrection and the after-life
(La croyance des Esséniens en la vie future: Immortalité résurrection, vie éternelle?
Histoire d’unecroyance dans le Judaisme Ancien [Etudes bibliques, nouvelle série nos
21-22; Paris: Gabalda, 1993], see the review by G. J. Brooke in L. L. Grabbe [ed.],
The Society for Old Testament Study Book List 1994 [Leeds: Maney, 1994], p. 114).
Further on the contemporary belief in resurrection, see F. Garcia Martinez’s remarks
on 4QpsDan Ar in Qumran and Apocalyptic: Studiespgn the Aramaic Texts from
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opening formula, which is strictly imitative of v. 24,%4 a reference to the ‘hour’ is
introduced which brings into play a new time-element. Here the Epxerat Gpo
establishes the future orientation of the verse as a whole, while the parenthetical xai vuv
éorv® fixes its application to the believer’s present status as described in v. 24. This
link having been secured, the rest of the verse runs predictably enough. It follows that
o. vekpol must then be understood as the faithful dead, that is, those who heard Jesus’
word 1n life, who have eternal life (v. 24), are also those who, on hearing his call at
the eschaton, will be quickened (cf. v. 21).86 Similarly, the title ‘Son of God’, whose
occurrence in this verse has not gone unchallenged,87 is perfectly consistent with the
emphasis on belief in God as sender of the Son (7o wéuyavri ue) in v. 24 and, in any

case, could well have already been in John’s mind from 3.18, which is where it last

appears.

Qumran (Studies on the Texts of the Desert of Judah, 9; Leiden, New York, Kéln:
Brill, 1992), pp. 146-147. Garcia Martinez also cites 1QH IV 29-34 (146), but this is
a misreference: the IV should be a VI. For the Hymns text, see The Thanksgiving
Hymns (translated and annotated with an introduction by M. Mansoor; Studies on the
Texts of the Desert of Judah, 3; Leiden: Brill, 1961), p. 87. Note also that this belief

1s enshrined in the Eighteen Benedictions: ‘Blessed art thou, O Lord, who makest alive
the dead’ (NIDNTT, 11, p. 865).

| 84Pace Lindars, 5.25 does not begin a new section and no new logion
comes 1nto play. In fact, the weakness of Lindars’ position is immediately obvious in
that, having committed himself to the view that a Jesus-saying is represented in this

;erse, he 1s then unable to i1dentify one (Gospel, p. 224; idem, ‘Traditions’, p. 97 n.
4). .

85This phrase is missing from some witnesses but is generally assumed

to be an authentic part of the text, see Lindars, Gospel, p. 224; Schnackenburg,
Gospel, 11, p. 465 n. 72.

86Thus, oi vekpol here cannot be taken to mean those who are dead
spiritually, pace Barrett, Gospel, p. 262; Brown, Gospel, pp. 215, 219; Beasley-
Murray, Johan, pp. 76-77; Bernard, Gospel, pp. 242-243; Bultmann, Gospel, p. 259;

Schnackenburg, Gospel, 1I, p. 111. Lindars is surely correct in stressing the future
orientation of the entire section (Gospel, p. 224).

87Lindars conjectures that the text here originally read simply ‘the Son’

so that ‘of God’ represents a very early gloss (‘The Son of Man in the Johannine
Christology’, in Essays, pp. 33-50 [p. 41)).
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John 5.24-29

Verse 25
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Verses 26 and 27 function essentially to recall vv. 21-23, and so to
reaffirm Jesus’ God-given authority to give life and to judge in this future
eschatological context. Note in v. 26 the return to the Father/Son language which

characterizes the argument in vv. 19-23, and how the opening words of this verse

exactly duplicate those in v. 21.8%8 At v, 27, the theme of judgment, central to 3.16-
21, and presented in this discourse as a function delegated to the Son (v. 22) but
negated in the believer’s case (v. 24), arrives back in the argument. It 1s here that
Jesus is identified as ‘Son of man’. It is important not to miss the fact that John’s
phrase here is anarthrous. This is rare in the New Testament and unique 1n the
gospels,®? and telling evidence that he has in mind the judgment scene from the book
of Daniel where ‘one like a son of man’ (&¢ viog avfpdwov, 7.13)%0 is given glory and
everlasting dominion.?! With the reality of future judgment now firmly in place, the

stage is set for a full and final description of events at the last day.

Scarcely pausing to hint at the greater marvels yet to be described (cf. v.
20), John now launches into an apocalyptic scene not unworthy of the author of
Revelation (vv. 28-29). This differs from v. 25, not in terms of future orientation but

in terms of scale, for this is the general resurrection of the dead. As such, it is at once .

88In fact, dowep never appears in the gospel outside these two
references. The return to the Father/Son language in v. 26 is noted by Lindars (“The
Son of Man 1n the Johannine Christology’, p. 41).

39Elsewhere only at Heb 2.6 (quoting Ps. 8.4); Rev 1.13; 14.14,

20So Theodotion, but the LXX also has the phrase. The texts are

conveniently set out by F. J. Moloney in The Johannine Son of Man (Biblioteca di
Scienze Religiose, 14; Roma: Libreria Ateneo Salesiano, 1976), p. 81.

1The origin of John’s phrase in 5.27 is usually traced to the Daniel text,
see, for example, Moloney, Son of Man, p. 81; Schnackenburg, Gospel, 11, p. 113;
Carson, Gospel, p. 257; esp. the discussions in Lindars, Gospel, p. 226; idem, ‘The
Son of Man in the Theology of John’, in Essays, pp. 153-166 (pp. 163-164). In view
of my earlier remarks on a possible link with the canonical Mark, it is perhaps not
irrelevant to note here that Mark himself has already linked the Jesus logion at 9.1 (cp.
In 5.24) with the text of Dan 7.13-14 (Mk 8.38). On this, see J. Marcus, The Way of
the Lord: Christological Exegesis of the Old Testament in the Gospel of Mark
(Louisville, Kentucky: Westminster/John Knox Press, 1992), pp. 86-87, 164-167.
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the goal and the climax of this section of the discourse, the ultimate implication of
Jesus’ earlier claims to function both as life-giver and judge (vv. 21-22). Notice how
the pattern established at v. 24 has been carefully retained here while, at the same time,
the imagery in v. 25 has been taken up and elaborated. As a result, John’s scene in vv.
28-29 emerges not only as a variant of v. 25 but also, given that v. 25 already
represents an exposition of v. 24 in apocalyptic terms, 2 ranks as another version of
that exposition, this time with universal application. It is probably this distinction in
scope, rather than any desire to present these verses as more unequivocally future-
orientated, that has prompted John to drop the parenthetical kot »Uv éo7v in v. 25 at
this stage.?3 As we have remarked, the future scene in v. 25 refers to believers only.
As such, 1t applies strictly to the promise in v. 24 that the faithful already possess
eternal life and are not subject to adverse judgment, and John’s parenthesis expresses
that link.®4 Once expand v. 25 to the comprehensive picture in vv. 28-29, however,
and the same can hardly be said: the focus here 1s not on ‘the dead’, faithful in life,
who will live (v. 25) but on ‘all (ravrec) who are in the tombs’, faithful and unfaithful
alike, who will come forth, some to condemnation. This brings us to the matching pair
of judgment alternatives which completes the scene (v. 29). Here it is plain that the
book of Daniel, already evidently in John’s mind in v. 27,9 has again influenced his
text. This time the allusion is to the picture of resurrection in 12.2 where we learn that
many will awake, ‘some to everlasting life, and some to shame and everlasting

contempt’.?6 It is equally plain, however, that John’s own earlier composition at 3.16-

92See above, pp. 83-84.

. 3Pace Barrett, Gospel, p. 263; Brown, Gospel, p.220; Carson, Gospel,
p. 256. |

4See above, p. 84.

?See above, p. 86.

96So Barrett, Gospel, p. 263; Bernard, Gospel, p. 245; Brown, Gospel,
p. 220; Lindars, Gospel, p. 226; Schnackenburg, Gospel, 11, p. 117. Note that John
envisages that ‘all’ (wravreg) will rise rather than ‘many’ as in the Daniel text (woANot
in both Greek versions, translating 0°27). However, he is not unique in so doing; see,
for example, Test. Benj. 10.8: r67e kai wavrec dvaorioovral, ol uév eic 86tav, ol 62
eig anwpiav (The Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs: A Critical Edition of the Greek



-88-
21, never far from his thoughts throughout this piece, has also made its mark here.
The reference to good and evil deeds is undoubtedly indebted to it (3.19-21). In fact,
John is prepared to be even more precise. Just in case his audience have not yet quite
grasped that response to Jesus in this life is the criterion which absolutely determines
one’s destiny on judgment day, John drops in the phrase ¢atAa wpaooewy, which 1s
taken directly from 3.20 where it refers to those who shun the light and are condemned

already, and repeated only here in the entire gospel. This brings the point home nicely.

On this analysis, John 5.24-29 emerges as a single, coherent piece of
composition which fits logically into the larger context of the discourse as a whole. It

is founded in tradition, and has taken final shape through a process of expanding and
expounding that tradition. This process has involved using other matenal already to
hand, either from Christianity’s Jewish heritage or from completed work earlier in the
gospel. The end result is a pericope on eschatology where present and future have been
drawn together into a distinctively Johannine presentation. At this point, we may
usefully pause to reflect that this passage is a notorious crux interpretum for
commentators, that it has been explicated in a variety of different ways, and that this 1s
not one of them. To put this another way, if the above description is at all feasible,
then it means that John’s text is intelligible just as it is. It is therefore not the

conglomerate of mismatched materials it 1s frequently held to be, and so does not
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