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ABSTRACT

The aim of this thesis is to show the connection between christology and
ecclesiology in the Fourth Gospel; how the latter is based totally on the former
to -such an extent that the christologicél and ecclesiological models are treated
‘as one subject, the community being the continuation of Jesus' presence on earth.

In Part One, christology is examined, and with it the question of whether
John has clarified or obscured the Synoptic tradition's account of the life of
Jesus., The central motif is shown to be that of oneness, and where a subordinat~
ionist tendency occurs it is reinterpreted in accordance‘with the complete
oneness of Father and Son, so that sender and sent are seen as identical, and
yet distinct and in relationship to each other.

Part Two examines ecclesiology as derived from the Father-Son model. The
Christian community is shown to stand in the same relation to Jesus as does
Jesus to the Father; the community thus takes on the role of the continuation
of the incarnation, of God walking on the earth. The oneness motif i§ therefore
not limited to the Father-Son relationship but works in an ecclesiological
direction also. What has been affirmed christolégically, that Father and Son
are totally omne, is now affirmed of the community .and Jesus,

The conclusién is that these two motifs, christology and ecclesiology, are
one and although in the theological development christology preceded ecclesiology,
now they are fused together and both interact on each other,

The final conclusion is that in regard to the Synoptic tradition, John has
attempted to draw out the true significance of Jesus' message, but in so doing
has forced everything into the oneness motif, thus obscuring something of the
humanity of Jesus. From an ecclesiological viewpoint, he has developed the

material in a way not previously done before.
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PREFACE

When studying John's Gospel in my second year at Kings College London,

I became fascinated and puzzled by various statements in the farewell discourses.
These spoke of Jesus and -his disciples reciprocally in termé of their relation=-
ship with the Father; specifically they seemed to indicate that the disciples'
relationship with Jesus was equivalent in some sense to Jesus' relationship

with the Father.

This made.me wish to pursue this line of enquiry, and, starting with christology,
show how the Father-Son model is the basis for the relationship between Jesus and
the community from which the author was writing.

I would like to thank my supervisor, Dr. John McHugh, who has allowed me to
pursue this line of enquiry. He ha§ restrained me from being diverted away from

the relevant field of study, and has been a help and encouragement throughout.
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Introduction

"What customary scholarship endeavours methodologically, namely to show
that John approximates to or complements the Synoptic tradition, is then
expressed in practice, quite remarkably through the almost universal attempt
to find a christology of humiliation even in the Fourth Gospel."1 In this
rather provocative way, Ernst Kisemann formulates 'one of the most important.
if not the decisive problem of Johannine interpretation"-2 It is a problem
which every generation of scholarship has had to exémine and re-examine,
because as yet there has been no satisfactory solution.

In recent times, theological trends and movements have tended to obscure
rather than to clarify the interpretation of the Fourth Gospel. All too often
a theological framework is imposed on the text, and it is this which determines
exegesis rather than exegesis which determines the theological framework. A
few examples of this will suffice: Bultmann's exegesis, particularly of the
Pauline and Johannine literature, is influenced very deeply by Heidegger's
categories of existentialism, and these are imposed upon the text in a rather
arbitrary way. Where something does not fit;(where for example futurist escha-
tology is introduced),this is very often put down to the work of redactors or
editors.3 Whereas Bultmann dismisses this futuristic element to a large extent,

Cullmann's scheme of Heilsgeschichte tends not to do justice to the aspects of

real ised eschatology in John, From yet another perspective, evangelical theology
has often obliterated the meaning of this gospel by imposing on it a twentieth
century concept of history,4 foreign to the author.

In all these interpretations, exegesis can become very tortuous; we must
be very wary of putting hermeneutics before exegesis. If we wish to show how
the New Testament is applicable today, the process is a valid one only after

the text has been "killed stone dead '. If we do not heed this caution our task
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will be eisegesis not exegesis., It is worth mentioning this from the start,
because although it is impossible to approach the gospel without presuppositions,
we must always gllow these to be changed by exegesis, and be careful not to

impose a rigid theological schema of our own, into which everything, at all costs,
must fit. With this in mind, we may - turn our attention to the problem before

us.

The first question we must ask is that of the identity and nature of the
"Synoptic tradition' as it is usually called. This will not be treated fully
here, partly because it is impossible to reach really precise conclusions, and
partly because there is a wide degree of agreement among scholars as to the more
general conclusions we may reach. Nevertheless, a few observations will be
helpful.

That John knew of the tradition behind the Synoptic Qospels is almost
universally held, Tt is difficult to be certain of the extent of this knowledge
and the precise nature of it, but we may be fairly sure that he knew traditions
about Jesus, many of which are incorporateéd in the Synoptic Gospels; This is
proved by the various stories in John which find parallels in one or more of
the other gospels: the cleansing of the Temple (2:13-22), the feeding of five
thousand (6:5-15), the walking on the lake (6:16-21), the healing of the official's
son (4:46-54), The story about John the Baptist in 1:19-34 is also an echo
of Synoptic-type tradition, even if it has been worked over and employed to a
different purpose.

Literary dependence need not be postulated to maintain this observation,

This position came under fierce attack from Windiséh, Gardner-Spmith and Wilckens
in particular, although it has.found recent support in Barrettf who.maintains
“John knew the‘GOSpel of Mark. Howard and Bailey may also be said to give
qualified approval to some degree of literary dependence, as may Lightfoot and

Hoskyns. Barrett's argument, if inconclusive (as he himself recognises), does at



least show that John must have known the traditions behind Mark: Bailey has
attempted to show the same thing for Luke, and whether or not he is right, the
similarities between the two gospels at certain points is suggestive. From
this it can be seen that the overwhelming probability is that John either knew
one or more of the Synoptic Gospels, or, as is more likely, knew of independent,
parallel traditions of the kind which lie behind the Synoptic Gospels, and
although it is not possible to say which traditions John knew and which he did
not, he must have been aware of the essential nature of these traditions and the
picture they gave of the person of Jesus.

The key question now is how John used this tradition and developed it, and
the criteria on which he did so. Has he done justice to the christological
picture of the Synoptic tradition, and drawn out what was already there, or has
he added something of his own and obscured the tradition by imposing foreign
theological categories onto that tradition? Does he retain the human figure of
Jesus presented By the Synoptics, or is the humanity of Jesus unbelievable in
this gospel? Is there in this gospel a christology of humiliation and subordina-
tion, or is his humiliation 'the absolute minimum of costume designed for the
one who for .a little while dwelt among men" 36

This christological question has been asked time and time again by scholars
of the Fourth Gospel. The more usual answer given, as the quotation from
Kisemann at the beginning of the chapter was intended to show, is that John
complements the Synoptic Gospels (or tradition) and brings out their real
meaning. R.H. Lightfoot, suggesting that John knew the other Synoptic Gospels,
asks '"Whether, if, so far as St. John knew, his éﬁspel would stand alone, over
against a diffused, miscellaneous mass of earlier tradition, he would have been
prepared to write a gospel in which, in order to explain the Lord's work, he
reinterprets the tradition with the great freedom that he shows"-7 On this
showing, the author presumably intended his gospel to be read in conjunction
with the other three. Lightfoot's solution to the question of whether John's
treatment has been a valid one, is that in regard to the other gospels, '"he

sought to interpret them, and to draw out the»significance of the original



events'';
Hoskyné, a little earlier, asked the same question. 'Has the Chirch, in thus
binding the four gospels together, well nigh destroyed the proper meaning of the

o Did the author of the Fourth Gospel assume his readers knew

last of them?"
the traditioms, or the Synoptic Gospels themselves? If the answer to eithervis
affirmative, is must affect our judgement of the christological picture in thié
gospel for the simple reason that John may have intended his gogpel to be read
with the other traditions or gospels in mind, "The important quéstion”, he

says, "...is whether it is or is not a work existing in its own right, and
whether it is or is not to bé interpreted independently and by itself."10

Again, the answer is to treat John as drawing out what is implicit in the Synop-
tic Gospels, and showing their true meaning. This position can be traced- back
at least as far as Harnack, who maintained that "even according to John's Gospel,
Jesus finishes the work which the Father has given him, and is obedient even unto
deatht'.12 That is to say, the picture given by the Synoptics is essentially the
same as that given by John.

More recently, Barrett has argued that the subordinationist element is very
strong in John. Again, the same question is being asked: has John obscured or
clarified the teaching of Jesus in regard to himself and his relationship with
the Father? Although Barrett does not think John's picture totally convincing,
he does find that subordination to the Fathdr plays a large part in John's

christology. ''The Son', he says,"

is not an independent, spontaneous source of
activity; his work is entirely derivative, both in its form and its content.
He does only what he sees thé Father doing, and would indeed not be able to do
tﬁis if the Father had not granted him the privilege of having life in himself."lSv
Subordination in itself however does not necessarily mean that we have the truly

human figure of the Synoptic Gospels; Barrett himself says that John 'simplifies

the theme of the relation of Jesus to God by presenting him in a somewhat inhuman



'humanity";14 The qpestion is not merely whether John keeps a subordinationist
element in his christology, but whether he retains the human element, or whether
this is lost by stressing the divine., Barrett on the whole sees John as drawing
out of the Synoptic tradition what is already there and not radically altering
the tradition save in terminology.15

In . Christology of - the New Testament4 Cullmann takes a similar view.

He too sees continuity between the Synoptic tradition and Johannine christology.
In John however, the divine sonship of Jesus is openly proclaimed whereas in
the Synoptic tradition it is mot. Again, the problem is formulated,‘perhaps
not as sharply as it culd be, in terms of a comparison of Synoptic and Johannine
material., That is to say that in terms of christology, it is asked whether the
transition from the one to the other is a valid one and whether he has added
to the tradition by that process; Cullmann does not discuss in any detail why
John treated the material in this way; for instance, did John intend his gospel
to supersede the other traditions? However, Cullmann can say quite confidently
that 'the Gospel of John as a whole penetrates more deeply than Matthew or Lukg
into the ultimate mystery of Jesus' consciousness of sonship, as we believed
we oould and should infer it from the Synoptics"-16 John has then done nothing
underhand in his treatment of thg Syndptic traditions.

Barnabas Lindars also upholdé this view; it is worth mentioning him at
this stage because he does state the problem clearly, even if in the last analysis
he remains in the mainstream of Johannine criticism., He points out the continuity
in the gospel itself between historical Jesus and risen Lord; the claim that
Johannine Chrisfianity goes back to Jesus himself is gquite strong in the Fourth
Gospel: "John values the tradition, because he thinks that hi# christology is
consistent with it, and indeed is the truth which it contains."17 Thus John is
a continuation of the Synoptic trédition, é genuine development whereby John has

"attempted to seize the essential meaning of the sayings of Jesus which were



8
available to him"-1 Whether or not this is a fair judgement of the evangelist

is something we shall have to ask in due course.

Finally, in this brief summary of scholarly opinion, the position of Kisemann
deserves special menfion, because he stands in opposition to most of what has
been said by more conservative scholars. He differs very sharply from Bultmann
who believed the Johannine Christ to be a totally human person; the difference
arises from the fact that Bultmann sees 'The Word became flesh" as the crux,
Kisemann preferring "we beheld his glory'",., Therefore Kisemann sees the humanity
of Jesus in John as no mar e than a minimum requirement; he regards any transit-
ion from the Synoptic material to Johammine as a particularly radical one, not
a case of drawing out what is already there, but pressing a theological concept~
kion of Jesus onto the framework of his historical life. John is "the first
Ghristian to use the earth?y life of Jesus merely as a backdrop for the Son of
God proceeding through the world of man and as the scene of the inbreaking of
the heavenly glory."19 For Kdsemann then, the.problem is much the same: the
problem is one of cohtinuity, or lack of it, between John's [ospel and the Synoptic
tradition, and it is oné which is rooted in theology and dogma, and not just in.
history. For KHsemann, the presentation éf Jesus as risen Lord and pre-existent
Word is in John so strong that there can be no christology of humiliation.

All these people are asking the same question: is the Jesus of John compatible
‘with the Jesus of tﬁe Syndptics and ultimately, with the Jesus of history? Has
John worked overkthe tradition in such a way as to clarify or obscure the
person of Jesus, and his relation to God? As we have seen, it is a problem which
is defined in various ways and it raises other questions in its wake. These we
must look at in turn.

First, how does John use the tradition behind the Synoptics? That is to say,
does he regard this as valuablé, if somewhat incomplete, or does he regard it as
inferior to his own message? This raises the question as to the precise relation-

ship of John to his sources (whether written or oral), and the precise way in



which he has worked over earlier tradition., Has he, for example, as Lindars
has suggested,20 taken the pericope about the apprenticed son (John 5:19%29&0)
and brought out the frue meaning of it in christological terms of the Son as
dependent on the Father? Or has John started from the pre-existent A&fﬂ )

the Lord of the community, and taken the pericope and employed it in his theolo-
gical argument? To put it more simply, has he built up a christology from the
traditions about Jesus, or has he built back a christology from the experience
of Jesus within the community from which he is writing?

Second, does John intend to bring the true meaning out? Perhaps this is
much the same as the first question, but itis from a slightly different perspectw
ive and therefore ﬁorth asking. It is by mno means easy to decide whether John
is concerned about any kind of historicity; according to Bultmann, he has no

concern for this at all.21

Therefore the question arises, does John have any
regard for the life of Jesus as it actually was, so long as his theological
message about Jesus is proclaimed? The fact that he has set this in the form
of a gospel, and actually put words into the mouth of Jesus would suggest John
is concerned to interpret correctly; but then John would have no strict divid-
ing line between earthiy Jesus and risen Lord, in the sense that to put into
his mouth Words‘formﬁlated by the community's experience of Jesus, would not be
seen as an invalid process.

This leads on to the question as to whether John has actually brought out
the true meaning of the Synoptic tradition or overlaid it with his own theological
conceptions. These last two questions must be considered together. It is
inconceivable that John could have written a document, which quite openly aimed
to bring people to faith in Jesus Christ as “my Lord and my God" (20:28),
without at the same time presenting what he believed to be the truth about the
person of Jesus. It is quite another thing to say that historical traditioms

were all that concerned him, The question here is whether we are concerned with



the interpretation, so to speak, of the S&noptic narratives, making explicit
what is implicit therein, or whether we are concerned with the Lord of the
worshipping community. The problem is that these cannot be split up because
they are so closely intertwined and rather than there being two questions, it
is the same question on two fronts.

Third, what is the nature of the gpspel? It must affect our appreciation
of the author, and his use of the tradition to formulate his christology if,
on the one hand, the book is meant for general circulation to clarify "Synoptic"
christology, or if on the cther hand it is merely a justification of the

.particular branch of Christianity which it portrays. The latter position is that
of Cullmannz% who argues that the gospel attempts to show that Johannine:
Christianity is grounded in the historical life of Jesus just as much as is the
maingtream Church. This will be discussed more fully at a later point. For the
moment it will suffice to say that if polemic is the chief constituent in the
gospel, no matter whom it is directed agéinst, it must affect our appreciation of
the intentions of the author as to his presentation of christology.

The last question which forms part of this whole christological problem of
Johannine interpretation is the one Kisemann refers to as the approximation or
complementation. Did Jolin intend to put his work alongside Synoptic tradition,
or replace it? Presumably he was not satisfied with the tradition as it stood,
probably because the christological picture which emerges from it‘is inadequate
as an expression of the way Jesus is related to Godj That does not necessarily
mean, although it is a strong indication, that John wished his gospel to supplant
and not supplemént the othér traditions. The answer given to that question
however would.depend on various factors. If it is maintained that John's gospel
is a defense of his community, showing the divine origin of it, John's aim would
probably not be to supplant, neither would it be to supplement, but rather to

assert that this tradition was a valid ome and had its origins in Jesus himself.



Again, if it were maintained John knew one or more of the Synoptic Gospels,

it could be argued either that he wishes to supplement them, or that he is un-
happy with them and wishes to show in which ways they are inadequate, It is an
example of ‘how complex is the problem and what a wide variety of interpretations
and solutions can be attached to it.

The problem we have defined, and which has been defined by all scholars of

" the Fourth Gospel, basically concerns John's knowledge and use of tradition:

and his intention in developing it in the ways he has done. In order to come

to any conclusion, we must inevitably look at the Synoptic tradition itself, and
see if in general and specific christologiﬁal terms it conforms to that of

the Fourth Gospel. Not that conformity in itself is really to be looked for;
rather whether the Synoptic tradition bears the interpretation John has put

on it, or whether we should look elsewhere for the origin of his christology.

Of course, if John has added elements of hi510wn, that does not necessarily
invalidate his christology; at least we shall be able to see what these elements
are and whether their inclusion has clarified or distorted the christological
picture of the Synoptic tradition. Additional elements may come from different
traditions jusﬁ“és ancient.and reliable as Synoptic traditions but which do not
conform to it. On a mere cursory reading of the gospel it is clear that John
was aware of traditions which have no counterpart in the Synoptic gospels.
Although we do not know the extent of the traditions available to him, it is
clear that he had access to stories and possibly discoursewtradition not
contained in the Synoptics, and we cannot blindly maintain it was of exactly the

same nature. As Lindars has said: "It cannot be taken for granted that he is more

23
reliable than the Synoptics, or less so,"

In concluding this particular aspect of Johannine christology, it must be
stressed that there can be no rigid hypothesis as to the exact nature of John's

interpretation of tradition. There is too much uncertainty for that. We do not



know the exact content of the traditions and documents to which John had

access or of the exact influences on his work. Scholars are split over

whether it is to be placed in gnostic thought, or with Cullmann in heterodox
Judaism, or elsewhere. Brown puts it in the '"mainstream of Christian thought",24
Dodd suggests there is no book like it, either in the New Testament or outside.25
We are always limited by uncertainty; all our conclusions are on the balance

of probability. ‘As Kisemann has said: '"Historically, the gospel as a whole
remains an enigma, in spite of the elucidation of individual details."26
From time to time we shall have to give tentative answers to these questions,

but it is more important | {0 = remain aware of the complexity of the problem
than to form a comprehensive solution which cannot be verified.

In being aware of the problem, it is important not to lose sight of John's
christology in its own right, Clearly there is more to his christology than the
Synoptists. We must not merely ask how he is developing tradition, but also ﬁhat
it has come to mean for him and for the community for which he writes, What
function does it play in his gospel, and how does it alter the'Kﬁvux14Q ? We
must also analyse- his christology in depth to see what it means for him and the
part it plays in the goépel. This will largely be done, as with John himself,
by means of the relationship: between the Father and the Son. The chief concern
here is the subordination and equality of Son with the Father and the relation-
ship between these two aspects.

It is worth mentioning briefly these issues. These are the issues we must
come to terms with if we are to gain an understanding of John's christology both
in relation to the Synoptic tradition and in relation to the Gospel of John itself,

In talking of the part christology plays in the Gospel of John we come to
 what it perhaps the most peftinent aspect of christology, namely the outworking

of that christology in ecclesiology. It is indeed a most surprising fact that

the Fourth Gospel has often been seen in the past as devoid of any explicit

10.



ecclesiology ,and asha-ezir‘xg wvery little even impl icitly: The relationship between
christology and ecclesiology in John is a strange one. While it cannnt be said
that christology dominates ecclesiology, it is true that without such a christolo-
gical picture as John gives us, ecclesiology would inevitably be weak. However
what seems to have happened in John is that ecclesiology has exérted as much
influence over christology as vice.versa. Not only is the content of
ecclesiology christology, but ecclesiology is now the content of christology,

and both ﬁave interacted with each other to give us an inseparable whole,

To talk of ecclesiology in Jphn is therefore to talk of Christ. The relation-
ship of oneness between Father and Son which is the basis of Johnfs éhristology, |
is also applied to the relationship between Christ and the Church, and the Church
becomes in a very real sense, the continuation of thé Incarnation. This is not
pursued to such eonfradictory or paradoxical depths as is the relationship
between Father and Son, but we shall see that it is a very striking and dynamic
ecclesiology which is directly related to Incarnational theology. We shall pose
the question this way round because our appreciation of the community of which
John was a part depends largely on his christological appreciation of who
Jesus was, his relationship with the Father, and the work which he accomplished,

It would be interesting, and not entirely invalid, to pose the question in a
different way, and ask first about the community and its relationship with God
and the work which has been accomplisﬁed through it, and see if this gives us any
insight into thn's christological thought. Again it must be reiterated that
these two aspects of his theology are very closely bound together and have
inter-reacted so much that it may not be possible to separate them in this way}
nor, if that is the case,should Wevattempt such a task rigorously. We must
always be aware that for John chronological schemes are largely unimportant.27
Both KEseman%sand Bulﬁmann29 have pointed out, quite rightly I think, that the

whole salvation drama of incarnation, death, resurrection, Pentecost and parousia

11.



are concentrated in one event (although there is some futurist eschatology in
John). KHsemann criticised Bultmann for not placing the earthly life of Jesus
into the category of the single saving event and therefore he "does not recognise
the complexity of the situation".30 But perhaps this criticism could,also be
applied to Kdsemann becausé‘he does not place ecclesiology into this category.

Cullmann is nearer the truth when he says: "in each individual event of
the life of the incarnate Jesus the evangelist seeks to show that at the same
time the Christ present in his Church is already at Work."31 Both events are
considered '"in one and the same perspective'. He compares this with the work
of Luke who writes two volumes, one for the life of Jesus, the otte r for the |
Church, the two being seen in chronological perspective. Jéhn on the contrary,
"seeks to consider Jesus after the flesh and the present Christ together in one
and the same perspective., He writes only one volume, His framework is that of
the life of the Incarnate Lord."BZObviously the truth of this will have to be
evaluated, and if we are to talk.of a continuation of the Incarnation, that
language must also be defended. But it can be done only after an examinatdon
of John's christology.

The problems we are faced With then are considerabie, and we must bear them
in mind if we are to achieve any degree of success. Perhaps the major reminder

shall be that the Fourth Gospél "is in the end about God".33
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PART ONE:

CHRISTOLOGY OF THE FOURTH GOSPEL:

THE FATHER-SON MOT IF



CHAPTER ONE : MAKING HIMSELF EQUAL WITH GOD - AN INTERPRETATION OF CHAPTER 5

We begin our investigation with chapter 5 because here John has focused on
a problem of vital importance for the interpretation of his gospel. The
Synoptic tradition, in emphasising‘that Jesus called God his Father and had
a special felationship with God in terms of a FafhereSon affinity, does not
make clear the implications'of such a standpoint. John, in the most extreme
way possible, poses thé question and attempts to answer it : if Jesus called
God his own Father, and justified his actions by referring to this relatiohship,
is Jesus therefore making himself equal with God? Further, if this is the
implication, in what sense is it true? The answer to this question does not
really cease until the end of the gospel;

Taking this as the beginning of this question is to assume a certain
textual position which must be examined. It has been argued, notably by
Bultmaﬁn and Schnackenburg,l that chaptefs 5 and 6 should be transposed.
The difficulty lies in 6:1 which states that Jesus went across the Sea of
Galilee (or Tiberias), when according to 5:1 he is in Jerusalem; further the
sign at the end of chapter 4 is set in Galilee so that 6:1 reéds very smoothly
after 4:54., However, there is no convincing explanation of how this occurredy
theories of displaced leaves are always problematical because-even if it
" could be shown that the manuscript was in_the‘fqrm either of loose leaves glued
onto a scroll,.or of a codex, it would be an unlikely coincidence that a self-
contained chapter should drop out so neatly and have been reincérporated in a
similarly neat faShibn elsewhere.2 Lindars"suggéstioﬁ, wﬁilé.still cohjecturql?
that chapter 6 is an addition to the briginal gospel, placed wheré it would
fit best, at least makes good sensé of the facts,

On top.of_this, the'transﬁosition of those chapters. entails problems of
its own; for example, the conversation between Jesus and his brothers (7:3-9)

would be strangely out of place, the only solution being the postulation of

15.



further textual misplacement for which we have no textual evidence. If we
were td place it after 7:1 or elsewhere in chapter 7, 5:1 would become veryv
problematicél in view of the feast of tabernacles mentioned in 7:2. In |
addition. these two chapters have a theological»relationshipvwhich would be
destroyed by their transposition, chapter 6 being a lengthy illustration of
5:41-7, namely:tﬁe'Chiistian interpretation of Scripture, and the way Moses
gives testimony to Chrisﬁ. As these chapters fit together perfectly from a
theological viewpoint, and becauseﬁ;here is'no textual evidenée to.suppOrt
their tr#nsposition, it is prefergble to-maintain the original order at this

point.

A.  THE ACCUSATION (5:1-18)

The healing of fhe cripple at the pool of Bethzatha:. provideé the immediate
context for the discourse, the sign probably coming from the written or 6ra1
sources that Johﬁ had to hand; there is mno reason to suppose that John
has composed the story himself as it is similar to the Synoptic healing
stories and gives unnecessary and accurate geographical details. He has then,
taken it from tradition in some form or other.

The healing itself is a Synoptic-type.story to which we may compare Mark
2:142 (parallels Mt. 9:1-8 TLk. 5:17-26) and 3:1-6 (Mt. 12:9-14 Lk, 6:6-11);
although it is possible that John was using Mark at this point, it is more
probable that here we have a combination of a similar story to that of
Mark 2:1-12 and the words of command (the only exact_parallél between the
Markan and Johannine stories), ZYG?& g@““ oy KF@%%Vég sou wel Wepmder,
which in the tradition ﬁavaell haﬁe been regarded as a formula for all such
stories. Lindars' suggestion that this story is an amalgamation of two others, -
one a Jerusalem healing tradition, the other almost identiéal_to that found
in Mark 2:1-;2 may élso'havé some truth in it. What is certain, is that it is

not a free composition, but that it has its roots in the tradition, .even if
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John has developed that tradition to suit his purpose.

What is of real intereét here is the way the story is used 'so that the
accusation of vv16-18 is rooted in an ~historical event. The smoothness of
the movement of thqqght is remarkable, brought about by the introduction of
new motifs, first_that of the Sabbath, then the Father-Son relationship. This
may-well have been missing in the original story, although Jesus as Sabbath
breaker forms a strong element in the Synoptic tradition4 and the tradition
itself has tied together the motifs of Sabbath breaker and Father-Son relation-
ship in Mark 2:23-28. So far as the dialogue in John.5:10;18 is concerned, it
has been introduced to give a reason for the accusationbin vvl6-18, whether -
part of the original story or not.

There are two stages in this movement to v18: first is the statement "it
was the Sabbath on that day" (le);' second is Jesus justifiqation for his

actions: "

my Father is still working and I am working" (v17). A full
explanation of this phrase, linked as it is to the Sabbath fest of God, need not
detain us here; the importance of the comment lies in the fact that it introduces
the Father-Sqn relationship for the first time, although thé Prologue has already
broached the subject and prepared grouﬁd for this motif‘.5 Here the relationship
is placed on the lips of Jesus for the first time; tthe problem is to be posed
and ansWered from now on. The»movement from dialogue to accusation is
achieved by basing the introduction of the Father-Son motif on the actions of
Jesus of Sabbath breakihg‘and thué engineering a conflict between Jesus and the
Jews. The dialogue in vv9c-18 bfings together these two motifs and focusses
them in the accusation of v18.

The accusation is a threefold one, and is ihe logical outcome of the Sabbath
breaking together with the justification for it (vl7). Not only did Jesus
break the Sabbath, but in defence 6f his action he claimed God was his own (iGtov )

Father and thus made himself equal with God. The three clauses move in a logical
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progression until the problem is spelt out‘in its most extreme form, From

the outset therefore, John is making clear the implications of thelFétheré

Son motif: by calling God his own (¥610v) Father, Jesus is 160V Eouy TRV
™ Ge@. The reason for John's use of such strong terminologyvindhis introduct—
ion of what we will call the oneness motif, must be sought both in the histori-
cal background in which John was writing and also in an ecclesiological §Ontext.

First, we must see the accusafion as part of the Jewish-Christian debate
which was taking place towards theiend of the first century; it may even‘repres-
ent the precise words used by the Jews against the Christian community of which
John was a part. We could compare_them to Pliny's "Christo quasi deo",6 the
content of which is ideﬁtical to leov Eauthy oy T Ve, These words
were probably not chosen by the Christian community because of their clumsiness
and polemical edge and‘it‘makes good éense, although it remains conjecture, to
see them as words of accusation by Jews against Christians: it is the Jews
who speak these words in tHe prelude to the discourse, and they are qlarified
and defined by that'discoursea which céuld be taken to indicaté that they are
not the ﬁords the evangelist Wouid himself:have chosen.

Second, the discourse mUst be seeh in an ecclesiologica; context, as a
statement of what the Christian community from which John ﬁés writing believed
about the person of Jesﬁs and the sense in which he did indeed'makebhimself
equal with God; 1linked very closely with this is the Chufch's awareness of its
own relation to Jesus, and the relatiohship between christblogy and ecclesiology,
to which we shall return in due coursé.

John's attitude to the Synopﬁic tradition and his development of it must also
be seen in historical and ecclesiological contexts; he is determined both by
the JewiSh—Christian_debate, anq by ecclesiological concerns. If John is drawing
out and making explicit whaf waé aiready, but only implicitlyin the Synoptic

tradition (in this case the Father-Son relationship), it may be because the

18.



Synoptic tradition was under attack for implying, but not explaining, that
Jesus made himself equal with God. 1In this sense, John could be seen as
complementing the tradition and making it more precise.

From an ecclesiological standpoint however, John not only makes explicit,
but also develops the Synoptic tradition. The implications'of the tradition,
spelt out in 5:18 must be brought out and defined, and although John bases |
his discourse on tradition, he develops it by taking it to its logical conclus-
ion, and developingvthe christological content in both christological and
ecclesiological directions.

The‘accusation spells out the Synoptic tradition's emphasis on the fact that
Jesus éalled God his Fathér, and claimed a special filialvfelationship with God;
by calling God his own ({dwov, in John) Father, Jesus was doing no less than
making himself equal with God. We will give more content to this observation

when we discussvyl9-20a.

B. CLARIFICATION OF THE ONENESS MOTIF

John hasbalready set the scene for his treatment of the historical Jesus
by dealing with the pre-existent‘Af&Uﬁ in the Prologue7: in chapter 5 we have
the Father-Son relationship worked out thoroughly, not from the viewpoint of
pre-existence, but within the framework of his historical life. Both elements
are at work in John's handling of ﬂmié~relatidnship; note the continual
references to returning to'the'Father8, and to being glorifiea’"with the glory
I had with you before the world was made" (17:5). It would be illegitimate to
differentiate between_pre—existenf and earthly, between divine and human nature
in John's christology, as the early Church did in such arbitrary fashion. We
shall see that shis_christology is based on pre-existence and that the problem
is indeed onevof how Jeéﬁs-was‘God waiking on the earth, but it is specifically

the historical 1life of Jesus with which we are concerned. Thus, while we must:
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be aware of both these factors ét work, we must create no artificiél tension
between them: for John they are not in tension but are complementary and
contribute to a single picture.

The crux of the chapter is found in thekwords "making himself equal with
God":ww19-47 is a clarificétion of this statement, which is not denied, but‘.
rather interpretéd by the Father-Son.relationShip which John haé taken overv
from the tradition. A few general comments are in order.

This oneness motif is central to John's christology. For him, jesus was not
only oﬁe with God, but such'was his special relationship with God that he was
equal with God and was Godﬂ The Pfélbgpe lays great stress on this, and
thropghbuf his ministry Jesus plaims.that he. and his Father are one (10:30),
that his will and the Father'svis-one Wiil, that his action and his judgement
are the action and judgement of tﬁé’Father as much as it is his.9 The Fathgr
has sent him, as the bread which hés come downvfrbm heaven to give eternal -
life (6:32-3); he is sent not as one subordinate but so as to araw attention
to the, identity of sender ‘and sent. His signs declare his glory»and are
identified as God's works (5:17;9:14);'_Fina11& the readervis'brought to the
declaration of Thomas: '"Mvaord‘énd my God"  (20:28).

The development of this motif begins iﬁ chapter 5 although it has been
prepared beforehand; however before we can understand its development we must
grasp John's essential christological thought, not simply the oneness of Jesus.
and hileather but the relationship between the oneness and so-called subordinat-
ionist passages, a subject we shall discuss fully in chapter 3 but which must
be mentioned’briefly here.

It would be imﬁossible t§ give a full account of scholarly debate on the
subject; the two most ex;reme positions will therefore be sufficient. On the
one hand Barrett suggests that ''the Son is not an independenb spohtaneous source

. . PO .y . 10
of activity; his work is entirely derivative, both in its form and its contentful
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On the other, Klsemann adopts an entirely different position when he says

that "John is...the first Christian to use the earthly life of jesus merely as
a backdrop for the Son qf God proceeding through the world of men and as the
scene of the inbreaking of the heavenly glorfi'll The tension between "I and
the Father are one" (10:30) and "The Father is greater than I" (14:28),has long
been the cause of theological dispute. From Barrett's viewpoint Jesus is
dependent on the Father for everything; he does only what he sees the Father
doing and can do nothing &f’ énno@; he has only what the Father has granted
him-andvsubmits.to the Father's will in gll things. Only then is "no honour

too high'. 12 ‘Yet all this evidence points in an entirely different_difection
if we change our point of view: Jesus does nothing d?’ coutal pecause he is
one with the Father, and his works are in fact the Father's works‘and his words
the Father's words. On this showing Jesus is dependent on the Father for
everything, but rather than this being a sign of subordination; it is a striking
example of the oneness motif the content of which is that "He who has seen me
has seen the Father.'" (14:9).

Also, to talk of a paradox between oneness and subordination is very unhelp-
ful; it would render John's handling of the Fatherfson motif meaningless
because it does'justice to neither aspect and the result is an unsatisfactory
feeling that very little has been said at all. However, to say that "John's
christology leaves no room for even incipient subordinationism"}3 does not -
even attempt to come to terms with the dependence motif. The view adopted here

- is that neither of these two positions is tenable; what John is doing in his
christological thought is using one in the service of the otﬁer. KHsemann comes
close to this position with his categories of correlation and complementariness.
Where a more negative or dependent christology emerges (not subordinationist)
it servesthe interests of the oneness motif without obliterating itself. |

Far from being paradoxical,what has been seen as subordinationism, is in fact
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an explanation of the oneness motif, not in conflict with it.
With these observations, we now turn to the discourse which falls into 3

sections.

a. Logion and interpretation (vv19=-23)

The discourse begins with a logion about a father and his son:

MV (irm)\\/ Ay Gﬁ?\)‘ o dowETar & Gl Try 0’\[}7‘ Eaural oldey Edv }4/!\ T
F_{(\éﬁr‘\ v Tardpx moredwe - & op oV exelveg o, Tala wal 0 Uids Spolws
Tl . o6 \/)0{5 ‘lTocn\r\F AL Ry v Lol T defkvosw o) o'adThg ol 4v19-20a),
That this was originally a parable about an apprenticed son is probable enough.

Dodd, who calls this "a true parable' where '"there is no single expression which
is not appropriate in describing a situation in real 1ife",14 Gaechter,15 and
Lindarsl6, all give support to this view, Certainly it is similar in form and
content to some of the Syneptic parables, such as Matthew 11:27 (parallel ILk.
10:22) and it may well be that John is here taking a traditional saying and
employing it in support of his christology. The parable is certainly
very important in its context since it is repeated (in part) in v30 bringing
the section to a close; although this cannot amount to conclusive proof of
this being a tradition logion, the balance of probability lies in that direction,
it being totally consistent with the Synoptic presentation of Jesus' Abba
relationship with God.

The content of the logion as employed here, is contained in the words &?‘

couvol cudy, a phrase which is developed here and elsewhere in a christological

direction. The most significant parallel is Numbers 16:28fLXX):

<f I's >/ / " /7 « ~ o N > , ~
OTL KOPIag AMEETERAGY ME TOBaL Trow Tl yoi €pya TXOTR, ST ook AT’ &HMKLT0.
Numbers 24:13 has the similar wwa?‘éMOUTQG, both of these phrases translating the

Hebrew"ﬁg?r},The significance of Moses in this and subsequent chapters may

give this some importance as an example of Jesus and Moses in agreement with each
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other, on the same side so to speak.17 This is the more likely in view of

the Jewish belief in Moses as intercessor; if this is the case here, it is
another way of turning Jewish expectations égainst themselves, anticipating
5:45. In Numbers the passage stresses the divine origin of the works of

Moses; John may be deliberately using this as a starting point for christology
with this in mind: in both cases it is the abya which are the issue. However,
the parallel is too loose to suggest this with certainty although it may well
have been in the background.

The saying emphasises the totél dependence of the one on the other, and
is brought up again in 7:17,18,28; 8:28,42 and 14:10. In 7:18 for instance,
Jesus states that , ,-é g EavTol 0N T éééow T\'W oy Jnrel.
Contrary to this, Jesus does not speak from himself and does not therefore
seek his own glory, but the glory of him who sent him. This ties in with the
logion here; Jesus does nothing on his own authority, but as the Son; he does
only what he sees the Father doing. On the surface this might seem to imply
the role of subordinate, but two things should be borne in mind:

a. & \{‘q\) TyO\T}“) PAS BV U Lol mdvTa Fetkios bl dodTg Tro&

b. 1(4.“:‘9_10, S é@?owq\ag e éoquke\/ o wardpe + TG 6L Aevers - 3&3ov
ﬁwﬁv oV noﬁépx; oY) NSNS PP ) éx&> cv <0 wwmrﬁh o & -nozRP N éﬁg{
éé*ﬂ\t )‘T\& ‘P‘{T‘Qﬁ“ St Je\{\\A ?\C—C\{u Cirﬁ\/ 6W‘ é"\§(o‘3‘6% ob >\o\>\®, ,6'l &\e
TTG\‘Tl}]P eN *AET&G\E! T\G{:V@V o] “V\O\ é/‘»(a &o‘mt?. -

The 6ﬂ'%ﬂlwm3 here is certainly not indicative of the subordinate; it is
however indicative of total dependence one on the other, a motif which is used
in such a way as to explain the oneness of Father and Son, not form a contrast
to it. Dependence does not mean that the Son merely bases his authority on
God as his Father: rather, the words he speaks and the works he performs are
the very same words and works as his Father's because the action of Father and

Son is identical. To speak of Jesus as having authority in himself, outside
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fhis relationship with the Father, would be to destroy the oneness motif. The
‘thesis of the oneness motif is not that Jesus is equal with God as a separate
being but that he and the Father are one and the same, and yet distinct.
Therefore it is said that Jesus does nothing of himself: it is he and the
Father who act together, and can therefore be spoken of reciprocally and to some
degree interchangeably; this is the meaning of &%’ €av 180 in regard to
christology. Dependence is thus the explanation of the oneness of the Father
and Son, not something in tension with it, having subordinationist overtones.
15:4 provides wus with an ecclesiological outworking of &¢Véva°U .18 As
Jesus is said to be totally debendent on the Father, he says to the disciples
Ve&uxe évbéhgﬂ koyh S OMY - ralfds o KAGHR @ éévaﬁax\«mg§w:
;be,[)e\v d\p’ éo«rro% éé\\l Yl>\ T‘é‘"\ é\/ N‘a )&r«—we/}b?, OiI)TbQQ of)c%é, CJ\\\e'k, é&\)
wh & éﬁg‘}4ég”ﬁc- The saﬁe characteristic which marks Jesus' relationship

with the Father, should therefore be manifest in the Church's relationship with

Jesus. It would be easy to tome this down and give &p‘e%ufmﬁ a much weaker

meaning than in 5:19. It cannot in any case mean exactly the same thing in
15:4 as in 5:19, because each individual is not one with Jesus so as to be egual
with him, but as a community the Ghurch is to be dependent on the vine who is
Jesus (15:1) as Jesus is dependent on the Father, so that the actions, will

and words spoken are identical to those of Jesus himself, just as Jesus' words
and works are also those of the Father, Indeed, it could be said that the
Church does nothing of itself, only what it sees and hears Jesus doing,

| If d@' gow=ed is the conteﬁt of the logion, christologically speaking, it is
the Father-Son model whiéh is used to illustrate this concept, and it should
now be considered in mofe depth. Its origin, in this logion, as we havg already
suggested, is to be found in the Synoptic tradition. It is a saying cast in
parabolic form about a father and his apprenticed son. 1Is it therefore valid

t8 seek the whole of this motif as used in John, in this tradition?
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Certainly there are other influences at work which have fashioned John's
development of this motif, but it is difficult to prove that they are the
origin of it. The Mandaean literature has an interesting parallel in the
Deliverer, the Great Life who plays a significant soteriological role: the
messenger is appointed and sent into the world to deliver it and set it'free.19
The sources for this myth however are late and therefore .suspect; and even if
it could be shown that John knew of it, it is insufficient to explain John's
emphasis on the Father-Son relationship. It may have influenced it at various
points, or again it may not; there is no effective means of ascertaining
this. At most it was one of many influences at work on it,

More striking is 3 Fnoch's picture of Metatron: he receives from the Holy
One all secrets and all works, and the Holy One himself shows teaches and
reveals all things to him. Metatron obeys every utterance of the Holy One who
confers upon him thg aythority of judgement.20 If, as Odeberg suggests,21
theSe are first century fragménts, this could be a very interesting parallel,
in general terms and specifically in regard to the logionin-wl9-20a influencing
John's interpretation of it and subsequent development of the Father-Son
relationship., However, it should be noted that mythical language about a
heavenly envoy is common and although John may have been influenced_by:it the
parallels are not conclusive enough to be considered as proof of origin of
the Father-Son model adopted in the Fourth Gospel.

These may or may'not have influenced the content of John's Father-Son model.
For its origin we:need look no further than the Synoptic tradition itself, As
Jeremias has demonstrated‘,z2 although the tradition has developed and added to
the Abba concept, this development is limited and is building on an already
prominent feature in the tradition. Matthew for example adds 'Father" to
accounts taken from Mark, only four times (10:32 (Mk 8:38); 12:50 (Mk 3:35);

20:23 (Mk 10:40)326:29 (Mk 14:25»; from which Jeremias concludes that 'the
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key word 'Father ' was already provided for him in the tradition";23' He

accepts that there was a tendency to add this title for God into the  sayings of
Jesus but this increase "had already begun in the stratum which was available

24 . . .
to Matthew'. The title was thus well entrenched in the tradition.

Especially important in reference to John 5:19-20a is Matthew 11:27 (Lk 10:22):

4 <. N / \ S A\ b / N >
T T Mot na@g&é@q oD Ted Tt g s, 14 SIS, ETIVIVIOEKEA /Y LISV &l )\4.51

-£0

& voThp, 00dt Sy rovdpa s é—nn‘(l\)cés(ée' S S ok vl & Ehv paddpen & S & Adpa,
This 1ogion is so similar to that of 5:19-20a it may even be a parallel tradit-
ion. Tts significance lies in its indication that Jesus spoke of God as his
Father outside of  his prayers (according to the tradition at least), and that
the Father-Son model which John has developed was already provided for him. in
the Synoptic tradition., The similarity of these logia also makes it more likely
that we haveinwl9-20a a logion taken from tradition and developed christologic-
ally which would support the view that John was attempting not to read in but
read out the true significance of the traditions about Jesus, and was interested
in grouﬁding his theology on traditional sayings. Matthew 11:27 (Lk 10:22)
provides conclusive proof that some development on Jesus' Abba experience, had
already taken place, either in the tradition or with the historical Jesus
himself. John 5:19-20a cannot therefore be discounted as Johannine but must
be seen against other tfaditions dealing with the mutual knowledge of Father
and Son.25

' The address "Father" is prominent in the prayers of Jesus in the Synoptic
tfadition. (Mk 14:36//Mt 26:39 Lk 22:42; Mt 6:9//Lk 11:2; Mt 11:25-6//Lk.
10:21ab; Lk, 23:34,46§ Mt 26’42)f Jeremias reads this back into the 1life
of thevhistorical Jesus saying-he héd an intimate relationship with God in
terms of Abba experience. The Synoptic traditions certainly present this as
being the case, and John, in taking this over, is taking over a prominent motif
in the tradition, and something which probably goes back to the historical
Jesus; Jeremias believes Jesus saw his relationship with God primarily in

filial terms. Whether or not this is so is outside our terrain; what we can
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say is that John is not being original in latching onto this motif and taking it
to be the main mode of expression used by Jesus.

Almost certainly then the origin of this motif is to be found in the
Synoptic tradition. If so, John wishes to base his christology upon the words
of Jesus and bring out their true significance. The logion in Matthew 11327
gives him theological justification for this, as does 5:19-20a,and John has woven
his christology around this analogy; whatever the content of his christology
the origin certainly goes back to tradition.

This filial relationship is therefore stated at the beginning of the
discourse. A son does nothing on his own initiative but watches what his
father does and copies him. Out of his love for him the father shows his son
all the secrets of the trade. This simple parable is applied christologically:
Jesus is uttefly dépeﬁdent on the Father for everything, deflecting all
responsibilify for his actionsbaway from himself, The effect of this is to see
Jesus only in the context of his relatiomnship with the Father; what Jesus
does is the work of the Father also because Jesus is utterly dependent on the
Father and does only what he sees the Father doing. Everything le does is
therefore the work of the Father and Son together. There is tension here between
the negative and positive affirmations of christology:

Negative: '"'The Son can do nothing of himself, only what he sees the

Father doing: whatever he does the Son does likewise.

Positive: '"The Father loves .the Son and shows him everything he does."
Vv21-3 show that the second part interprets the first and explains it. The
Son has been shown everything the Father is doing, sharing completely in the
Father's knowledge. The "negative" point now comes into focus: dgp éxwral Sudy
means oneness not subordination. That the Son does nothing of himself, only
what he sees fhe Father doing, means the two never act separately, but that

they are one and that everything Jesus does the Father does. This then is the
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reply to the charge that Jesus is making himself equal With God: it is not
equality, but oneness to the extent that sender and sent are very nearly spoken
of as identical.

5:19~23 taken together can now be shown té be a striking statement of the
oneness motif. First the parable is interpreted in this fashion, possibly
changing the import of the tradition, so the emphasis lies on &gf éautol odbev
not as a negative, but as a positive characteristic, reintérﬁreted by the
complete reciprocal knowledge of Father and Son. Yv21-3 help to complete the
reinterpretation of the parable declaring that the Son both gives life and
executes judgement, actions reserved for God alone. The logical conclusion
is-that all honour is due to the Son; the Son receives the same honour as
the Father and hé: is therefore equal with God.

A logical argument is apparent here. If we takewl9-20a as a traditional
logion. ((20b being secondary to the argument), the logical outcome is that
the Father and Son share all knowledge as in Matthew 11:27., Therefore the
Son does whatever the Father does because the Father has shown him everything.
Thus they must share activity, including giving life and judging, God's
prerogative, This is also stated in the Prologue where the Aéya;, it is said,
made all things and "without him there was nothing made that was made " (1:3).
These two functions are the most striking because, as we shall see, they
belong exciusively to God.26 The culmination is that henour, from which we
may also imply worship due, as it is applied to God, is due to both Father and
Son in equal amount. In fact such is the oneness between them, it is not
possible to worship.one without the other (v 23). Thus it is spoken of as
one act of honour. Simply the logical progress can be put as follows:

The Son does nothing of himself, but what he sees the Father doing (v19).

The Father shows the Son everything (v20a).

The Son therefore gives life and judges @le-Zl
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Honour due to the Father is therefore also due to the Son (v23).

But for Johnythe culmination in w23 is only what wl9-20a is saying: the
Father and Son act together in such a way that their activity is identical.
So therefore is the honour due to them. TIf there is any possible subordination-
ist overtones, théy are made to serve the interests of oneness by making 5§9‘
coutod ovdev a positive reflection of oneness.

Thus, although the accusation is defined it is barely qualified, The only
qualification is that it is omeness not equality that is characteristic of
the Father and Son. Singly, the implication ofvv1920a andvv2l-2 is striking:
their cumulative affect is conclusive , so that the climax in v23 gives the

true meaning (for Johm) ofwi9-20a.

b. Cmorro‘e’\w and !qm’vew (vv21-30)

The functions of giving life and judging belong exclusively to God. In
regard to the former, the 0ld Testament occasionally speaks in terms of
~ preserving 1ife,27 but more often it refers to God's prerogative of giving
life to someone, either in an organic or salvific sense: PR](QGBS éYb To0
Boortdexs 1ot Swomoneae 3 (4 Kings 5:7). As such God breathes life into
man (Gen. 1:30; 2:7); he gives life, and also sustains it: Sb éerpdg v odquBI
Kp& Oy Qﬁpdvavﬂ‘ﬁo&’\p\“@a oL TGV T>\V stdsiv oV ,Tl\f\\/ Yv"‘\v DI \\K&V‘T&,
Seo. denid | &N ST, o< BoNdsex g m\g T T €V TS, kol €O &QG‘(‘[Q\Q?Q
o Tidwro. (2 Esdras 19:6 (Neh. 9:6)). Since only God has creative power in
this way, he is the origin of all life, and the giving of life must always
originate in him. To claim to be able to give life is therefore to claim
equality with God.

By way of background, Qumran texts provide parallels to life, by which is
meant spiritual life or salvation. Man is seen as in the realm of wickedness

or darkness; alongside this is talk of being given life, being saved from the
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underworld and being raised to an eternal height.28 Man becomes holy

by being cleansed from the '"perverted spirit of great sin ",29 and even
though he is in death man can receive life and become part of the community
of the heavenly ones. Here again though, it is only God who gives this life.A

Gnostic mythology is more important in which, according to Schnackenburg,
"the origin and background of this way of thinking about life and death must
undoubtably be sought".?o The lower wdrld is in darkness having fallen from
the upper‘world of light. In the Redeemer myth, the divine messenger from
the upper world redeems the world by awakening the particles of light and the
soul begins its ascent to the upper world of light. It is not difficﬁlt to see
the influence at work here: Jesus comes down from heaven as the light of the
world and imparis life to the world, It is also easy to see the differences:
Jesus is not merely a heavenly messenger'but is himself one with God; there is
no ascent of the soul; and there is no awakening of inner consciousness.
Rather, Jesus evokes a response which brings either l1ife or death. Schnacken-
burg himself does not believe this has influenced John's ideas about how man-
receives life although Bultmann would iﬁsist that the redeemer myth lies behind
the whole of this chapter, even though the content of mythology has been
radically altered.

There is undoubtably some influence at work on John from this direction.

How much we cénnot say, because the basic outline is not gnostic but Jewish,
and it has been extended, not just by gnostic categories, but also by the
Greek belief inl;Aﬁaas the absolutely other-worldly power.

For John,iygﬁ represents the life of Jesus whose source is the Father: &v
QTR é@ﬁ\ %V . Therefore whoever believes in him does not die but has
eternal life (3:15-21). The reason for this is that the Father has life in
himself and has granted the Son to have life in himself (5:26); this life

is imparted to all those who believe in him; it is receiving and participating

in the life of God himself, which although essentially present seems to have a
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future aspect (5:27-9; 14:1-2),  both being truly eschatological in nature.
There is a simple equation: whoever believes in ~him has eternal life:
whoever does not is already judged because it is a rejection of the one God
has sent. |

In John, it is Jesus who is the source of this life, although the source of
his life is in.the Father. He is the bread of life (6:25-71) or living water
that satisfies completely (4:10-11). Whoever eats his flesh and drinks his blood
has eternal life, and whoever believes in him will never die but has already
passed from judgement to life, Immortality is not intended here,31 because
in 11:25-6 Jesus declares that he who believes in him, though he dies, - shall
live because Jesus is the resurrection and life, The soteriological factor
is most important in John;s use of{?&h; it is alsd ecclesiological in the
sense that Jesus has imparted his life to the community and not simply given
it to individuals.

So far as judgement is concerned, this is not in the Old Testament an
exclusive act of God, inasmuch as there were judges and judicial procedure.
For instance the LXX uses K{ﬁgéﬂV to translate a number of legal words,
notably DFW VAW " Tand 3", thus preserving a judicial meaning every-
where salvation or deliverance for the oppressed is implied (cf. Ps. 71 (72)
:4). That God is judge is well attested: Yahweh is the ruler of the tribe;
his rule is expressed in judgement which in turn shows he is ruler of the
tribe (cf. Josh. 7:10-26). Eventually “this concept was \applied to man's
obedience to the Torah, and all his fortunes and misfortunes were put down
to the judgement of God.

The future judgement is a relatively recent development. We find it creeping
into the Hebrew religion with the Day of'YAhweh (cf. Isaiah 2:12; 13:6,9; 34:8;
Jer. 46:10; Lam. 2:22; Ez, 13:5; 30:3; Amos 5:18; Zeph. 1:18; Mal. 4:5), and

in Judaism the idea of a judgement with regard to merits and demerits may have
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been pronounced;32' doubtless it was one approach. ‘The Synoptic tradition
has judgement at its centre of its procllamation: repent, because the Kingdom
of God is at hand and the only protection is thé forgiveﬁess Jesus brings.
Belief in future judgement is also well attested33 and again provides the
best background for John's development.

In the Fourth Gospel, Jesus is the \<@é3\g ; that he executes judgement is
of secondary importance. Jesus is theblight of the world and men have chosen
darkness rather than light, because their deedswere evil (3:16-21). Judgement
lies in the response to Jesﬁs. The believer does not come to judgement: the
unbeliever is already judged, because he has rejected the light ¢which has
come into the world. The believing and unbelieving are separated by their own
reséonse to Jesus, whether or not he has come from God.

Both_giving life and judging aré functions of God, and both are given by
the Father to the Son.. Not that the Father does not give life or judge;
rather the action of Father or Son giving life or judging is at the same time
the action of the other. That all judgement has been given to the Son does
not mean that the Son judges in isolation from the Father., When the Son
judges, the Father is also judging.

W9-23 therefore state categorically that the Father and Son act together
in everything. The Son only does what the Father does; in particular he
judges gnd gives life, the actions of God himself, The conclusion that he is
entitled to the same honour as the Father is inescapable because the two are
in reality onet this is the answer to the accusation of +18. The whole of
‘this section is therefore consistent: the oneness motif is stated by the use
of the Father-Son relationship and illﬁstrated_by the functions of giving
life and judging.

Both of these characteristics are taken further in w24-9. Initially, the
state of the believer is emphasised: he has already passed from death to life.

But the rest of this section is obscured by a future resurrection and judgement
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which does mot fit in with John's theology as expressed elsewhere. A little
time must be taken to come to grips with‘this.

Vv24-9 falls into two parts. Vv24-6 is entirely comsistent with wi9-23.
merely putting into future perspective the soteriology which derives from the
Son's giving of life and judging. Only the reference to gkmﬁ§T0§ and & vez%&l
@v24-5) is ambiguous. It could refier to a physical death; in this case
imﬁortality is intended, the believer bypassing death which the unbeliever
canhot. o Vﬁﬂayi must thus also refer to the physically dead who had not
heard Jesus' message and those who hear shall live. The problem with this view
is that nowhere else does John talk in such terms. Op the contrary, he
accepts that the believer will die, but even though he dies, he shall live
(11:25)..Also the "notv is" of 25 makes this interpretation untenable because
John is not here or elsewhere advocéting a general present resurrection from
the dead.35

So we are thrown back upon the other interpretation, that G;XU&TCS and o
qe#qxﬁ refer to spiritual death. This also raises certain problems: it does
not come to terms‘with Ve%qxi which should properiy be translated "corpses'';
v21l also talks in terms of a physical resurrection, although there could be
a shift in meaning betwéen the first and second uses of VQKQSL. This hoﬁever
is unlikely as the second certainly refers back to the first. The Son gives
life as the Father raises (é(eAFeL ) the dead and gives them life. Now we are
told that the dead will hear the voice of the Son of God and those who hear
will receive life.

oL VéﬂéPS\then must refer to the physically dead. Yet for John life is not
merely physical and we cannot limit it to'physicalvlife here. ﬁ%xv&Tag must be
spiritual and not physical although it implies that physical death too cannot
hold him who believes in Jesus. Thus we have both physical and spiritual death
in these verses, so intertwined that they fuse into each other,

This is consistent withwl19-23. The believer receives life and does not come
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to death, by which is meant spiritual death, but it also implies that physical
death is rendered powerless in regard to the believer, 5L'W%K\Pdi, picking up
v21l refers to the physically dead, but does not exclude unbelievers, who will
hear the voice of the Son of God and be brought to life. V26 goes on to indicate
that the Father and Sén both have life in themselves, although the Son has

this granted to him, again emphasising the function of giving life (v21),
bringing us back to the complete oneness of action between Fgther and Son:
both give life and their giving of life cannot be spoken of in isolation from

the other.

The oneness motif therefore has been stated inwl9-233;w24-6 is an illustration
of the life-giving Son mentioned in v2l, He gives life to whom he wills,
both spiritual and physical showing he exercises the same action as the Father
himself, which is a striking affirmation of the accusation that Jesus is equal
with God. The central thrust of the passage is complete oneness based on complete
dependence; an identity of persons rather than a comparison of two separate
entities, The action of the Father is that of the Son and vice versa.

Vv27-9 are a problem however. So great a problem is it that Bultmann banishes
it altogether as the work of a later redactor.36 It is relevant to our task
because it provides an illustration of the Son's activity as judge, which, as
we have shown, is a function in eschatological terms ascribed only to God, If
we dismiss this as redaction we cannot do so, as Bultmann may have done, simply
because it uses traditional eschatological language; but if it retracts and
alters what has gone before we may be justified in questioning its authenticity.

V27 is no problem to us. It gives a short illustration of the judgement
mentioned in v22, asw24-6 illustréted the Son's powef to give life. The
completeness of the Son as Judge is emphasised: as present judge, he evokes a
response leading to either death or life, and as future eschatological judge

he executes judgement because he is the Son of Man. This brings into focus the
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giving of life, since judgement leads to either giving or taking of life.
Vv28-9 is incidental to this and gives a concrete account of his activity as
eschatological judge.

Vw28-9 develop the idea of judgement in a way contrary to the rest of
John's theology. The really conspicuous phrase is in v29 which states a resurr-
ection of life and of judgement for those who have done good and evil respect-
ively. ©Not only does this not tally with John's overall idea of judgement,
but it does not tally with the . preceding section where judgement has nothing
to do with doing good but simply with believing that Jesus is sent from God:

Y, Adyev Mo droduv vl meteduay o ‘Wér«(p&\/‘f‘/ e &xst Jm\r\\) SOSUEN
KOl GG kplaw ol é/p?(em\ ; 3AAX ﬁe—ro\](&é{bm(ev 2100 Gondkron € —ru“f\v Qy(v (v24).
Judgement results from the response given to Jesus who now represents the Ky&us;
this is entirely inconsistent with the resurrection spoken of inw?28-9.

There are two possibilities. First, it could be an interpolation at an eériy
stage. There is much to recommend this view: we have already discussed the
change in the meaning of judgement; Ffurther there is the addition of rq)
EﬁﬂﬂﬂégeTé‘TosTd, contradicting v21 where it is said that the greater works
-would make the people marvel. Again v30 would read very well after v27 or even
after v27a. The problem with this view is that there is no textual evidence
for it being added at a later stage. However, there is no reason why it could
not have been added before or shortly after the gospel was published.

Second, it could be a piece of tradition at variance with the rest of the
gospel, but cwhich John felt he had to include. But John's radical attitude
to the traditions he has makes this extremely wnlikely; where he does take
over tradition, he often reinterprets and refashions it according to his
purpose. The logion ofwl9-20a is a good example. He would certainly have
not taken over a& logion such as this without radically altering it.

The most likely supposition is that v27b was part of the original text and
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that shortly after its publication this short illustration of the eschatological
judge was interpolated as a commentary on v27b, formulating it in typical
eschatological and foreﬁsic terms,

Vv21-7 therefore present the Son, who,it has already been asserted,is one with
the Father, by doing nothing éulf ExvoToD |, as exercising the prerogatives of
God, giving life (w24-6) and judging (v27a). The fundamentally important idea
of the whole section is that total dependence equals identity of persons and
the section is tied up neatly by repeating the logionof wl9-20a in the first
person; this is the real illustration of v27 : judgement is exercised by the
Father and Son together. The Son seeks only the will of the Father and
judges accordingly:-this again brings back the perspective to the Father and
Son acting identically and reaffirms that nothing &ﬁf exutol means total
equality. The secfion is there fore consistent in purpose: to show that the

Father and Son are one and act together in giving life and in judging.

c. Witness (vv3l=47)

The Father's witness*to the Son is an intrimsic part of the oneness motif
and is demanded by it because such a dynamically formulated christology must
be justified.

We have seen that the fundamental idea behindvw19-30 was how total dependence
could be cited as proof of oneness, not of subordination.'V%31-47‘carry forward
this idea by stating that since the Son does nothing of himself, neither is
his witness of himself:

*Edwv ’e\(u‘& \‘*Q‘\nUFﬁ —ne,p\ éﬁO\U‘mG, A Y«O\QTUP(QL oo ok detw E)O\(\S(ﬂg. &oc geTiv
o VOQTUFQn/ﬂeﬁ €¢«§5. What has already been applied to the Son in-relation to the
Father is now applied to the Son'swself-authentication.lWitnéss is both a justifi-
cation and extensien ef the onerness motif as deseribed abeve, If Father and Son
are one and act together, the witness of the Father must also be that of

the Son, an argument which ends in circularityy
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because only by believing that Jesus has come from God can you knoﬁ the
witness of the Father that he has come from God.

The passage splits into five parts, there being a preamble as to the
nature of witness before the four witnesses to Jesus are adduced. The logion
at the beginning of v30, is a remodelled version ofvv19-20a: the Son is
dependent on the Father to such an extent, he can bear no witness to himself
but claims the Father as his witness. This reciprocity of action, that is,
both' Father and Son acting identically, is expressed in 8:14 where Jesus does
testify to himself. The contradiction between that and 5:30 where he claims
his witness would be untrue if he did testify to himself, can only be
explained by the fact that the Son cannot act in’isolation to the Father or
vice_veréa. But as the Son does nqthing of him;elf, neither does he testify
to himself: it is the Father who testifieg to hiﬁ, even if there is a sense
in which the Father's testimony is also Jesus' testimony to himself.

Witness is now adduced fourfold. First John provides human testimony although
this is qualified by the statement that Jesus does not receive‘his testimony
from men. However, John's witness is still valid since he was sent from God
(1:6) and was a light shining in the darkness. He bore witness to‘the truth,
that Jesus came from God, but his witness was rejected.

Second, the &py> (and therefore the enM&lx ) bear witness because they are
not just the works of Jesus but of the Father also. If the é&mﬁx of Jesus are
those of the Father, they must constitute a witness to this fact. Again the
argument is circular: the works in theméelves are not conclusive proof that
Jesus was God and would not compel this conclusion in the reader, and yet the
question at issue is whether the works are the works of God.

Neither would the Father's own witness bring the reader to this conclusion
because it is not defined. Most probably it is an inner assent, as is mentioned
in 1 John 5:9ff where the witness of the Father is granted to those who believe

in the Son. This begs the question: you must believe before you see what the
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witness is, rather than the witness bringing you to belief. It may also be an
introduction to the Father's witness in the Scriptures, a theme continued to the
end of chapter 6.

Even with this witness however the Jews are told that although they search
the Scriptures they do not see the Father because they do not turn to Jesus to
have life. The Scriptures bear testimony to Jesus but the Jews cannot see it,
precisely because it is from God and because their orientation is not towards
God but is based on human precepts.

So is this witness meaningful in any sense? At best we could say all these
various forms of witness are available to all prepared to believe. What is
nearer the truth however is that witness follows \apﬁs\g. Jesus as K@(Ggg
evokes a response as-to whether or not he has come from God. This response
is the centre of Jesus' proclamation in John; it leads either to death or life.
Witness functions in the same way: it is in fact another way of saying Jesus
is the K@éns . If is not based on external evidence so much‘as a response
which brings death or life. Thus it can only be appreciated from the angle of
the believer.

So where does this motif bring us christologically? First it is a validation
of what has been assertedinvwl9-30 that Jesus is equal with God; that sender
and sent are one and the same yet distinct., It is an emphasis on the fact that it
is the Father who is asserting thatwil9-30 is true, that Jesus is sent from God.
It is unsatisfactory however because it fails to bring forward any objective
proof; even the lengthy illustration of the witness of Scripture in chapter 6
is a very subjective interpretation of Exodus 16/Numbers 11. TIts strength is
that it is an appeal to the K@ﬁ%ng‘ Jesus brings, detectable in his words and
works, that he has come from God and it is a different way of stating this motif.

Second,w3l-47 is an illustration ofwwl9-30 in so much as it continues the

logion inwl9-20a. Dependence is once again stressed in "I do not bear witness to
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myself" and all attention is directed to the Father. Again, this can only be
understood when it is understood that the sender and the sent are equivalent
and that bothw3l-47 and vv19-30 constitutes the witness of the Father. That
is why there is no objective withess; since Father and Son act idehtically,
the witness of the Father is perceived only when it is believed that Jesus is
the Father's witness and, although this begs the question from an objective
point of view it draws attention to what we have already seeninNV19;30: that
Jesus cannot be seen in isolation from the Father because his actions are also
the actions of the Father.

Third, the appeal to Scripture is interesting, focusing . on Moses as
intercessor, Jesus claims a far greater status for himself byAshowing, although
not until chapter 6 in detail, that Moses bore testimony to him that he was the
bread come down from heaven. Thus, Mpses becomes accuser because the Jews will
not believe his words and because they do not believe his words, they cannot
believe Jesus. The Jews' argument is therefore turned against itself and the
comparison with Moses which may form part of the introductory logion ( &dﬁiédUTdB

_oU%¢v) culminates in Moses bearing witness that Jesus is sent from God.

C. CONCLUS IONS

The discourse in 5:19-47 therefore aﬁsﬁers the accusation in the affirmative.
John has taken a traditional logion and applied it christologically: the Son
does_nothing‘of himself only what he sees the Father doing. This is the basis
of the discourse, and is expounded in terms of a complete oneness between
Father and Son to the extent that the Son shares in the Father's prerogatives
of giving life and judging; he therefore receives the same T\yw{ as does God
himself. Both these functions are expounded and iliustrated and the»discourse
is concluded by an examination of witness, a notion only intelligible in terms
of the sender and £he sent being equivalent. It again rests on the dependence

motif.
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This is the fundamental tenet of John's high christology of oneness: that
although Father and Son are one, that sender is sent, and yet separate, the
outworking of this is done in terms of dependence: 6@9‘ Eaxurol ouddv, This
is radicalised and expunged of any subordinationist overtomes; &¢ ExuTol cudevy
expresses complete oneness; mnot the equality of two persoms, but their
essential identity with each other. Because he does nothing of himself, it
draws attentionbto the fact that his origin and nature is that of the Father
and that the action which provoked the discourse was not his action but the
Father's. Complete oneness is thus based on complete dependence. To say Jesus
"

does nothing of himself is to say "He who has seen me has seen the Father

(14:9).
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CHAPTER TWO : THE OUTWORKING OF THE ONENESS MOTIF

The basic christology has been stated in the discourse qf 5:19~47; the
rest of the gospel develops the various themes expoﬁnded, or just mentioned,
in that discoprse. Most of these are fully developed by the end of chapter
12, 13~17 giving their ecclesiological application, but never is there any
clear dividiﬁg line between christology and ecclesiology, so closely are they
intertwined. Thus we will find éhristological comment in chapter 17, and
ecclesiological as early as the Prologue. From a christological viewpoint
the major themes John uses to expound the Father-Son relationship - witness,
judgement, sending, mutual knowledge, works, love and glory - must now be

examined in depth.

A. THEMATIC OUTWORKING OF ONENESS,

a. Witness and Judgement

Witness and judgement must be examined together because they are completely
intertwined and function in similar ways. The witness theme is continued in
8:12-20, although it plays an important role in the gospel as a whole. It is
used of John the Baptist (1:7-8,15,32-4; 3:26-8; 5:33-5) who bore witness to
the light, that "this is the Son of God'" (1:34). More importantly it is used
as in 5:31-47 as a validation of Jesus' claim to be from God, to exercise the
same prerogatiVes;as God and to be one with the Father (5:19-30). There
is no idea of Jesus as M&pTVS however, in terms of death.1

The Pharisees in 8:13 accuse Jesus of bearing witness to himself because
he has declared "I am the light of the world". Although he denied doing so
in 5:31f, he admits it here; in 5:31f however, we saw that 5:19-30.was the
witness of the Father, that. 'the union between himself and the Father is so
close that the Father's witness and his own witness to himself are really

2

indistinguishable", The Father and Son are thus spoken of interchangeably in
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the cantext of-witness. Put in terms of Jewish law (cf. Num. 35:30; Dt. 17:6),
"I bear witness concerning myself, and the Father who sent me bears witness to
me'" (v18), thus making up the two witnesses required.

The witness theme is important for the oneness motif because it is inex-
tricably intertwined with the Father-Son relationship. In 5:31-47, it was the
Father's witness to Jesus which was the issue; in 8:12f it is the witness of
both to the fact that Jesus has come from God. Neither is>concerﬁ¢d with an
external proof, as with Jewish law, because there cannot bé any such ?roof.

In terminology there is an appeal to an objective validation of Jesus' claim

to be one with the Father, but the content of the term witness in John assumes
there ié none, because it is only another way of stating‘that c¢lagim. Thé“Father
and Son are one, and can thus be spoken of interchangeably; the Father's |
witness to Jesus is Jesus' own witness to himself. The Father bears witness

to Jesus precisely because Father and Son are one, but the only external witness
(apart from an original interpretation of Scripture explored in chapter 6) is
that of Jesus himself. And if the Father's witness is contained in" the words
and works of Jesus, then from an objective point of view we have mérély méved

in a circle, |

The real importance of witness is not therefore external validation.

Rather it is another way of stating the striking clagim that Jesus and the Father
are one and the same, yet distinct. Only from the angle of the believer does

it make sense : it can be proved true only by believing and coming to the Son

to have life (5:39-40), It is still a claim then that the Father is the sole
content of the Son, that Jesus has come from God and is one with God. But by
presenting it from the point of view of the witness testifying to the truth,
John has given the onéness motif a new slant : 5:19-30 state the‘case from the
angle of the Sonj 5:31-47 from the angle of the Father; and finally 8:12f equate

the one with the other, although this development had itself already taken

place in 5:19-30;

44,



The witness of the Father then is also that of the Son. Thus works are
seen as part of that witness (5:36; 10:25) as is the content of Jesusf words,
as we saw with 5:19-30. Tt is not a justification of the oneness motif there-
fore but part of it.

As we noted earlier, this is also part of the judgement theme; 8:12f
uses both themes to illustrate the oneness of the Father and Son. Having
stated that his own testimony is true, the same is said of judging, that
although Jesus judges no-one (cf. 5:21-2 where all judgement is given to the
Son), if he does judge then his judgement is true: once again the explanation
is that it is not Jesus who judges but him and the Father who sent him., Both
concepts are part of a legal outlook which sees judgement as following on
from the testimony of witnesses, yet in the last analysis, neither is interpre=~
ted in a forensic»sense. Ihstead of this procedure, thé Father bears witness
to Jesus and gives him power to judge: the Father's witness itseif becomes a
KPQS@, because of the response it demands. Witness and judgement are thus
linked, and to some degfee are synonymous.

The meaning of L@&s@ is best illustrated in 3:16-21,where it is given
a soteriological perspective. God loved the world to such an_extent he sent
the Son into it to save itj; the purpose was not to judge the world, but those
who would not believe in him had already been judged. Judgement is therefore
inevitable once the Son is sent. The k(p's\S is Jesus and men's response to
the light determines whether they have been judged or whether they have
passed from judgement to life. Judgement is not a forensic concept: rather
it only takés place when there is a negative response to the light:

ULC)/Tq 3¢ ésmv koleg i o pde EMNLBEy cig TV lLéGy'(ov A }\YOIUTK\GOKV
ot &d@pwm\. Tq&/)\?\o\l X swedrog /‘;—.6 ¢&g(3:19) .

The judgement is therefore the light which shines in the darkness; the purpose

may be to save, but man is judged by his response to the light.
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This is consistent with 5:21-30 as we saw. Whoevér believes in Jesus. is
not judged but has already passed from death into life. But what impact has
this on the oneness motif?

First, as we have shown in chapter 1,3 judgement is the act of God and
ultimately is reserved for him alone., We need not discuss this again here;
suffice to say that for John there is a future.judgement (cf. 5:25-6; 8:15-18),
but it is based on response to the one God has sent, not on works of any sort,
so that time can be collapsed and once the response is made judgement is seen
to have already taken place. Whether or not the Son functions as the eschatolo-
gical Son of Mgn in traditional terms, there is certainly a judgement of some .
kind envisaged at which tﬁe Son will take over God's prerogative as Judge.

This however, particularly in 8:12-18, is seen as the mutual activity of
both the Father and the Son:- Witlgs not I alone who judge but I and the
Father who sent me." In 5:21-30 it was the Son alone who judged because the
Father had given him all power to judge. In reality, neither judges alone
because neither can act in isolation from the other. TIf the Son judges then
the Father, in that very act, judges also. Again they can besgdﬁﬁlcfhﬁnrchaqgeabky j

(the Father) has given all judgement to

.o

I judge no one (8:15)
the Son (5:22).
The Father judges no one (5:22)‘ : it is I and the Father who sent me (8:16).
This, as we have seen, is also the case with witness: first, Jesus does not
bear witness to himself, then he speaks on ~his own behalf (5:31; 8?12f). This
is the statement of thé oneness motif, that Father and Son actvidéntically;
neither acfs in isolation from the other. The witness of the Father is also
that of the Son, and the judgement of the Father is the Son's judgement also.
This interchangeability takes emphasis away from any notion of two beings of
equivalent quality and status: Father and Son are one and act identically.

Witness therefore is not an independent proof but another way of stating
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the openess motif, that Jesus has been sent from God. As such it functions
in the same way as judgement; both contribute to the oneness motif by asserting
that Jesus and fhe Father are one, that sender and sent are idéntical yet
distinct. The wjtness motif does this simply by asserting that the Father
testifies to tﬁis'fact, the judgement motif by asserting Jesus' function as
\Lp%u;, because theiApﬁag is precisely this, that Jesus has come from the
Father. Finally, in executing judgemeht, the activity of Father and Son is
seen as identical; Both judge in a way only ascribed to God in the past.
Finally both motifs are related tovthe theme of sending. The witness of
the Father to thevan‘testifies that the Father sent the Son into the wbrld.
Likewise with judgement: wk9éig is the respomse to the question of whether or
not Jesus is sent from the Father. ﬁe wﬁo believes does not come to judgement:
he who does not is already judged. The question of who is judgéd and who is
not is thus determined by a positive of negative belief tﬁat Jesus has been
sent by God; the motifs are completely intertwined in this way. The witness
of the Father is that he has sent the Sonj that the éender and éeﬂt are one.
The witness motif illustrates that Jesus is from the Fatﬁer and is a &A@&mg :
the judgement motif presents Jesus as the %p&mg , to whom a response must be
made, either for or aéainst the Father's wifness that he has sent the Son into
the world. Both functién within the oneness motif in the same way, namely

they show sender and sent to be one and demand a positive or negative response

to that oneness.

b. Sending

The sending motif is therefore central. It relates to the oneness motif
by a heavy use of irony, a technique used frequently in the Fourth Gospel
(cf. 5:45-7; 8:39-47). The usual implicatibn of one person sending another,

an implication confirmed by the Greek background to the notion of sending, is
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that the person sent is subordinate to the sender. If we were to transfer
this to.the Fourth Gospel the Son would emerge as a secondary figure, subordin-
ate to God and with the authority of the deity only in that he is sent by him
and endued with the authority of the sender. The Philonic Logos doctrine could
be applied to the Fourth Gospel in this way. Thus the Son is subordinate to
the Father and any authority he haé is strictly delegated.

John even uses traditional logia to support this outlook. The sending
motif itself is probably derived from the Synoptic tradition; 5:19-20a is
a good example of a logion which seems to be implying a subordinationist outlook
which in the rest of the discourse is related to the Son having beenvsent by
the Father. Both aspects are then reinterpreted.4 Christologically, the
sending motif is used to demonstrate the total unity of Father and Son, a unity
which is shown to entail the oneness and identity of the two persons -concerned.
Only once, in 13:16 is it used Witﬁ any subordinationist overtones, and the
traditional logion is again followed by an affirmation of oneness: '"he who
receives me, receives him who sent me"’ (13:20).

The sending motif is a statement of oneness, not of secondariness, and it
is interpreted in this way in exactly the same way as 5:19-20a, To say
the Son only does whaf he sees the Father doing is to say the two are one and .
act identically: to say Jesus is sent by the Father and that his actions are
not his but the Father's is to say the same thing. Dependence and sending are
inextricably bound up with each 6ther,'and both are interpreted as oneness;
because the two are completely dependent on each other for their actions, they
act identically : ' they are'oneiand the same, if still distinct. The Sehder'
and éént are in the same Wéy identical and separate.

The use of the sending motif falls into three categories. First, simply"
stating "him who sent me" or ''the Father who sent me', almost as a proper

name (cf. 5:23-4; 7:28; 8:26,29; 12:49; 13:20; 15:21 etc.). The formula serves

’
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to give additional authority to all Jesus' sayings and does so by utilising the
theme of dependence to ensure that Jesus is never seen in isolation from the
Father. Continually, we are confronted with the unity of Father and Son in this
way; the phrase is added on to statements with monotonous regularity,

The reason for this repetition is that Jesus' whole life and ministry
must not and cannot be spoken of in isolation, because in his words and works
the Father is speaking and working (5:17): "My teaching is not mine but his
who sent me" (7:16). To speak of Jesus as sent from the Father is to move
away from any self-glory on Jesus’ part. He seeks not his own glory but that
of the Father, though at the same time it is also true that "he who has seen
me has seen the Father" (14:9). Again this must be seen through the theme of
dependence: "It is not I who judges, but I and the Father who sent me" (8:16).
Dependence is defined as equality and identity. His works are in fact the
Father's (9:4), and the Father's witness to him is partly his own words in
5:19-30, Everything Jesus does he does on the Father's authority, and this
draws attention to the identical acting of Father and Son. It is not humility
which prompts Jesus to say "I can do nothing of myself'; it is a statement
of fact that everything he does is the action of the Father as much as of
himself. The phrase '"him who sent me" emphasises that when Jesus speaks of
his own work he is of necessity speaking of the Father's : the action of
Father and Son is one.

This borders on the second way the sending motif is used: this finds
expression in the é%bv“4xof Jesus: '"My judgement is just because I do not
seek my own will but the will of him who sent me! (5:30). This is bound up
with the completellack of self-seeking expressed in the maxim '"he who speaks
on his own authority seeks his own glory" (7:18). Jesus, on the contrary,
seeks only the glory of him who sent him, This is only a variation on what we

have seen above: as the Son who is sent he does nothing on his own authority,
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seeks nothing for ﬁimself and does not seek his own will but the will of the one
who sent him. This could be applied to any man in a moral sense; here the key
is found in 14:10: "I am in the Father and the Father in me" (cf. 10:38). He
is at once the sender and the éent; all things are therefore done on the
Father's authority. the €k£¥\m0-of the Father is also that of the Son,

In both these aspects of sending, it is important to differentiate this
christology from the christology of humiliation contained in Philippians 2:6~11.
In John's thought there is no humiliation folléwed by exaltation: it is God
himself who comes down from heaven. The Son is sent from the Father; that
is the only point of comparison. Whereas there are two beings in the primitive
Christian hymn, there is oniy one here: Father and Son may be distinct, but
they are not two separate beings. The Father is in the Son and vice versa; the
gender and sent are one. There is no abasement, only manifestation of glory.
What has been seen as subordinationism is in fact a striking statement of oneness:
Father and Son act identically and to say the Son is sent by the Father is another
way of saying '"He who has seen me has seen the Father" (14:9).

This then is the christological meaning of the sending motif. 1In a sense
Jesus does seek his own will because his Will.and the Father's is one. The irony
is that if Jesus did seek his own glory and act on his own authority, it would
show that he was not from-the Father. It is because the Father and Son act
together that no othef statement is possible., Both dependence and unity are
defined in this way. Jesus could act on no other authority than that given him
by the Father; if he did so he would cease to be one with the Father, If
Jesus claimed any authority in isolation from the Father, there could be no
oneness motif; he would be a 566ﬁ6$0§ Geds., Only by placing the two side by
side and describing them as one and the same has John succeeded in depicting
them as truly one. That is why Jesus says he does nothing of himself, that he

is sent, that his authority rests in the Father: mno other statement is possible
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in the context of the oneness motif.

The result of the sending motif is complete .oneness: Father and Son are
spoken of interchangeably (14:26; 15:26); he who receives Jesus receives the
Father; Jesus is in the Father and the Father in him; the words he speaks are
not his but his Father's. Therefore Father and Son have the same honour due to
them. Not only that, but anyone who does not honour the Son is as a result not
honouring the Father (5:23), They are identical and yet distinct.

Third, the sending motif is also used soteriologically and hence ecclesiolog-
ically: "God sent the Son into the world, not to condemn the world but that
the world might be saved through him" (3:17). The work of God is that the world
might believe him whom he has sent (6:29). There may well have been influence
here by the gnostic Redeemer myth: Jesus is sent into the world to bring light
and life and to bring it salvation. The ultimate purpose for being sent is that
everyone might be the recipient of salvation; :chapter 17 deals with the Christian
community who believe and have passed from judgement, Such is the purpose of
his being sent. To this aspect we will return later.

C.,, (¢S

The theme of é%ya is also used in support of the affirmation of oneness.

In chapter 5 it forms part of the accusation that Jesus is making himself equal
with God; it is based on the g%yov in 5:1~9 (and on the nature of all Jesus'
Zpya\ and 6rq«é%k). Jesus' reply is that his Father is still working and he is
working,5 which emphasises the nature of the dispute; it also equates the works
of Jesus with the works of God, thus clarifying the problem, and leading on to
the discourse in vv19-47. The logion takes up the question of the works of

the Son, and develops this christologically; the évya-draw attention to the
fact that Jesus is sent from God, and he has the right to work on the Sabbath

because his Father is still working. If the Son only does what he sees the Father
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doing (v19) and the Father is working on the Sabbath, it follows that the Son
will do likewise., The central pivot of the discourse is the qum of the Son;
the central thought is his oneness with the Father.6

Further, v36 adduces the g§%x as a witness., This is consistent with both
the theme of witness and the logion in vwv19-20a. The argument is somewhat
circular however: Jesus performs the év%m because he is from God and does only
what he sees the Father doing; but the 3¥\mﬂ themselves in turn show that this
is so. He is his own witness therefore that he is from the Father, yet the
works he does are not his, but the Father's. This is how they can be spoken of
as a witness:

BT T Eipya o e FOpTUpEt TR Eped S & ﬂovrf'\Q he dadsrokey.

It is not an independent witness but an affirmation looking back to wv19-20a.
There they are used to affirm the fact that Father and Son are one. The works

of the Son are also the works of the Father, What the Son does, not only has its
basis in the Father but is the work of the Father as well as of the Son. There
is no distinction between the two; they act together, and the work of the one

is of necessity that of the other.

This is how the Z%Yu.theme is used to support the oneness motif: John
refuses to credit Jesus as doing anything in isolation from the Father. The
works of Jesus are the works of the Father because the two are one and cannot
be seen separately, All the prx and GWWAéRQ.of Jesus are the works of the Father
and they bear witness to the Son that the Father sent him. As a support for the
oneness motif they function in three ways, illustrating the statement that
"my Father is still working,and I am working'.

First as a witness. According to 5:36 the ngm.are part of the Father's
own witness to the Son; this is picked up again in 10:23-9 where Jesus' defense
is that if he does not do the works of the Father he is not to be believed, but
if he does, g Jé(’\’olg o ebeve, Wat YURTE ol thl/AGKq—re I &y Speol & TaTap

VAV éu’ﬁ% TnxTP( . The works are a witness because they are the Father's works;
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again oneness is the point at issue. If Jesus' works are, as he claims, from
the Father, and the actions of the Father, then his words are not blasphemy but
bear witness to the fact that he is from the Father, The Zme~demonstrate this
oneness: they cannot be ascribed to either Jesus or the Father exclusively.

Second, the works are a judgement because they are a witness that Jesus is
from the Father. Men loved darkness rather thanlight because ?\v e QCC)TQV~TT’UVQF§\ Tol éh'ot,
Jesus, who is light in the darkness, sheds light by performing the 19{0~ of God;
This constitutes a judgement because men must choose between light and darkness:
the Jews would have no sin if Jesus had not done the Father's works. As it is
there is no excuse.

Finally the works are a revelation of d%£o<(2:11). When confronted with the
man blind from birth (chapter 9); Jesus insists that it was not that anyone
sinned but Ko ¢&M€@bséa'%i gw{“fﬁﬁﬁifﬁ &y xor®® . This is not exclusive to
the g@{d~however: dé§0< is revealed in the whole ministry of Jesus, of which
the ébYG- are a significant part. This again forms part of the oneness motif.
The 55?04 does not belong to Jesus: rather it is the revelation of the Father,
another way of saying that they are the works of the Father.

There is a distinction betwgen the works and work of God. The Z$(ou“ﬂﬁlébcﬁ
is that the world believes him whom the Father has sent (6:29), while for Jesus
EMdY ]ISP(,‘J(VQ{ eomd i m"ﬂé"\’ T\o ‘éc-_’N\wx 0 TgouTe pe wal Treds Sl TO éjwov
(4:34), In the prayer of chapter 17 Jesus declares that this work is done,
anticipating the teténeston on the cross. This work is the soteriological function
of the one who is sent: it is to bring life to the world, that all who believe
in him (that he is from the Father) should have eternal life and not come to
judgement. The Son was sent to save the world not to condemn it; judgement
therefore lies in response to the one who is sent.

The épyd~then support the oneness motif in that they affirm that Jesus does
nothing on ~his own authority, only what the Father does. Father and Son are

not differentiated in this respect: the action of the Son is also that of
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the Father. Sender and sent are identical and distinct. On any showing the
works of the Son are the works of God. This will later be developed in an
ecclesiological direction.7

ds - Love

The theme of love is developed mainly in terms of ecclesiology although
the basis for it is the love of Father and Son. It forms part of the logion in
5:19-20a:

6 YD ma\p pALR iy uidy kot Thvre defkvasw Gutd & ouTag T
The Father-Son relationship is therefore based on love. This love is contrasted
with the Jews' love for their own reputation (3&80), a characteristic which
prevents them from seeking the love which comes from God (5:41-4), Again the
emphasis is on the total oneness of the Father and Son and Jesus' complete
dependence on the Father wather than on human testimony.

The logion of v20 would originally have meant that a father naturally loves
his son and wants to sharé with him all the aspects of his trade. This has been
reworked so that God who takes the place of the father, having sent the Son into
the world, demonstyates his love for him by sharing everything with him and giving
him all authority. John's Father-Son model fits this perfectly. |

This is borne out by 3:35: 'The Father loves the Son and has given all
things into his hands'. This is also linked with the notion of the Son doing
nothing &gi eauToQ, The Father loves the Son because the Son's will is to do the
will of the Father, to lay down his life (10:17; 14:31). The Jews who seek praise
from men and not God (5:41-4; 12:43), are in direct contrast., Jesus is completely
dependent on the Father for everything he does.

Love is used té strengthen the idea of relationship between Father and Son,
to stress that this relationship is not the independent activity of two separate
beings, but is the one activity of two distinct beings who are nevertheless not

two but one. As such it plays a vital part in the oneness motif because it forms
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the bridge between 5:19-20a and 14:9, Tt supplies the answer to the problem

of how Jesus and the Father are identical, and yet separate and distinct. The
relationship between the two, which results in their being totally one, is one

of love, the love which caused the Father to send the Son into the world to save
it, Christologically, the reason why Jesus and the Father act as one, and why
they can almost be spokén of interchangeably is based on the love of the one

for the other. It is used in donjunction with the concept of dependence, so

that the Father and Son are one because although. the Son only does what he sees
the Father doing, the Father shows the son TW{VTo. because he loves the Son; love
is thus given as the reason for the oneness of the two.

This Pernﬁtsthe two to remain distinct and, rather than merely allowing
oneness, actually propounds it. It is not a moral oneness however; because of
the perfect relationship of love, there is no essential difference between the
two save that one is sender and one is sent. The relationship of love allows
Father and Son to be described as one (ﬁsog in a sense), while retaining their
distinctness. It is important therefore in an evaluation of the oneness motif,
because not only is it a bridge, but it develops the theme of dependence away from

subordinationism towards a christology of oneness.

e. Knowledge

Knowledge also plays a part in this relationship. The logion in 5:19-20a
again provides the starting point for this theme., It is concerned with what the
Son sees rather than knows, but the thought is that of mutual knowledge.

Father and Son share all knowledge, because the Father has shown everything to

the Son. The Son's activity is therefore based upon the complete mutual knowledge
of Father and Son, and the oneness motif rests on the knowledge: of both being
identical. Tt is interesting that Matthew 11:27, the parallel logion in the

Synoptic tradition, is specifically concerned with mutual knowing. This is
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taken up in 8:54-9 where more explicit terminology is used: talking of the Fyther,
Jesus says that although the Jews claim to know him, odw &yvwsre asdy, eyt &
Sde SUT - WA SIS S eb Kk ok ey, Coopxy Shaies OV yeberrg, AR ASr
6O7dy wal v aéYCV Fored TAPW - This is a further emphasis of what is
stated elsewhere in other terms, that Jesus has come from the Father and knows
the Father. The Jews do not know Jesus and cannot therefore know the Father.
This has already been stated in 7:28-9: otw 3B & ipgos e, &V Opdg cow
Sdare + ey Adx &N, S T ocuTed ept ki Qs me X e S Te G -
His logical conclusion is summed up at 8:19: olTe ené otdare odre Thv TrorTipe
[tov. A er\é Aderre, wat +dv Tron’e/,‘)(k ey Sev f?\’agi(%e,(cf. 14:7 where \(N(,’AGK\,Jis used),
The mutual knowledge of Father and Son is thus another description of their
oneness. Jesus sharesin totality the knowledge of the Father (5:19-20a), and
therefore he can say that he knows the Father, and that it . is impossible to
know the Son without knowing the Father and vice versa (8:19; 14:7), this again
bringing to mind the logion in Matthew 11:27. Knowledge therefore becomes almost
synonymous - with oneness itself; it is not knowledge such as a man might have
normally. Jesus can say to his disciples, who could presumably be said to "know"
him, "If you knew me you would know my Father also" (14:;7). Christologically,
the knowledge of Father and Son is complete, and is bound up with oneness as
defined in chapter one: the Father and Son are so much one that they are
identical and yet distinct. The theme of knowledge is another way of expressing
this motif of oneness.

One of the most important examples of this is the logion in 15:15: o c?o?)ROg
ook Sdev T Tl abTed S wiSpog , Although used ecclesiologically here
it also has christological importance. Jesus does know what his Father is doing
and the "servant-Lord' description is entirely énappropriate to the Father-Son

relationship. The last remmants of a christology of humiliation have been

banished.

56.



o f. dEa

Finally the ddfo. theme is of vital importance within the oneness motif
which it serves. It is not a wholly consistent theme as developed by the author,
but its primary significance is clear: Jesus manifested the d6¥x of God, and
eDensdMebo ThySav adveS (1:14). This glory is at the same time his and the
Father's, a concept which serves the oneness motif and which is developed in
terms of reciprocity.

Two passages in particular highlight this. Tn 13:31 Jesus declares vOv
édOE&GQW S Gug ol &”§W5V¢U *01<5ék$8 éAOEfdgq ev «orld. This is dimilar to
the introduction of the prayer in 17:1, éégost &oo TV U, D oilg defden
6€ . Here the thought is not a mutual glorification in chronological sequence,
the Father glorifying the Son, followed by the Son glorifying the Féther. It is
one actbn; the glorification of the Son is at the same time the glorification
of the Father, only here it is spoken of in terms of two events. The reciprocal
nature of this description however tells against a twofold glorification and in
favour of a single glorifiication supportive of the oneness motif because it
equates the glorification of the Son with that of the Father. 14:13 brings these
two aspects together by talking of the Father being glorified in the Son. Else-
where Father and Son are spoken of interchangeably as possessors of this dé%a,.
In 1:14 he (the Logos) dwelt among us and we beheld his glory; similarly, in the
Zgym and ew“wékx Jesus revealed his glory to the disciples (2:11). However it
is the Father who glorifies the Son (12:28) and it is the Son who is glorified by
the Father (12:23; 13:31-2).. Jesus insists & &b Jofkew éﬁawéw,ﬁ-dégu\ﬁou
ooy egnv - demy 6*ﬁowﬁp fou & daTdluwy r«eﬁﬁ%}Reciprocally, eyw e e oeet
éﬂﬁ-rﬁﬁ yAs "with the work you gave me to do"; thus Jesus requests to be
glorified —'TO‘P\& GexuTLD TTQ Aég—.\ ('i C’—,;\’?@U Tv(s\o o0 TOV kdsHoV G TP Go.. (17:4’5).

Jesus' glorification is thus equated at least in part with his glorification

of the Father. By glorifying the Father on earth he has at the same time manifest~
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ed his own glory because the mutual glorification of Father and Son is one act

of glorification. To take one example, the zpyfx of Jesus proclaim his glory
(2:11);_ yet as we have seen the gpya. of the Son are at the same time those of
the Father, so that this manifestation of déal belongs to both Father and %on.

In it the Son is glorifying the Father and the Father glorifying the Som. The
result is the manifestation of glory, which is the outcome of an entirely
reciprocal act of glorification. Thus the two phrases "I glorified you on earth"
(17:4), and "he manifested his glory" (2:11 cf, 1:14),ére both applicable to

this one event,

The manifestation of glory takes place in the entirety of Jesus' ministry;
whether or not there is any essential change in his glory once he became man is
disputable, 1:14 would suggest there was not: 7:39; 17:4~5,24, would suggest
that some difference is envisaged. Whichever the case, there is certainly a
special emphasis on the hour (th&) of glorification, the death on the crosé?\‘
Death is envisaged as a lifting up (quﬁﬁz 3:145 8:28; 12:32-4) not in shame or
humiliation but in glory. It is the hour when the Son of Man is glorified (12:23).
He could not be arrested before his appointed time (8:20), but once it has
arrived there is no shrinking back: xod <{ elmo; mhrep 6Dedvpe Ersfis ohos Todms ;
OO\/)& d%?x o310 %\7\@0\/ e:«g T>]V ﬁpow Taé‘\v-\v. 170’36{3. &5&66\/ 68U j\o 5/vor4u(12:27-$)-The two
concepts are intertwined, the hour is the hour of glorification.

This hour though should not strictly be equated with death, According to
13:1 it is the hour when he has to depart out of this worldandthe placing of
this comment is not without significance. We shall see that the whole farewell
and death is in fact "the hour' of glorification, of return.

AﬁgQL therefore is another way of expressing oneness. The dggu-of the
Father is that of the Son, both glorifying each other with perfect reciprocity.

As .such Father and Son are spoken of interchangeably as recipients and givers
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of this glory which is finally expressed in the farewell and death of the Son.
However there is no attempt at concrete description: it is akin to the witness
motif in that it requires belief in the Son to be seen and understood. It is
the ultimate of the oneness motif, referring back to the "D of Yahweh: to
describe the Son as both being glorified and glorifying with this &ﬁ#x is yet
another powerful way of saying Father and Som are identical and yet distinct.
The 66§0<theme mus t be seen against this background of oneness if itis to be taken
seriously.9

The concept of'Twaﬁ also enters into the éSEOL theme., It is limited to
three passages, but all show signs of the reciprocal activity of Father and Son.
5:23, as we have seen, is the culmination of the logion of 5:19-20a and its
interpretation. It is employed therefore in support of oneness, declaring that
the same honour due to the Father is also due to the Son; it follows that if the
Son is not honoured then ipso facto neither is the Father, Again this is simply
another way of saying '"He who has seen me has seen the Father'. John is close
to identifying the sender with the sent, but he is also at pains to stress the
aspect of relationship. No further insight into how the two are one is offered.

This concept of honour reappears in 8:49 where Jesus tells the Jews that
the devil is their Father. Tn contrast T ®v TroﬁéP& Moy, ¥l Gﬁé\‘g &T\ﬁ&CeTé e -
PIVOR J& oJ &QTC)IﬁV 5£§&V Mov . This shows that these two concepts are intertwined
somewhat; here Jesus honours the Father; in 5:22-3 it is the Son who is honoured.
Again, reciprocal activity is evident; the Son honours the Father and in that
act is honoured, Thé Father cannot be honmoured in isolation from the Son: if
the Son is not honoured neither is the Father.

The precise relation-of this to éégm is debateable as is the exact nature
of both these motifs. The important thing to realise is that they illustrate
the oﬁeness motif, both by their reciprocal ﬁature and by the fact that honour or
glory is given, is applicable to both Father and Son; it is not possible to

speak of one in isolation from the other.
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B._CONCLUSIONS

The result of our explorations into the various motifs of John's christology
is a conviction that the central thought is that of oneness, around which all other
themes orbit. They are all intertwined because they all serve the same basic
function: to show how Jesus and God are Son and Father and are one; identiqal
and distinct. The normal method of communicating this oneness christology is
reciprocity: Jesus and the Father are spoken of interchangeably, 6r they receive
the same glory or honour, or again their actions are identical because they act
identically; what God does, Jesus does. Even the more traditional aspects of
christology - humiliation, servanthood and subordination - are reworked and
eventually harmonised with the oneness motif. The dependence theme for example
is turned around to mean oneness instead of subordinationi that the Son is
dependent on the Father is the only possible mode of expression because the two
are one; not equal, but one. As such all these negative elements are interpreted
positively and dependence is shown to be a sign of oneness.

To this charge of subordinationism we must now turn.
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NOTES ON CHAPTER 2

But cf. 18:37, t’\lok, T«Q\)tu\y’\aw T?‘\ &Xﬂ\@éﬂ'ﬁg

Lindars B., The Gospel of John (Oliphants, London, 1972) p.316.

cf., chapter 1, pp.29-36.

cf. chapter 1, pp.22-29, for the reinterpretation of the logion in 5:19-20a.
cf. Daube, D., The New Testament and Rabb1n1c Judaism, (Athlone Press,
London, 1956) who suggests that epYo\C,oMch may be borrowed from Ruth (LXX
eﬂr s «x)

cf. chapter 1, pp.16-29.

cf. chapter 5, pp.110-113,

The LCS'POK must certainly be seen as a more intense glorification than such as is
manifested in Jesus' entire ministry, although this is not to imply that there

was therefore different quantities of glory according to time, a grading of
glory from earthly ministry, to the cross, and finally return to the Father.

For a fuller discussion of V11D in relation to 66@% , see pp.92-95.
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CHAPTER THREE : SUBORD INATIONIST CHR ISTOLOGY?

A. A CHRISTOLOGY OF SUBORDINATION OR EQUALITY?

Christology is the very heart of the Fourth Gospel and our evaluation of
this aspect of it is vital to the interpretation of the entire gospel. The
answer we give to this question will largely determine our subsequent position
in terms of both christology and ecclesiology. Somehow or other, this aspect
of "subordinationism" has to be related to the oneness motif as we have affirmed
it, either by standing in contrast, or paradox to it, or as a different facet of
it supporting, not negating what we have affirmed thus far.

This chapter will in the main confine itself to Professor Barrett's
'The Father is Greater than I', and the issuesraised therein, since this is the
crux of the matter and is the text we must inevitably come back to in any attempt
to show a subordinationist undercurrent in this gospel. From our interpretation
of this aspect of John's christology, we will therefore arrive at as balanced a
picture as is possible of John's christology, and of its relationship to the
tradition which underlies it.

Already, in our examination of the oneness motif, the problem has been
posed and to some degree answered. We have seen that the sending of the Son from
the Father is not part of any subordinationist element, nor is it part of a
christology of humiliation akin to that found in the hymn of Philippians 2:6-11.
Rather it is a potent statement of the equality of the Father and Son. Similarly,
judgement and giving life, witness, works, and love all fit into this framework
as supportive of the oneness of Father and Son, not the SUbordination of the
Son to the Father. The problem lies in whether or not there is another side to
the coin, and if so, what it is. We shall find however that although christolog-
ical formulas are presented from more than one angle, there is no stark contrast,

contradiction or paradox between oneness and subordination, because they are
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different ways of saying the same thing. A statement can cut in an entirely
different direction once your viewpoint has been changed, and so called subordinat-
ionist passages may actually be part of the oneness motif. Certainly, our examin-
ation so far would indicate that in answer to the question of whether or not there
is subordinationist christology in this gospel, we have inclined to a negative
position.

It is ‘interesting that our examination of oneness in this gospel has largely
derived from one of Barrett's so-called subordinationist passages. This implies
that the relevant material may be interpreted differently according to viewpoint,
and thus we must be careful not to impose an arbitrary theological framework
on it from the outset. It was notable however that in chapter 5 its own theological
framework emerged before the discourse started: how Jesus is equal wiéh God.,
Wherever possible therefore, we must allow the material to interpret itself,

Barrett adduces four passages in support of his thesis that subordinationism
plays a significant role in Johannine christology: 1:1-18; 5:1-47; 10:22-30 and
14:28, We must deal with each of these individually.

Of 1:1-18 Barrett affirms that '"what is said in the Prologue about God is
absolute; the only clear affirmation about ~him is that in his proper being he
is unknowable, for the obckig éSPJKéV of verse 18 implies more than invisibility
to the physical eye".1 The ”ovoyﬁvﬁs is God in his knowability, or revelation,
he is God's agent and an 'honoured friend".? Revelation is central to the
Prologue, he insists, thus declaring the function of the ]\6¢K : revealer,
executive agent, he who is with God. This however does not do justice to the whole
tenor of the Prologue. As Barrett rightly recognises, it opens with a statement
that he intends should govern the understanding of his gospel: Qets %v SJKéYOQ.
The Prologue is an attempt to suggest how this is related to the historical
Jesus: there is no concept of subordination after the Philonic model as vl firmly

indicates. The designation of the Word as rmmoyeuﬁq)ék SN wdAoy  and as the
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exegete of the Father, that is, the centrality of revelation in the Prologue,
likewise cannot be adduced to support any subordinationism., Once agadn, 965%«RV
é.ﬁéyoi provides the key: the revealer and revealed are the same and yet
distinct; the sender and the sent are identical, although distinct. Thus revelat-
ion does not imply that the revealer is a subordinate being, something less

than God, or divine in a secondary sense. The Prologue contains the essence of

all John's christology: that Jesus and the Father are one and the same thing and
yet distinct., If we were to interpret John's incarnational christology along
Nicene or Chalcedonian lines, we should distort its meaning: there is no theology
of eternal relations, in the strict Augustinian sense, even in the Prologue of
John's Gospel. All is directed to explaining how the AéKOQ was God; how the
revealer and revealed were identical. The use of the AéyCQ concept has encouraged
a subofdinationist explanation not present in the writer's mind. %)ebgﬁw S J\éYCN
emerges as the essential thought. The rest of the Prologue sets out to show how
this is identified as ﬁoqoyévAg and then as the historical Jesus. There is

not even an undercurrent of subordinationism here.

The same is true of chapter 5 as we have seen in detail. For Barrett the
assertion that Jesus was making himself equal with God is qualified by '"verses
mos t strongly insistent on the subordination of the Son".3 Of v19 he says
that "the Son is not an independent‘spontaneous source of activity; his work is
entirely derivative, both in form and content. He does only what he sees the
Father doing, and would indeed not be able to do this if the Father had not grant-
ed him the privilege of having life in himself (v26).,.. He does the things God
does, but in a secondary, dependent relationship".4

Again justice is mot dome to the discourse because dependence is equated
with subordination. The purpose of the discourse is not to show how equality
and subordination are linked, albeit paradoxically : it is rather to show how

the "Word become flesh" is equal to God when the fact that he has taken flesh



automatically implies an inferior being. It is therefore to show how the
historical man Jesus was equal with God, and by the introduction of the Father~
Son model, to show that dependence means oneness not.subordination. Jesus does
not do the things God does in a secondary dependent relationship: the works he
does are the works of the Father too, and doing only what he sees the Father doing
does not mean a subordination of the one to the other: only that the works of
one are the works of the othér, that dependence is another way of talking about
equality; indeed not to do so would leave us with ditheism. We have discussed
this elsewhere; suffice-to say that there is no hint of subordination in John
5:1-47. The entire discourse is inclined to only one objective: to show how
Jesus is one with God.5

The third passage adduced by Barrett is 10:22-39, and as we have not dealt
with this earlier we shall spend more time on this. Again Barrett sees this as
a mixture of oneness sayings and subordinationist sayings. He says that it would
be "wrong to read too much christology out of the é;/éﬁrﬁJ'6 “because of
the context of caring for the sheep and v29: 'My Father is greater than all,
This, he thinks, incorporates 'The Father is<greater than I of 14:28 and a
subordinationist christology is thus postulated. He takes further support from
the reference to Psalm 8182):6: ey Eron Pecl cere a phrase which weakens
considerably the meaning ofﬁ)&5§ "and involves a considerable reduction in the
claim ascribed to Jesus. Jesus is indeed one with God; but the nature of his
unity with the Father, which is not discussed here as it is in chapter 1 and
chapter 5, is such as to accommodate a real distinction between the two divine
figures".7 Barrett thus interprets &u &spev by TGV MRS SV and thus sees
the whole passage as part of his subordinationist element.

Any subordinationism in this passage must be derived from v29 and vv34-6.
However, vv24-30 must be taken together; it is similar to the question and

digcourse of chapter 5 although much shorter, and the same conclusion is
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reached in both cases: that Jesus is equal with God, or one with the Father,
or as the dialogue continues to v39 ''you, being a man make yourself God" (v34).
Initially, the works are adduced as a witness as in 5:36, and as we have shown,
the implication of this is that the works of Jesus are the works of the Father.
They are one expression of Jesus making himself equal with God; because he and
the Father are one, all he does is as much the work of his Father as of himself
and the two can thus be spoken of interchangeably. Here however a further
insight is offered as to why this witness is not self-evident: it is not self-
evident until it is accepted as true, that Jesus is sent from the Father and
therefore those who are not of his sheep will not believe.

In vv28-30 the almost interchangeable use of the function of Father and Son
gives a rather complicated picture. This is further complicated by the textual
difficulties of v29, If we follow the Nestle-Aland text, there is no problem of
subordination at all: What my Father has given me is greater than all, Yet
even following Barrett's reading, og Séduedy potj«éﬁgv oy (0), and take
the meaning of the verse to be that "My Father is greater than all', there is no
subordination of the Son to the Father because the culmination is to follow:

"I and the Father are one'. The second statement gives content to the first.

The context is that of protection; ''mo one shall snatch them out of my
hand". This is given justification and authority by the pronouncement that "My
Father is greater than all and no one can snatch them from my Father's hand". Thus
we have a reciprocity statement not a subordinationist one. The Son's function
of being able to keep safe his sheep is identified with the Father's authority
to do so, and the latter is given as the reason for the former. Only two
possibilities emerge from this: either Jesus and the Father are themselves
identified or Jesus takes his authority from God rather than possessing it himself.
The former is the more likely, especially in view of the christological affirmat-

ion in chapter 5, and to dispel any doubt, John has actually stated it: "1

and the Father are one'.
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There is therefore no subordination here, The culmination is not "My
Father is greater than all" but that, granted that premise, Jesus is identified
with Movrov HECA(e)  because he and the Father are one, and to talk of the
Father is in a sense to talk of himself also. This does not read in what is not
there, because the two are spoken of reciprocally and then affirmed to be one.
Instead of interpreting "I and the Father are one', by "My Father is greater than
all" the former gives content to the latter and interprets it as part of the
oneness motif. The Father is greater than all: Jesus as the Son is one with the
Father and is likewise greater than all.

The dialogue continues and in an indirect way,rand contrary to the Jewish
statement, the works of Jesus are identified with his claim to be God. Jesus'
reply, quoting the LXX of Psalm 81 (82):6 : &yt égnmféeo{ cete is out of place
and problematical unless we take it as an example of argument from the premises
of the opposition and not a true indicator of christology. The argument is that
if God himself calls men Geol then Jesus has all the more right to be called
the Son of God; his claim therefore does not constitute blasphemy. Again,
reference is made to the works as a witness that he has been sent by the Father.
- The crux of the problem is the phrase ékmc( &ve : does this, as Barrett claims,
involve a considerable reduction in the claim ascribed to Jesus?

The argument from Scripture is certainly more typical of the Synoptic
tradition than of John. This, and the factvthat having quoted the Psalm the
passage immediately refers back to the proper meaning (as opposed to the applied
meaning) of%}eog , and picks up again the Father~Son model, indicates that too
much christology should not be derived from Oeol in v34. The rapid change of
direction once the Psalm has been quoted also indicates that it has been introd-
uced for the purpose of argumentation. The idea of vehicles for God's word
being called "gods", and the status implied by‘éEO( , is immediately lost by

reference to "him whom the Father consecrated and sent into the world". For the
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purpose of the argument however, the 'Jews are defeated by their own case; the
movement from gods to God, or Son of God,is an ironic one, for on the one hand
it follows Psalm 81 (82):6 already quoted, wou Lot O(isTY rdutes , and on the
other it moves away from that verse to a more concrete énd proper meaning for
Cﬁeﬁx within the oneness motif already formulated.

The quotation, although conspicuous and inappropriate, is therefore mot - -
subordinationist in its import, nor does it reduce the claim of Jesus. It is
rather an argument conducted on the word Océdg, consisting largely of iromy: it
is unhelpful because it does not answer the question but simply confuses it.
Possibly this has been taken from tradition; it is similar to the arguments used
in Mark 12:13-27 but is out of place in the Fourth Gospel.

The passage 10:22-39 is therefore far more concerned about the oneness of
the Father and Son, oneness already laid out in detail in 5:1-47, than with a
subordination of the Son to the Father. Even when thee might be a subordinationist
undercurrent it is immediately counteracted by a oneness saying and when we look
carefully at the context, we see that it is all leading up to v30:

oV Y‘}\ A& houTom Ele, v DN Kol oL}\ &Pﬁdsa —iC oTH € \T?\g )\&(Pég Tou (v.28).

is reciprocated by

& ToTAp ov S (& 5é5mkév\«m,ﬂ&v7uw‘m%56v(pé§uJ3 eemy

kol cudes  dducsran 0(‘?770'(@61\/ L Thg Xepog Tl frowpég(VZS).

These two statements of the activity of Father and Son, where first the
Son then the Father act in a particular way, speak of this activity in a
reciproeal way, applicable to both Father and Son. The Sonlis thus incorporated
in the subject of‘n&y#u»t;@%éév , since both are spoken of identically. This
leads to the explicit conclusion of v30: &y KA\ & T Ap & &epmey. Glven this
reciprocal relationship, such a conclusion is unavoidable.

Of Barrett's three passages, there is none that gives any justification
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for subordinationist christology. On the contrary, all have been shown to
cut in the opposite direction and state the oneness of the Father and Son.

Neither can much be said for Barrett's equation of dependence and subordinat-
ion. He makes a long quotation from Daveys showing hav Jesus depended on the
Father for ewerything; whether or not Barrett would agree that this reaches back
into Jesus' pre-existence, it is clear that he sees these references to dependence
as a foil for the oneness sayings. Yet as we have shown, dependence is not an
expression of subordination but oneness. Hé depends totally on thé Father
because the two are one; it is entirely inappropriate to speak of Jesus in
isolafion>from the Father; for John his dependence on the Father means the total
equality of the two. To have spoken otherwise would have meant either subordinat-
ion or ditheism; in either case there would be no equivalence of Jesus with God:
whatever his status the two would be kept strictly separate. This is.precisely
what John does not do: he speaks of Jesus and the Father together, often
interchangeably and whether he says "He who has seen me has seen the Father" or
"The Son can only do what he sees the Father doing" the purport is the same:

"1 and the Father are one'. Dependence means oneness because it affirms that
the actions of the one are those of the other also. Jesus' life is also the
Father's life, and to speak of Jesus as reliant on the Father emphasises the
complete unity of the two, a unity which declares Father and Son identical, if
still distinct.,

We are left with 14:28: '"The Father is greater than I",9 a passage not
examined in Barrett's article even though it is the title. In view of what we
have said though, we cannot assume that this verse has subordinationist over-
tones; mnot only would it cut against the whole tenor of John's christology, it
would also be uﬁwarranted on exegetical grounds.

It is found in the context of the farewell. Jesus is going away and the

disciples response is one of sadness; their response, however, ought to be joy
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that Jesus is going to the Father because & Twwﬁﬁp héﬁgbv po(>é671v . This,
remember, after Jesus had declared to Philip that "He who has seen me has seen
the Father', It comes then, as a surprise to see the two compared in this way
and one placed before the other; this incongruity, coupled with the christological
picture of the rest of the gospel, forces us to look for an alternative solution.

There are only three possibilities open to us with this statement. First
it could be speaking of a strict comparison and grading as to status. On this
showing Jesus would be subordinate to the Father because he was not of the same
statusy if taken in this way, it ought properly to be taken back into pre-
existence and applied absolutely.

Second, in his human state, Jesus is obviously limited by becoming flesh,
so that while he is on earth Jesus is understandably less powerful and great
than his Father. The problem with this view of greatness is that John does not
seem to share it ! As he has propounded his oneness motif, there is no reduction
allowed for his becoming flesh: this is the whole essence of the oneness of
Father and Son, The miracle in 4:46~54 dispels any possibility of merely local
power confined by the body or flesh. And elsewhere there is certainly no trace
of this view of christology and it would be eisegesis if we were to accept it.

The third possibility is to look for an explanation along the lines explored
not only with 10:28-30 but also with the whole of the dependence motif: that
instead of being a foil for the oneness sayings, standing either in paradox,
contradiction or contrast to them, this actually forms part of the oneness motif.
In 10:28-30 we noticéd how what seemed to be a saying about the Father being
greater than all wasin fact two statements declaring the reciprocal relationship
of the Father and Son culminating in a statement of oneness. Here we have that
same relationship of oneness spoken of as greater than Jesus alone., The Father
is greater than the Son only in the sense that the Son cannot be spoken of in

isolation, but derives his authority from the fact that he and the Father are one.
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If we took 'he who has seen me has seen the Father" and applied it here, this
would fit also. For if Jesus and the Father are equivalent and identical then
of course Jesus as one with the Father has no significance outside that relation-
ship.

This is not to force exegesis because it has already been stated that
"I and the Father are one'. Since Father and Son are identical there can be no
strict comparison, and neither can be spoken of in isolation from the other.
What we have here is a striking affirmation that the two are greater than the
one, that it is better for Jesus to go to the Father than to remain on earth
because of this fact. 1Its import is that spoken of in isolation the Father is
greater than Jesus, but that such an isolation is not possible, and ‘the net
result is an affirmation of oneness; that Jesus cannot be spoken of outside
his relationship with the Father,

Subordination then is foreign even to this statement., In fact, it is only
another way of saying that Jesus does nothing on his own authority, that he does
only as he sees the Father doing. All along it is the Father who is in mind:
Jesus as himself claims nothing. It is not that surprising then that he should
declare the Father greater than himself: the oneness motif is still central.
Jesus is going to the Father so that their oneness mdy = be perfect again, as it
was before he became flesh.10 Here he is taking the émphasis away from himself
and placing it on the fact that he is one with the Father and to have seen one is
to have seen the other. Far from being subordinate to the Father he is totally
and completely one with him to such an extent that to speak of Jesus outside the
oneness motif would be entirely meaningless.*

None of the passages adduced by Barrett therefore, is. about a christology
of humiliation or subordination. Even 14:28, properly examined, arises from the

oneness motif. What they do suggest is that reliance and dependence mean equality
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and oneness, a novel concept at a time when slaves under their master's charge
were treated as subservient, not as equal.11 John has turned humiliation into

equality.,

B, CHRISTOLOGICAL PICTURE

The christological picture which emerges is thus a consistent one, not
marked by a paradox or contrast of two features which come into conflict with
each other and whose relation to each other is nmever explained: rather a
single feature is expounded from both a positive and a negative viewpoint, each
part being necessary to the presentation of the whole.

The negative side is expressed in 14:28 and in the whole of the dependence
motif, Jesus relies upon the Father for power (5:19), knowledge (8:16), love (10:
17), authority (17:2), glory (17:24) and so on. It is best put forward in 5:19-20a
where it is said that the Son can do nothing by himself, but only what the Father
is doing. This negative side however is turned around so that it points not to
inferiority but to equality; it is in ‘fact necessary to speak of the relation-
ship in this way in order to draw attention to the fact that the two are not so
much equal as one. The oneness motif in John's Gospel is not the equality of
two persons, but their one identity; that is why Jesus constantly talks of '"the
Father who sent me'", not beéause it corresponds to the type of sending described
in Philippians 2:6-~11 but because it draws attention to the fact that the
essential identity of the Son ds that of the Father: the two are one.

The so-called negative side therefore does not in reality provide a foil
for the oneness sayings, but explains them; they -are the key to the understanding
of the oneness motif because they forbid the notion of ditheism and ensure that
the reader is left with the oneness of the Father and Son, not the equality of

two separate beings.

Thus, both the sending and dependence themes serve this function. They are
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not part of a subordinationist strain, but in themselves promote oneness.
Indeed, if Jesus were not totally reliant on the Father for everything, and was
not sent by him, there could be no oneness bhetween the two, but since the sender
and the sent are one and the same it is said that the one sent the other and
everything the Father does the Son does likewise.

The positive side to John's christological affirmations givescontent to this
expression, The Son exercises the authority to judge and to give life (5:23-4),
and is honoured as the Father is honoured. His works are the Father's works
(5:363 4:343 9:43 10:25,32-9; 14:10-11; 15:24; 17:4) which he does in his Father's
name, and which are not his works but the Father's. More directly he informs us
that he and the Father are onme and not two beings. Therefore everything which he
is and does and says are equally the being, works and words of the Father as of
Jesus, They all reveal the glory of the Father, or the glory of the Son, since
it is spoken of as one event, and it follows that what the Father is the Son is
and vice versa, It then comes as no surprise to hear that "He who has seen me
has seen the Father'. The positive side of the oneness motif culminates in
this saying: such is the oneness of the Father and Son, that to have seen the
Son is to have seen the Father. Positively, the oneness motif declares that
Jesus was "equal with God" not as a separate identity over and agaimt God, but
because he was the Father in his revelation.

Taken together, these two aspects of oneness give us a complete picture of
the incarnation as "God walking on the earth". This is worked out by means of
the JZ%GL concept, which permeates the whole of the gospel. It is linked to
the qué%x because they are a means by which he revealed his glory (2:ll; 11:40);
the confession of the Prblogue declares that 'we have seen . his glory - glory
as of an only Son from the Father'. All along Jesus has no wish to assert his

own glory, except within the oneness with his Father which leads him to seek
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only the Father's glory (7:18; 8:50-54). On earth, then, Jesus was the
revelation of the Aé%&‘ of the Father; the culmination in the death and return
is his hour and when he says "Glorify your Son that the Son might glorify you"
it is one act of glorification which is envisaged, not th; it is mot his
own glory he is receiving but that of the Father, and the revelation of dég&
illustrates the oneness motif and shows how it functions in the incarnation.
The outworking of this motif is the manifestation of God on earth.

John's christology then lies in the identification of Jesus with the Father.
The two are one; therefore Jesus claims equality with the Father because he
is sent by him and is dependent on (him. Everything the Father does, Jesus does;
Jesus is the revelation of the Father and one with him to such an extent that
it.is as if he is him - certainly to have seen and understood Jesus is tantamount
to having seen the Father. There is no subordinationism here, only oneness.

As such it can be summarised by the following sayings, all necessary to a
true understanding of Jesus:

"He who has seen me has seen the Father" (14:9) states the positive idea
of the Father and Son being one in totality; '"The Father is greater than I"
(14:28) presents the negative view, also present in 5:19-20a and "I and the
Father are one" (10:30) explains both as two sides of one motif, not two motifs
placed in juxtaposition. That the Father and Son are one has both an element
of dependence and equality inherent in it and only by stating both aspects can
true oneness, as opposed to the equality of two persons, be affirmed. And

there is certainly no concept of two gods in the Fourth Gospel: = the Father,

the only God, is revealed in the Son who has made him known. The two "constitute

. 7
a single unit of being'.
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C. RELATIONSH:IP OF JOHN'S CHRISTOLOGY TO THE SYNOPTIC TRADITION

We now arrive back at the question posed at the outset, namely, the
relationship between John's presentation of Jesus, andthe Synoptic tradition which
he obviously made use of and to some degree relied on. Has he been an exegete
or eisegete of his sources? Has he merely drawn out the true significance of
the Synoptic presentation of Jesus, or substantially added to it so that the two
are now at odds?

It is impossible to compile a Synoptic christology and expect it to corresp-
ond exactly with the tradition known to John; we can though, focus on two
aspects which Wé have seen to be important, first the Father-Son relationship and
second what we may call the subordinationist element, which includes the
humanity of Jesus, inherent in the Synoptic traditiom.

We have discussed the origin of the Father~Son relationship in the first .
chapter. Here it is sufficient to note that it is the very centre of Jesus'
self-awareness, according to the tradition, characterised by his calling God
"Abba"; Further, Matthew 11:27, at least shows that development of this theme
had already taken placej whether or not that, or John's development of Jesus’
attareness as God's Son, is a true description of Jesus' own self-awareness, it
certainly begins in an important strand of tradition.

John 5:19-205 is an important test case.13 The logion is about a father and
his sony; it is transformed christologically in a way not immediately evident
in the logion itself, The starting point is the traditiom, but it is developed
because it must make explicit what is not so. The final form of the saying is
then qualified by the following words in the discourse and gives a strong
christological content to the saying.

This is the case with the whole Father-Son relationship. It is grounded in

the tradition, but it does not reproduce it; rather, it makes christologically
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explicit what is not explicit, and at least attempts to draw out the true
significance of what Jesus said.

But does it do so? Surely John's use of such sayings as 5:19-20a to prove
the oneness of the Father and Son is saying more than Jesus himself would have
said; even if we were to read that logion christologically, we would not arrive
at the conclusions John does in chapter 5. True it gives content to Jesus'
relationship with his Fafher; what is not so clear is whether it is a justified
inference from the tradition he derives it from.

We may say that the Father-Son relationship is based on tradition; what we
may not say is that he has drawn the true significance from that tradition.

Related to this is the impression of manhood, frailty and subordination.
The logion mentioned above could be added to this category also.

The most John can allow on this aépect of Jesus' relationship to the Father
is "The Father is greater than I", a statement which declares not subordination
but one side of the oneness motif. There is nothing for example to compare with
Mark 13:31: "Of that day or of that hour no-one knows, not even the angels in
heaven, nor the Son, but only the Father'. Jesus does not thus share all
knowledge with the Father; there are some things of which the Son is ignorant.
Similarly the Jesus.of the Synoptics relies more on faith than his inbuilt
authority. He declares, after casting out a particularly difficult demon,

"This kind cannot be driven out except by prayer' (Mk, 9:39). Time and again
Jesus withdraws to pray {Mt. 14:23; Mk, 1:35 (cf. Lk.4:42-3); Mk.6:46; Lk.3:21;
5:16; 6:123 9:18,28-9;cf.also the Gethsemane tradition). All this is very
different to the Jesus of John, who only prays for the sake of those listening
(11:42)54 He performs signs easily and with no effort; because of his relation~
ship with the Father, he does not need to withdraw to pray}5 The Synoptic

tradition surely suggests that precisely because of his relationship with the
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Father, he does need to do so.

This aspect of the Jesus of tradition is lacking in John because it has
been reinterpreted in line with the oneness motif; mnow dependence on the Father
is another way of talking of oneness with him. This side then has been re-
interpreted and is in disagreement with the tradition; Jesus, as presented by
John, has no such limitations of knowledge, does not pray to accomplish miracles,
is in no anguish in the garden of Gethsemane. His humanity is not entirely
neglected, but it is when it comes into conflict with his oneness with the Father,

However, on the positive side, the Fourth Gospel does reflect the Synoptic
traditions' belief in Jesus as being from God., The birth stories (Mt;l-Z; 1k,
'1-2) are examples of answers given to the vexing problem of how Jesus was to be
seen in relation to God. The story of the paralytic lowered through the roof
(Mik.2:1-14; Mt., 9:2-8; Lk, 5:18-26) deals with Jesus' authority to forgive
sins and the sermon on the mount presents Jesus as having authority to give a
new law to replace the old.16 But in the Synoptic tradition there is little
attempt to regoncile these two aspects systematically; this is what John
attempts to do by means of the oneness motif which he combines with the Father-
Son relationship. The effect is that his Jesus is more divine than human: in
the Synoptic tradition he is more human than divine.

From a christological viewpoint then, John's use of the Synoptie tradition
is rather complex. On the one hand he is dependent on it; certainly the Father-
Son motif comes from here, as, in all probability, does most of the discourse
material, even if it has been developed and radicalised. Chapter 5 is one
example of a discourse working in this way, chapterv6 of a narrative developed
into a discourse to bring out its true significance. But on the one hand,

John develops his traditions, and uses them radically sometimes changing their

original meaning, and on the other he presses everything into the oneness motif.

7.



He has drawn out what he believes to be the true significance of Jesus, but in

so doing he has surely done much more than this: he has imposed his own
christology onto the material, significantly distorting and changing the tradition
which came down to him, in his attempt to present a consistent and systematic

christology.
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NOTES ON CHAPTER 3

1. Barrett C.K., 'The Father is greater than I', first published in Neues
Testamentum und Kirche : fllr Rudolf Schnackenburg, ed. Gnilka J., (Freiburg,
Herder, 1947), pp.l44-159, Also published in Essays on John pp.19-36.

2, Barrett C.K.,, art.cit.,, p.l148.
3. Barrett C.K,, art.cit., p.l49.
4, Barrett C.XK,, art.cit.,, p.149,150,
5. Note how vv21-4 give content to the logion in vv,19-201, showing that the
dependence of the Son on the Father means equality, not subordinatiomn. The
_entire witness motif (cf. esp. 30-47 which utilised the &pyx theme (5:36;
10:22-9) is geared to oneness. The discourse in chapter 5 is thus entirely
about oneness, not subordination.
6. Barrett C.K., art.cit., p.l50.
7. Barrett C.K,, art.cit., p.l51.

8. Davey J.E., The Jesus of St, John (Lutterworth, London, 1958).

9. 20:17 is not strictly relevant here.

10. This is not to imply that his status was reduced by his becoming flesh, but
simply that it was better for him to return to the Father rather than
remain on earth.

11, cf. the traditional logion in 13:16;
12. Barrett C.K.,, art.cit., p.l45.

13. For a fuller discussion cf. chapter 1, pp.22-9. For the similarity of the
logion in 5:19-20a with Mt. 11:27 {parallel Lk. 10:22) see pp.26-7.

14, The prayer in chapter 17 is a literary device, not genuine petition.

15. The words ﬂposeu?q{,1Tpsseéwgqma\are not used in John. Where he wants to
. by 4 . . . .
convey any notion of prayer he uses puwTOwW, again not in a petitionary sense.

16, In particular John (as does Matthew) contrasts Jesus and Moses (1:17; 3:14),
and insists that Moses was in agreement with Jesus (5:41-7; 6:5-71: 7:19-24).
cf. pp.22-3, for the possibility that &g’ éxoTd ghddv (5:19), refers back to
Numbers 16:28. Nowhere does he see Jesus as the new Moses, but both stand
on the same side, Jesus superceding him because of his oneness with the
Father, and both stand over against the Jews, Mgses becoming not their
intercessor but accuser (5:45-7).
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CHAPTER FOUR : THE PERSPECTIVE OF ONENESS

The Prologue of the gospel is the cosmological setting for the life of the
incarnate God. 1In the order of the gospel it must come first; however we have
examined the material in this erder because this is the order in which christ-
olegy developed. Speculation about the nature and status of Jesus led back first
to his baptism, then to his birth and finally to pre-existence. John misses
out the birth and baptism;1 instead he concentrates on the pre-existent Logos
- and the fact that this Logos "became flesh'.

The question we are concerned with is therefore the connection between the
histerical Jesus and God himself. We have shown hew this is worked out in the
historical context of Jesus' life, that he was one with '"the Father”, that "he
who has seen me has seen the Father" (14:9). This of necessity raises the quest~
ion of pre-existence; the Prologue sets the scene for the ondness motif and
defines it in its eternal perspective, by declaring the unity of Jesus and the
Father to extend not just to earthly ministfy but also to the period beforg
the creation of the world. Tt therefore asserts that oneness is.eternal aﬁd
not temporal.

In defining this as the basic question of the Prologue, we leave aside
various peripheral issues such as the postulation of a pre~Johannine hymn, or
a pre-=Christian one, and its content and structure, whether poetic or prosaic.
The importance of the Prologue as it -now stands in the gospel lies in its |

theological content.

A. THE PRE-EXISTENT LOGOS

The Word/N5YOS is not used as a title elsewhere in the,gospel, yet its

80.



use in the context of the Prologue is of vital importance to the understanding
of the entire book because it interprets the whole life of the :-historical Jesus
and insists that that life be viewed against this background. We shall show

the significance of this for the oneness motif defined earlier.

The background of the Adyog concept is complex; parallels can be adduced
from a number of sources, all of which may have played their part in influencing
the evangelist. To unravel which of these is primary in giving content to
the concept, or which is responsible for its origin is an iﬁpossible task. The
view adopted here is thus a somewhat hypothetical one in terms of detail; in
essential content however there is more certainty. It is possible to see what
the evangelist meant by his use of the ternlAdyoC : it is not possible to trace
the'precise history of development of which John's concept is the result.

The opening words of the gospel, Ev &pxa gw o Aéytg are striking and
immediately suggest the opening words of Genesis : v bﬁﬁﬁ éﬁnéqéeu éék&gT%v
pody ol YAV (IXX). The verbal similarity of Ev opX7| makes it extremely
unlikely that this is a coincidence or simply a weak allusion to the Cenesis
account of creation; the content of both texts concerns the same event and
describes it in similar terms, the Jpohannine account reading almost like a comment-
ary on the Genesis story. It seems likely therefore that John has deliberately
fashioned his opening in this way, not just to direct.the readers' attention
to the Genesis creation narrative, but to transpose his narrative into that
drama, so that it is read within the context of it. The reader is thus taken
back to the 0ld Testament and placed within the drama of the creation of the
world, and only then does he hear of the fVﬂfK and his function in creation.

The parallelism is taken further. The first reference to the Word of God
in Genesis,éhough;not a direct reference to a word ( but rather, God said),

/ n
takes the form of a statement or command that there be light, Tévq@hth P35,

?
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God's word therefore brings into being "light" just as it is in John 1:4-5:
3 véyovey 2y adid Soh Qv ol 4 Luoy ?)\/ To g v BuBplirev. kol TS gl
&v T ekotln palved, wol n seorld «OTd 0b KkuTéMuRev.
With this we can compare the whole of Genesis 1:3-4 (LXX):
ol Erev & Bk T evnGh s gl wod eyévero g, wol Gdev & Beds v @ds S
R diexudpisey & Wedx, Sk [“6/60‘/ 700 gaTos kel awk ju(éGG\/ ol ecdroos.
The word of God is |ewdfrw ¢lx;, translating the Hebrew NN ﬂTTT : in John
we tead ﬁ5q£>§7{31&W§Pémv>4 the Word of God being o @ﬁx;

A connection between these narratives is almost certain. If we pushed this
argument to its furthest point, we could suggest that VIR "TJ" is the \dyos of
the Prologue, which has been hypostatised from a statement consisting of words
spoken by God, to the actual word or words themselves, these taking on a separate
identity but at the same time being in no essential sense different from God
himself, However it must be remembered that God's word in Genesis is not‘ﬂ5¢3¥
but réuq@éﬁd $OS 3 the utterance creates light but is itself not light. The
similarity between this and the AAéfcg of the Prologue is however still striking.

But the concept is not developed precisely in this way. The AéYOC as
NS "Tj: is only the starting point on which a theological concept has been
built. That this is to be regarded as the starting point, including it within
the drama of creation, is probable : the verbal similarity; the identification
of the word as light, or bringing forth light, the separation of light from dark-
ness; and that both are concerned with creation and with the word of God as
having creative power.

This has been influenced in a number of ways: the Aéyo; of John is not a
pre-existent utterance waiting to be uttered, but a pre-existent being. It has
taken on existence of its own. The word and God who spoke are in the Prologue

distinct and yet remain synonymous. God's word by which he created is now itself
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the agent of creation rather than remaining as God's speech or will,

A secondary background is necessary however because the word AéYtg is not
used in Genesis 1:1-5 (LXX) nor is QT in the Hebrews; in fact the word is
charged with meaning in the Hellenistic world and has been deliberately chosen
by the evangelist for this reason. The fact that there is little identification
of the deity with light in the 01d Testament4 is also in favour of some
Hellenistic meaning being given to the AéYOQ

There are at least four strata from which John could have been influenced.
First, there is the Old Testament concept of 1177~ 72T, For the prophet,
the Word of the Lord was a dynamic force almost with an existence of its own
in the sense that it could create and act, but: the DT was never fully hypost-
atised. The nearest we come to this is the statement that it "shall accomplish
that which I purpose" (Isaiah 55:11); it can be spoken of as separate from God
in some sense, but never personally.

So far as creation is concerned, Psalm 32:6 provides an interesting comment-
ary to the Genesis account:

T2 %\/@ o8 woplow & oG paval es-rc—peé@./\cso«/

wol 8 a1l erdpmarteg QTR0 TIRKX A v ¥pis oo TV (LxX).

This may well be in the background of John's j\é@y; but there is much it does
not account for, in particular the hypostatisation of the word as the agent of
creation. The most that can be said of the 0ld Testament speculation about the
word is that it is an extension of God, not having a separate identity until it
has been spoken.

This basic criticism is accounted for by the Wisdom literature. This was
a theological development which hypostatised the thought of God and replaced

T T by TTOJTT which was then seen as the agent of creation. Thus,
although the Word of the Lord is mentioned, it is’ﬂVIJTT(éoyaﬁ) who creates and
reveals,. If John has taken over this model of hypostatisation, he has not done

;s 5
so completely, otherwise he would have used GOpLe rather, the Pﬁxxg has taken

/ . . .
on many of the attributes of Gopus, perhaps in an attempt to combine it more
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fully with the Old Testament notion of YT . Wisdom 9:1-2 shows that these
concepts were related:

6 Toh6xG & vt v Ay 6o, ok ) 6oplo sov  korraGKeudag STV,
Wisdom was»present at creation (Wis., 9:9) and took part in the creation of the
world (Prov. 8:22-31); however it is never said that Wisdom existed alongside
God eternally. Wisdom was created as the first of God's acts (Prov. 8:22-3),
before the world was created: '"Ages ago I was set up, at the first, before the
beginmning of the earth " (Prov. 8:23).

There is probably some influence from this direction; the hypostatisation
in particular owes a great deal to the Wisdom tradition. Also the description
of the Aéyoc as light and life can be traced back to the Wisdom literature:

"He who finds me finds life" (Prov. 8:35); again in Wisdom 7:26 we are told
that 6oplx is a '"reflection of eternal light, a spotless mirror of the working
of God"., Other parallels to the Prologue can also be found6: she is in the
world (Wis. 8:1; cf. Jn., 1:10) and the world hates her (Prov. 1:29; cf. Jn. 1:
10-11); she dwelt (vowoswrivisov Yamong us (Sir.24:8ff; cf. Jn. 1:14), yet
foolish and sinful men do pot see her kSir. 15:7; cf, Jn. 1:10-11).

The Memra of the Lord in the Aramaic Targums iS5 of interest, especially
in relation to the Old Testament background of Genesis 1:1-5 andT11TT 12T,
There is a possibility that when 'quoting from Scripture John uses neither Hebrew
nor Spetuagint, and may therefore be using the Aramaic Targums,7 so his
acquaintance with these texts is certainly possible. TIn general terms, the
Memra of the Lord is not the Word of the Lord so much as a euphemism for God
himself, and is certainly not an hypostasis; in terms of content therefore it
has little in common with the much richer Aéyog . But John may still have been

influenced by it in certain ways since for John too the Word was God. The
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terminology if not the content may in part be taken from here, for in the

Targums the Memra is a paraphrase for God, "a buffer for divine transcendence”8
functioning akin to the use of TW in the Old Testament. It does not correspond
to the Johannine Aéycg , but it certainly offers a valuable insight into it.

The Memra of the Lord however may be of great importance in regard to the
use of Genesis 1:1-5 in the Johannine Prologue. The actual paraphrase of this
text is of no help, but in the midrash on the four nights of Exodus 12:42,
sacred history is summed up in these four passover nights: creation; the promise
of posterity to Abraham; the slaying of the Egyptian firstborn; and the advent
of the Messiah when the world is redeemed. Of the first mnight the Neofiti text
reads that "when the Lord was revealed above the world to create it; the world
was without form and empty, and darkness was spread over the face of the abyss.
And the Word (Memra) of the Lord was the 1ight9 and it (or he) shone, and
he called it the first night ".10 The opening of the Prologue makes excellent
sense against this background: in him was life and light, and '"the light shines
in the darkness and the darkness has not mastered it".(1:5).

All texts of this passage identify the light of the world with primordial
light, and if, as some scholars believe, Neofiti is pre-christian, it is certainly
possible that John knew of this tradition and incorporated it into his Aéytﬁof
the Prologue. If John has quoted from the Targums, and this is not certain,
this suggestion is rendered the more likely. In conclusion then, it is certainly
possible that the Memra of the Lord, possibly in connection with Genesis 1:1-5
as quoted above may be in the background, although it is impossible to say this
with certainty.

Dr. Hayward's recent gnd . important study of the Targumic Memra is relevant

here. He suggests that the Memra is to be identified with the namell™1T.3,
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TNTT being the name of the Memra. He shews that the entire Prologue can be
interpreted by the key notion Memra as a substitute for f&i@x , calling it "the
term par excellence to expound the presence and activity of God in Jesus". !

The entire Prologue makes sense when viewed from this angle, justice being given
to the difficult concept of oneness in duality. In summary he says that "St.
John.... depicts Jesus as the Memra, who is God's Name, manifesting God's glory
full of the grace and truth of the covenant, dwelling with us in the flesh,
which Jesus himself describes as a Temple (2:19), the very dwelling place of

the Memra",l?

This certainly helps to explain the notion of two beings who are identical,
yet distinct, and its advantage is that it does mot do so by the concept of
hypostatisation. The Memra is God, yet is with him; it creates, and was with
God in the beginning, before creation. Finally, it is especially associated
with the Tent or Temple, giving an interesting insight into verse 14 of the
Prologue.

Although Hayward suggests that the Prologue can be interpreted solely along
these lines, he does not think it possible to explain the Prologue by any one
concept. What does seem likely however, is that John knew of the Memra, and
has probably used this concept, together with others, to illustrate his Aé&@g
concept.13

Finally, the Greek background is suggestive, In various strands of
tradition, the Aéyog is used to mean the universal principal of order, the
mind of God or the seed of nature which gradually unfolds itself. In Stoicism,
the 3vyyog denotes the ordered and teleologically orientated nature of the world,
while in Neoplatonism a man, by his,deoq can break free from the world and
attain )@Ya;&OW\QAQ . The most close approximation to John's ﬁﬁyoc however,

comes from Philo. For him, the )@%@g is hypostatised (as in the Prologue),
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but for Philo this represented a secondary figure inferior to God but playing
some part in creation. It is therefore difficult to see in John '"the substance
of a Logos doctrine similar to that of Philo",14 as Dodd has maintgined. Tn
Philo, he is a mediating figure who makes the link between God and the created
world, guiding the world like the Stoic )u§Yoq, a deGTEch G}eég ,» a god of the
second rank. There may be some connection between John and Philo, but this is
certainly not to be construed as a relationship of literary dependence. Both
writers shared a common theological climate and worked within the limits of
Hellenistic popular philosophy, making points of contact inevitable,

The gnostic belief in the deity as light, awakening the particles of light
and bringing life as a result is also important. The problem with evidence of
this kind though is that it is very late (third century AD) and although we can
read this back into the first century, it is impossible to say how far this
process is legitimate. The most that can be said is that John may have been
aware of this thought world, but even there we have no certainty.

Tt is impossible to say how these various influences relate to each other
in the Prologue and in particular in the /\&Tﬁ concept. It is likely that
they are all in the background to a greater or lesser degree. But however
the concept is to be seen, John has chosen a word which makes excellent sense,
both to his Hellenistic and Jewish readers;15 it is impossible and undesirable
to postulate one background for it., This would be to deny the richness of it,

a richness mainly derived from the Old Testament but which has also been influenc-.
ed by bopular Greek philosophy.

Tn the context of the Prologue, this pre-existent being begins to emerge
not as an hypostasis of eo¢1a~, nor as a éeéTech @k{k; we are told, and this

is the wery heart of the Prologue W;V 5{5&% ij S 2u§(o§ . As we have said,
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this places the Prologue within the drama of creation as narrated in Genesis 1.
However, it introduces a new subject into the Genesis aecount, namely 6'Aéyf<.
The Word, developing the notion of God's first words, "Let there be Llight"
through popular Greek philosophy and through various Jewish systems of thought,
in particular the hypostatisation of 6q¢61 ("TYDTM), thus introduces a foreign
element into the material, and denies that in the beginning there was only God
in the way accepted in the Judaism of the time. This is even foreign to the
Wisdom literature: Wisdom herself was a created being: the Word is not.

Verse 1 continues to say that he Was,ﬂpég'ﬁ»/€kﬁh, wot Bede %v é A5YOQ

The Word then is identical with God, yet has a distinct identity as o Aéycg
He exercises the function only ascribed to God in the mainstream Old Testament:
TévToe U cwTod eyéueT, wal Xepis ool eydoes gudd & (v3). The Word is
therefore a distinct being, described as é@éﬁg and exercising the functions of
God, notably creating.

The anarthrous ®ede in this context cannot be used to support any theory
of eternal subordim tion of Aégog to&@eﬁ% 3 nor can it support a translation
of’é)écg as divine since predicate nouns before the verb normally lack the
article. There is no clarif@hation of any possibie rel ationship between
}\éXCK and(}éék 3 it is merely stéted that the AéYOS was with God and was God
It thus equates the one with the other while maintaining that the two are in
some way distinct. As such the Am%mg .is not an intermediary, a deéTepoqQ§eég
or abstract concept to refer to the mind of God. But neither can the pﬁwﬁg
be described as a person; he is obviously a being of some sort who is God but
has his own identity apart from God and with God.

The phrase Tqﬁx w%*aC)edv preserves this notion of relationship and

enables John to speak of both identity and distinctness in regard to the ASYOS
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and @eég . This is further illustrated by  v18 where }10\30\(&\/913 @e‘cg is

spoken of as &g B V7N Y *‘(Q\FP&. Both phrases indicate that /\&(oc and
@ede stand in relationship to each other whichallows John to develop the oneness
motif along these lines; the two are identical and yet distinct, and this can
only be bridged by the concept of relationship, mpog indicating both the identity
of persons and their relationship to each other. On the one hand the /\6\<o§ was
with (ﬁ{)bs) God, showing that God and the /\C/JYCX are essentially the same:

on the other he was with (wpd< ) God, showing that the two are distinct and
stand in relationship to each other,

There is thus absolute oneness between the f\éYoq and © @663 : @éc\é '/’);\\’

o N%@.In this sentence, the two are strictly eiuivalent, the one is the other,
and yet they can be called by different titles, one @6& one © ;\O/‘{O‘%-

No explanation is offered for this. There is no notion of the one emanating
from the other, no philosophical critique of how two can be one while still
being two. The fundamental idea is simply that the /\é\goq was with God (and so
distinct from him) and was God. The most that could be derived from this
treatment is that although a distinct being the nature of thew.‘/\C/?Yd; was
sﬁch that the description Qeé; was appropriate. Yet John says more than this;
he puts the two in such close juxtaposition that he claims that theyare not
two, but one, yet not one, but two. Identical and yet distinct.

This is further enforced by vv3-5: it is the /\é\{og who creates. Protology
thus gives way to cosmology. The /\6\/0§ is responsible for the whole of creation:
X@P\K ool é\{évem Sk & Everything therefore which came to existence
owes that existence to the ,/\é\{oc (&v GoTdd th rr}y\/ ) reinforcing the completeness
of the Word's creation. This is only to emphasise vl, that @éog ?‘)v LQK&;@;.

for the function of the /qu is described in terms of functions only
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exercised by God. He thus takes over God's creative activity and role, demonstr-
ating that he is()eéé . There is no sense in which vv1-3a implies the world

was created by a being other than God. The thrust of wl-5 is that the /\érog is
identified with é&é%% , not @efo§ or <ﬁééTépGS éaﬁé§ . Verse 5 is at pains to
bring the cosmological picture of Genesis 1 back into the description of thel%xﬂqgua
his life is the light of men, which shines in the darkmess. The picture is
therefore completed by a return to God's first utterance 'Let there be light"

and emphasises the unity of that statement with the nature of theA/\éyng as a

light which separates darkness from light.

After the parenthesis about John the Baptist inw6-8, this notion is contin-
ued., The J\éyo; is To ¢id¢ T 8AN0wdv  which enlightens every man. Both the
parenthesis inw6-8 and the words ép9$qﬂ9wsV 6S RV Kéé%*gv , show that now we
have passed frem primeval light and darkness to the spheve of human experience.
Verses 9-13 are a brief history, not pre~history, of the Word's historical
ministry in the world; he came to the world but it did not know him; he came
to his own and they did not know him; those who did receive him became
children of God, and born of God. This is certainly the confession of the Christ-
ian community, placing the coming of the»/\éyx within the soéeriological and
ecclesiological context which makes the whole book a witness to the light.

The Prologue up to verse 13 is therefore concerned mainly with the pre-
existent ~/\C’)‘YOC and his function as creator, although this is placed in an
ecclesiological context (the confession of the community), as well as a cosmolog-

ical one.

B. THE AOFO: BECOMES FLESH

Verse 14 marks the moment of incarnation, althoughw?9-13, taken by some

commentators to refer to a period before the incarnation, must also be taken as
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part of the historical context, John the Baptist has already been introduced
(vv6-8) so we are clearly in the historical realm.

ol & M\{Og e?x[% éyévﬁo O\ éGKV’]\/Qse\/ VIV S OVVENY ’6@60{60(]46@0& P v ool (v lLr),
Thus the JW¢$yy;has begun to be associated with a historical figure, as yet
unnamed; he does not merely take flesh to himself or disguise himself with it,
but becomes it; this enables the notion of a historical person functioning as
the J4ﬁ§@x described in the first part of the Prologue, to be introduced. That
section was marked by the phrase 6%%g ﬁ%’égﬂvéybg : vl4 is the key to the
latter part of the Prologue, énd these two verses together are the heart of the
Prologue and the heart of the gospel.

Again, there is no explanation of how the Jﬂéyog can take flesh. The word
(3i§§ however should not be read as the usually negative word of Pauline theology,
for there is no ﬂvewae&@g contrast here. It symbolises only the sphere and
manifestation of the earthly. "The paradox .... in l4a consists in the fact
that the Creator enters the world of createdness and in so doing exposes himself
to the judgement of the creature."16 The step however from the pre-~existent
/\ﬁ%Xog to the Word become flesh is a large éne, identifying with God himself a
historical character, part of God's creation, since all living thiﬁgs originate
with him, John equates creator with creature; it is the Jléyoq who has become
flesh, and 6?eé€ ﬁW'é Aﬁq&s@ . As Kisemann has astutely pointed out: 'He
who has become flesh does not cease to exist as a heavenly being".17 The
statement of vl4 then is the claim that the pre-existent.fLéx@? who has created
all things now becomes man, becomes a creature, andyet without any change in his
status or nature as the/\éxoc-

The argument as to which part of vl4 is the dominant thought for the gospel
is a blind alley; both are vital in understanding John's thought, and must be

taken together £o be understood. '"The Word became flesh and dwelt among us" is
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only part of the picture; its content is filled in by the notion of manifest-
ing, and beholding of gégps which explains the nature of the transition from
the heavenly to earthly sphere. The J\dyOG has taken human fleshj the creator
becémes part of the created realm with no reduction in his status. The corollary
of this is that "we beheld his glory, as of the only begotten of the Father'.
We can see here, that although Jesus has not been mentioned yet, his identity
is being disclosed (vl17 is the culmination of this process); although the
6&P§) is as yet impersonal, if is the historical Jesus that is being spoken of
in this way, being identified with the J“d%@g of wvv1l-5: thus we can speak of
incarnation.

18 :

"TIncarnation for John is really epiphany." In particular Exodus 33:17-
34:8 is in the background here. The incarnation is the embodiment of such
epiphanies, the localisation of God's presence, and concentration of his TI1O
as described in Exodus, or 2 Samuel 6:6.19

Two ideas are especjally important here, those of tenting (ewrfvouv)
and the 711D or déng of the Lord. In Exodus 25:8,9 the instruction to build
the Temple @5var{) is made: it is where God will dwell amongst his people.
The idea of "shekinah", presence, may have influenced John here also; it is
used in the Aramaic Térgums to denote the dwelling of God with his people.

The words<5mrww§, 6ma§Vok»/ may well be an allusion to the tabernacle;
that Jesus is later described as the Temple is no surprise (2:13-22). The
thought here is not that the Word made flesh is the fulfilment of Scripture,
although this may be in the backgfound: rather, the incarnation is described
as an epiphany akin to the Old Testament manifestation of the 12D of the Lord,
To say that the Word é6Kf§«noev &v A is the same as saying that in him

Cod's presence and glory is located; more than this, in fact, for because
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this is located in human flesh the barrier between God and man, creator
and creattire, has already been overcome. The Word dwelt among us as the
tabernacle or Temple; in him God's glory is to be seen.

Tenting and dwelling can only be fully appreciated by reference to the TTLO
of Yahweh, which was often characterised by a cloud (Ex. 24:15-16; 40:34-5; 1
K, 8:10-11), Otie quotation will suffice to indicate the significance of this
for John:

T;)\?@T_T‘ﬂ}_’ c\‘.?rg TTC i) T bgl\’*r\:\_\ TI3T 2277 (Ex. 40:3)
kel Euddopey A vegbkn v sy To0 papTuplen ket dins wopleo ETidEB A crqur (LXXK)
Here the c%go& fills the 6t4f\\/\q’: in John the Word made flesh dwelt among us
(é@uﬂ\/wée\/) and was full of grace and truth. It follows that this g was -
manifested, '"and we beheld his glory'" (vl4b). No matter where John's idéa
for the Word becoming flesh originated, the outworking of it is undoubtedly
Semitic: the association of ideas in vl4 must be seen against the background
of the "1~ T1AD residing in the tabernacle or Temple. -

We have indicated the similarity of the 0ld Testament epiphanies with verse
14, Exodus 33:12-34:8 is also interesting in this respect. Moses requests
the Lord:?[ji?“ﬁ§ N1 "MRnTm (A oy froc v 6600l JECov ) (33:18).
The Lord agrees to make his goodness pass before Moses, and declare his name
to him; however he is not permitted to see his face because ''no one can see
me and live" (cf. Jn. 1:18). The Lord passes before him and declares, ''The
Lord, the Lord, a God merciful and gracious, slow to anger and abounding in
steadfast love and faithfulness"@4§In the last phrase, T ‘r?):!“j’n,ﬂlj
can mean abundant, numerous, great or enough, and is translated as well by
ﬁ'?wl“mﬁ as by the strange compound ToAUEAcos (LXX). The whole phrase is

adequately. translated ﬁ?\‘/“sqq ’)‘O,(()(TQ? kol aArQelas ; and although this does

not prove John was using this text, it seems not unlikely that he was doing so,
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especially as 1:17 draws attention to Mpses as a contrast to Christ: Moses
brought the law, Jesus Christ brought grace aﬁd truth.

From this evidénce, I think it is fair to assume that the epiphanies of
the 0Old Testamenf form the most important background to 1:14 and go a lnng way
towards explaining it. On this reading Jesus is the 6Ky\qq' and in him God
reveals his (10.D ; once again God £ills the sknyvv) so that it is full of grace
and truth, but because this 6KWWY{ is &fpg , that glory can be seen.

It is interesting that vl4 is saying the same thing as vl, Brese ﬁP S‘AéYGC
If reading v14 through the eyes of the 0ld Testament epiphanies is correct,
John is claiming that the Word made flesh is a manifestation of God, as God
filled the GKJ)vq'in 0ld Testament times, There is " therefore no
reduction in his glory or status, no humiliation of any sort. As the Word
become flesh, the claim %9ebgvgv é Aéwt@ is still applicable.

Thus far, vvl-13 have insisted upon this fact as being trué before the
creation of the world. There is no hint of the /\QXOC being a created thing;
he was with qu always and was God., In particular, this is the thrust of vvl-5.

Vv14-18 insist upon that fact being carried through to the historical
realm, The Wbrd becomes flesh with no difference in his exalted position as
&Qéf% . As suéh he manifests his glory.

From vl4 onwards, the historical Jesus is intended. John's witness
naturally precedes it; Jesus is finally named as the subject: he is the Word
beCome flesh, he is the one of whom it is said that there is no diminution
in his status as @Deé%, or as fléycs. He is identified with the Jﬂﬁrﬂ;of vvl-5
and of vl4, Notice the tentative THONSTE of v18, qualifying the statement
Bedv ovdes eiﬁpxmxh/. Now the Word has become flesh, we behold his glory;

his glory can be seen in a human person, Jesus, a person identified with
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<§/\5YO§ as the pre-existent creator of the world. It is the contention of
the Prologue that these two are one and the same. The person of Jesus is the
pre-existent /kéyoc . Bede Ay 5'W6ynq and & ?dyoq X ExéueTo ol EskrVLIGEY
2 ar&v are thus speaking of the same person in regard to his status and

relationship with ﬁ)&dé .

C. THE PROLOGUE AND THE ONENESS MOT IF

The identification of the historical Jesus with the J\éyog, made in vvl4-
18 allows us to pose the question of whether we can interpret Jesus' relation-
ship with God within the context, not just of Father-Son motif, as elsewhere
in the Gospel, but also of ﬁﬁeég—J\é%mg.

The starting point must be 1:1,(9e%g ﬁQ o Aéyog' ,» given that the Jﬂéyoq
has been identified., All that we stated about the pre-existent ]\6yoc now
takes on personal significance, The being who created the world, was with
God and was God, has become flesh in the person of Jesus. Thus, what is
stated of the./\dybq can also be attributed to Jesus, if historical restraints
are exercised (one could mot say for instance &v &) ﬁb & Teols );  the
f\éjC@ has ceased to be an invisible being and has taken physical form in
the person Jesus.

The oneness of ﬁ?eég and /\dYOQ is therefore of importance., The oneness

¢
motif as expressed here is that 'the Word was God", that is, he was with God
at the beginning, he was God, and to illustrate this, he created the world:
there was nothing madevexcept through him. He is described as E)eé& and as
sole creator,20 a tautology of emphasis. Thus, although the./bﬂyoc is
distinct from God, he is God; the two are in fact one and distinct. No real
explanation of this is offered; it is simply stated that they are the same

and yét distinct; they can be spoken of distinctly, but never in isolation.
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Looking at this from the viewpoint of christological development, there
has almost certainly been a tracing back from the historical life of Jesus
to his heavenly origin. This has led to the creation of birth narratives,
and ultimately to a notion of pre-existence. The question then raises itself,
how is the historical Jesus to be astribed the nature of God if God is one?
The J\éxog concept attempts to answer this; in a sense we must interpret their
oneness through the lines already provided by the Father-Son motif, because
this has given rise to the whole pre~existence motif in the first place. The
oneness of E}éék and.Af%mﬂ therefore is to be seen as a literary device
whereby God can be spoken of in two ways, as Beck  and ask/KdXoC , the revelation
(¢X) of @ec'g.

This oneness is then extended to the earthly sphere, although in reality
this has worked the other way round. The Word becomes flesh and the oneness
of J\éxoc and @Déék is thus extended to the historical Jesus and the Father
because as we have shown there is no diminution of gldry or status when the
Word becomes flesh; it is a translating of the divine sphere to the human
sphere given the limitations of human flesh. All that has preceded about the _
f\éﬁfxis now identified with Jesus. ‘He is thus established as ﬁQVQyﬁv}ﬁ 6%3&;21
so that the reader has now been treated to privileged information with which
to interpret the rest of the gospel.

The contention of the Prologue is therefore the divine, pre-existence of
0 >%§{oq , and the identification of o }@%fx' with Jesus, the absolute and
complete oneness of the.fkéyos and6965§ and therefore of Jesus and tﬁe
Father. Tt has been set out systematically but the end result is a christology
of oneness with no hint of subordinationism, either in a pre-existent or histor-
ical context;22 the eternal Jﬂéﬁ@q suffers no diminution or humiliation, but
is @etg both before and after becoming flesh. The oneness is thus of an

absolute nature: the two are dentical and yet distinct.
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It is instructive to compare with this other liturgical reflections on
Jesus; vvl-3 are very similar to the rather static protology of Colossians 1:
15-20 which speaks of Jesus in similar terms. The diffefence is the Aé\/og
concept, and the oneness wihin duality of the /\C’)Yog and God.. Both in the
Prologue of John's Cospel and in the Colossian hymn, © ?\é)/og or & dsmv
adN Td Becd 8 «’QP&TQU ( Col. 1:15), creates all things and has
authority over all things; these opening words of the Colossian hymn however
do pose the problem of a physical deity of some sort, though without any
attempt to answer it, and without any attempt to show how oneness is expressed
through duality. As in the Prologue of John's Gospel, here too there is no
notion of a humiliation followed by exaltation, although there is little mention
of any descent to the human sphere.

Perhaps it is easier to see the thrust of the Johannine account by
comparing it with Philippians 2:6-11. There Christ is =N I\m\;;zﬁ Gl but
did not wish to grasp tox ®e® (cf. Jn. 5:18), but abased himself and took
the form (&v [\{oP?ﬂﬁ Jof a slave, eventually being rewarded for this self-
subjugation by being exalted. Nothing could be further from John's theology
in the Prologue. The descent of the /\éhfog involves no humiliation whatever,
nor is his status less than God. It is God himself who takes on human flesh,
not merely someone in his shape (Y{OPW’) ).

The oneness motif has an eternal perspective. Jesus is one with the
Father on earth; but this is extended back to before creation. He is the
}\éhrog who has always been with God and has always been one with him. Eternally
they are identical and yet distinct. Oneness is thus justified by its eternal
reality. For the Jews the problem can only be defined by the words &Y o’(\)@()uﬁms
A e seaudy Bedv  (10:33), whereas the crux of the problem is found in

1:14, 5 M}/Q§ 65&$§ é,/e’ueTo, How can a man claim to be God? Yet how can God
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claim to have become flesh? The problem is two-edged, but for John its

solution lies in the pre-existent,Aéch, as distinct from and yet identical

to o é@e&;

D. THE INTRODUCTION OF THE FATHER-SON MODEL

The Prologue gives content to the Father-Son model by giving it an
eternal perspective; but it also introduces it by calling God , S-WWTAP
(vv14,18), The section as it stands does not demand interpretation in terms
of Father and Son; not even the designation of the Word as rkmoye«®g7w9&~n0796§
demands this., However, in the context of the gospel in which the Prologue now
stands; this amounts to an introduction of the motif. The use of B‘UGTAP and
€TV b Trov prepare for the filial relationship developed from chapter
5 onwardss

It is not quite clear how John intends us to interpret this model from an
eternal standpoint., That he has not formally introduced it yet, may mean he
does not want to trace this relationship back to the/\éyoc and é}eﬁ% . The
terms do not overlap and so may be used of different eras. On the other hand
Jesus is identified as the Word became flesh, so that it could be argued that
they can be spoken of interchangeably. Yet they are not. The most likely
solution is that the Father-Son model is helpful only to the historical
ministry of Jesus; any attempt to push this further back is not only futile,
but irrelevant, although as stated earlier, this does not mean there is mno
relationship between the Aéwng and @]edg

Once the Word has become flesh (vl4) there is a change of terminalogy.
The shift is slight but noticeable; it enables John to introduce the Father-
Son motif in its barest outliﬁe and give it its essential content. 5<ﬂ%k14p

replaces ngég although & uids does not occur absolutely until 3:35-6, if the
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textual reasoning in regard to 1:18 is correct. It is therefore invalid to
interpret the Prologue in terms of the Father-Son relationship we have seen
in chapters 1-3; nevertheless, some observations are possible.

First, TTQT%P is used absolutely, typical of the rest of the gospel.

Thus ''the Son" immediately suggests itself and given the content of the rest

of the gbspel we can assume the thought was in John's mind when he wrote or

took over the Prologue, If he "was not the original author, Father-Son
terminology would not be appropriate anyway, since it is a motif esgpecially
developed in this gospel. 6 uids  would therefore be incongruous whéreas 0 ﬂuTﬁf
is acceptable,

Second,‘AéX0§ is used absolutely. To read back from the historical Jesus
to a pre-existent being must necessarily involve a sew nd eternal being, other
than C?eég 3 since this second being is identified with the historical Jesus
there is at least continuity between é;é<§:/AéYOC terminology on the one
hand and ‘navﬁp/dlég on the other,

What we have here is a preparation for the Father-Son motif. The most
important aspect is the content given to the motif: the historical Jesus who
is one with God is identified with the/\éyoc, the agent of creation who was
one with Cod and was God. Thus the astonishing claim of 5:17-18 is answered
here by an even more astonishing one that the Word became flesh and dwelt among
us, and we beheld his glory. The oneness motif is therefore given eternal
val idation and proof, What the<gospel does historically, the Prologue does

protologically and cosmologically, the latter gidng val idity and explanation

to the former.

E. SOTERIOLOGICAL AND ECCLESIOLOGICAL CONCERN

Although the main concern of the Prologue is the protological and
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cosmological setting for the oneness motif, this is intertwined with the
purpose of the Word becoming flesh and being sent into the world.23 As

early as v7, in what is probably an addition to the original hymn, John the
Baptist is introduced; he bears witness to the light so that all may believe
through him. This leads onto the key statement in v12: Ssol de éﬂgﬁov advdv
Eover ardts Houslav werva Becd XEMéG%%kL . Once again soteriology and
ecclesiology can hardly be distinguished from christology. The former are an
integral part of the latter because for John, incarnation is seen on two fronts:
Christ and the Church. Soteriology links the two so that the three form a
single unity. As such it is impossible to split the Prologue up neatly;

only vvl-5, a sort of self-contained cosmology, can be treated apart and even
that is closely linked to what follows,

The Prologue is the confession of the community, 'we have seen his glory"
(vl4); "we have received of his fullness grace upon grace' (v16). It is a
hymn of praise to the/\chg who is Jesus Christ and who is Lord of the Christian
community; the testimony of that community therefore :plays an important part.

Finally, from an ecclesiological viewpoint the phrase l%CNoxéVﬁ§ é@a&;ﬁé v
€S TV wEATIOV TIOT PG is very important. This phrase has a counter-
part in 13:23, where, at the meal,’%v OO EEAMENO S e Fu e VQE%TT&V %G
g T ué9¢n9~w£3)quoo,, énzvﬁxéwul SychoOG . This must be seen in the
context of v20, '"Truly, truly I tell you that whoever receives anyone I send

' The reciprocal

receives me; and he who receives me receives him who sent me, '
nature of both christology and ecclesiology is expressed as the background,

and in that context ''the specially favoured disciple is represented as standing
in the same relation to Christ as Christ to the Father'_'.24 The beloved

disciple is anonymous and although conjecture as to his identity can have no

certainty, there is good reason to suppose that he may not have been an
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historical person at all, but a literary device used to symbolise, not the
ideal disciple, but the particular Christian community which John represents.
This has the advantage of explaining his presence at the meal, his anonymity,
and the criticism that he is told no secret revelation only a matter of fact:
his presence indicates that the particular branch of Christianity which John
represents goes back to Jesus himself and is as valid as the Petrine branch.25

The disciple is said to have the same relation to Jesus as Jesus to the
Pather, a‘theme not developed individually but ecclesiologically in chapters
13-17, This interpretation therefore fits in perfectly with this =cclesiological
picture and makes very good sense in the context of the gospel. The Christian
community, represented by the beloved disciple, has the same relationship with
Jesus as Jesus has with the Father, a motif already developed in dynamic terms
of oneness, so that the community becomes a continuation of God walking on

the earth.
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NOTES ON CHAPTER 4

1. Although 1:32-4 may be an allusion to Jesus' baptism, especially the
words & Twelpo korapluey 3¢ TepraTepy & cuptvsl 1ol reer et quTdy
to which we may compare Mk,1:10; Mt. 3:16 and Lk. 3:22. ’

2, The passion narrative is also dealt with in terms of a drama. Cf. Evans
C.F., Explorations in Theology 2 (SCM, London, 1977) pp.50-66,

3. Although cf. the Memra of the Lord in the Aramaic Targums.

4. But cf. Ps. 27:1.

5. John may however have required a masculine noun for consistency. Lindars
B., The Gospel of John (Oliphants, London, 1972) p.83, supports this
view.

6. Cf. Dodd D.H., The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel (C.U.P., Cambridge,
1953) pp.274=-5. ’

7. €f. 3:14; 4:6,12; 7:38; 12:41.

8. Brown R.E., The Gospel According to John (Geoffrey Chapman, London)
Vol. 1, p.524. ' :

9. See McNamara M., 'The Logos of the Fourth Gospel and Memra of the
Palestinian Targum'. ET 79 (1967-8) pp.115-17,

10. Hayward C.T.R., 'The holy name of the God of Moses and the Prologue of
St., John's Gospel'. NTS 25 pp.16-32, who argues that this identification
of Memra and light camnot be derived from Neofiti. See especially p.31,

11. TIbid., p.29.

12, Tbid., p.30.

13. See also Borgen P., 'Observations on the'Targumic character of the prologue
of John' NTS 16 pp.288-295.

14, Dodd C.H., Interpretation, p.279.

15. These two thought-worlds were anyway hot totally sepamte by this time:
there can thus be no real isolation of Jewish and Hellenistic as if there
were no interaction between them, '

16, KYsemann E., 'The Prologue to St. John's Gospel', in New Testament
Questions of Today (SCM, London, 1969) p.158.

17. KYsemann E., op.cit., p.160.
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18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23,

24‘

25,

Kdsemann E., op.cit., p. 161, summarising Loisy A., Le Quatriéme
€vangile (Nucry | Paris, 1903) p. ige.

See the article by Hooker M.D.,,. 'John's Prologue and the Messianic
secret', NTS 21, pp.40-59.

This is not to imply that he is sole creator over and against o éieé;.
MovoyeVvAe  0lds is the easier reading and is probably a harmonisation

t9 3:16,18. Theological development could have softened the é}é&c to
wlog , or could have intensified uvidc to @9669. The Sonship motif

is so strong in the Gospel that uicc is more likely to be an assimilation
to this,

Eternal subordinationism is anyway foreign to John.

Although the sending motif has not yet been introduced. Cf. 3:17.

Barrett C.K., The Gospel According to St. John, 2nd edn., (SPCK, London,
1978) p.446.

Cf. Cullmann O., The Johannine Circle (SCM, London, 1975) pp.63-85, where
he argues that the Beloved disciple is the author of the Gospel, one of the
Twelve, but not the apostle John. Validation of the community for which

he wrote is thus still the primary concern., This argument however, is
tenuous and implies an esoteric teaching of Jesus as opposed to the author's
interpretation of traditional sayings.

103.



PART TWO:

CHRISTOLOGY AND ECCLESIOLOGY




CHAPTER FIVE: THE APPLICATION OF ONENESS

A, CHRISTOLOGY AND ECCLESIOLOGY

The farewell discourses of chapters 13-16, and the farewell prayer of
chapter 17 show quite clearly that the oneness motif is not confined to the
Father-Son model. 1In its wide application, this motif is the basis of all
John's theology.

We would expect John to give some information about the community from
which he was writing, either directly or indirectly. The unusual characteristic
of the Fourth Gospel however, is that ecclesiology is explicit andlgs worked
out in terms of christology; incarnation belongs to the Ghristiangﬁommunity
as well as to the historical Jesus. This parallelism is striking: the relation-
ship between Father and Son is the same as that between Jesus and the community,
and the same terms are used of both,

Two things should be noted before we discuss this parallelism., First,
ecclesiology and christology in John are one. That is to say they cammot be
separated from each other and isolated as entities on their own., To talk of
Johannine christology is to imply an ecclesiological application of that
christology; one cannot talk -of Johannine ecclesiology without first examining
christology, because the former is based uttely on the latter. In the tradit-
ion, christology must have come first and ecclesiology been linked to it as a
developmegt from it. TIn John's Gospel, although this observation must hold
true here also, we are left with the feeling that the two were never really
separate; they have developed as one and interacted with each other to give
what we now have in the gospel. The gospel certainly sees c¢hristology beyond
the historical and even glorified Jesus; this christology is continued by the

Christian community. The development of christology is paralleled by the
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development of ecclesiology; natural because the Church is based on Jesus'

life, death and resurrection, and the parallel has become so close that no
difference can now be discerned between them. Rather than the Church being
based on Christ, in John's Gospel, it also takes the place of Christ on earth,
and takes as a result the christological model previously only applied to Jesus,

Second, how are we justified in using the word ecclesiology? In the
context of 13-16 Jesus is talking to his disciples and even where he gives
more general injunctions, individual and not corporate concern is implied.
However, although Jesus may be speaking to his disciples, it is clear that there
is a much wider meaning to 13-16 than that; the whole tenor of the farewell
discourses implies a later standpoint: the persecution of the Church (15:18-20)
and being thrown out of synagogues (16:1-4a)., It is also certain that John was
writing for the Church of his day ~ any document of this kind is bound to do
so - and that its purpose was to bring others to belief. The development of
original material in the farewell discourses necessitates a message to the
Christian community from which he was writing, and also to outsiders. John's
aim was not just to write an account of Jesus' last words to his disciples,
but to develop that material in an ecclesiological direction: to give the
true meaning of Jesus' words and at the same time make them serve the Church
of his day. The dialogue is thus an artificial device, used to provoke the
problems of the community and to provide the answers.

That this is so is proved conclusively by 17:20: "I pray not - just for
these, but also for those who believe in me through their word". The frame-~
work may be that of the historical Jesus,vbut the aim of the work is to encour-
age these who believed later, and explain how they are to respond in the world
that hates-them, and it is put into the mouth of Christ because the evangelist
believes that they are the words of the risen Lord to the Church.1 Thus, we

shall take these discourses as directed to the Christian community and interpret

them accordingly.
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B, CHRISTOLOGICAL BASIS & SETTING (13:31-14:11)

13:31~8 provides an interesting basis to the subsequent chapter; it
serves to introduce various themes which will play an important part in the dis-
courses and prayer of chapters 14-17, First, glorification is introduced by
way ofww3l-2, the precise purpose of which is unclear. The overall effect is
to stress the fact that now the Son of Man is glorified, the hour has come in
which the Son of Man will be lifted up in glory on the cross. Verse 32 however,
as an explanatory comment, is confusing., Presumably 'God will also glorify
him in himself" corresponds to "now is the Son of man glorified", for how is
the Son of Man glorified if not by God?2 This only confuses the m tter because
it implies a two=~fold glorification: the present and the future, yet the
future is immediately couched with a present tense, '"God will glorify him at
once". If the whole of verse 32 were to be omitted the text would be much
smoother, but unfortunately there is no textual evidence for this.

Second, the little while is brought into view; this will be taken up
later on, and will provide the setting for ecclesiological comment. The
disciples without the physical Jesus is the problem, and the answer is worked
out on the basis of the return to the Father.

This leads directly on to the third theme introduced at ths point, that
of love., Again, this will be developed in great depth later; it is enmough at
this poiat to assert it as an introduction.

What is the nature of vv31-5 though? It cannot serve as a synopsis to the
rest of the discourses because so much is left out. But it could refer to
the two most important points of the discourse, the glorification of the Son of
Man acting as an introduction, or as the cause behind Jesus going away to
the Father. On this reading there would be an argument in the passage, three
steps answering the problem :iof how the Christian community is to exist without
the historical Jesus, although an argument is certainly not apparent from the

text, The argument would begin with the glorification of Jesus, giving rise
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to the return to the Father, and the answer to how they should replace the
presence of the historical Jesus is given in obeying his command to love

one another. As they stand however, there is no continuity between the three
statements.,

14:1~11 givés a christological setting to the discourses, by reaffirming
the Father-Son oneness which we have examined above. The important dialogue
is in vv8=1l the crux of whiéh is the phrase ''He who has seen me has seen the
Father'". Before the relationship between Jesus and the Christian Chirch is
explored, attention is drawn to the oneness of the Father and the Son. Although
there is a sense in which ''The Father is greater than I'" (14:28), the Father
and Son are also identical; although they are distinct and can only be seen
within the context of their relationship with each other: in a sense the
Father is the Son and the Son the Father, even though this is glways worked
out in relational terms. Jesus is thus equal with God because he and the
Father are one. If to see him is to see the Father, then he must be the sender
as well as the sent. There is no weaker view of the representative being seen
as the subordinate of the represented. The works Jesus does are the works of
the Father just as much as of the Son. As vll puts it: "I am in the Father
and the Father is in me'',

It is important that this position is asserted at the outset, for it is
the basis for all that follows; a detailed analysis is not required, because
we have already had this in the earlier part of the(gospel. Here it is simply

reiterated: '"He who has seen me has seen the Father'. This is of vital
importance for what follows, as it interprets ecclesiology within the christol-

ogical assertions of the oneness motif.

C. CHRISTOLOGICAL OUTWORKING OF THE ONENESS MOTIF.

We have looked in detail at the relationship between Father and Son and
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suggested that the Church's relationship with Jesus is to be seen along these
lines, In fact we shall seehow this is worked out in detail with works, indwell-
ing and love in the farewell discourses, and with sending, glorification and
unity, with further remarks on love, in the farewell prayer of chapter 17.
However, a few general remarks are necessary first.

The culminative effect of this indicates that the Father-Son relationship
is mirrored in the relationship between Jesus and the Church. The question
is how strongly this presents itself? Paul's doctrine of the Church as the
body of Christ could be worked out dynamically, but it is not; similarly John's
ecclesiological picture could also be a dynamic one or it may not. If it is
based, however, on a high christology which is the centre of the gospel, we
would expect it to occupy an important place and to mirror that christology
accordingly.

The most striking aspect of this ecclesiology is its relation to what we
have called the oneness motif. If the oneness motif of Father and Son is
applied to the Church, the result is that, whether or not such status is
derivative, the status of Jesus and the Church, in relation to the Father, is
parallel, or even equivalent. Taken to its logical conclusion, this would
mean that the Son and the Church3 are expressions of the same thing, the
same manifestation of God walking on the earth., As we shall see however, this
is not the way in which John develops his material. The progression is from
the Father-Son relationship as a mirror for the Son~-Church relatiomship.

The Church is the continuation of the revelation of Jesus on earth; the
oneness of Father and Son is illustrated in Jesus and the Church. Rather than
;he two being aspects of the same thing, the one is a continuation of the
latter: the Church is Jesus, in the same way that Jesus is the Father.

Tt is difficult to see where the difference between the two relationships
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lies. It is true that 15:1~8 makes it clear that this relationship can be
severed by ceasing to remain in the vine, who is Jesus; that the
disciples can do nothing of themselves but rely entirely on Jesus for bearing
fruit., But, Jesus says the same things about himself in the discourse in
chapter 5: he can do nothing except what he sees his Father doing. However
there must be a difference, because the Church was brought into existence,
Jesus, as the /\6Yag was not. The difference lies in the fact that it is not
individuals spoken of here (although they are in mind, as members of the commun~-
ity), but it is the community as a unit, the corporate community of Christians,
which fulfile this function. |

The oneness between Jesus and the Father is thus identical to the oneness
of Jesus and the community. As long as it remains in the vine and does only what
it sees Jesus doing, it is the continuation of Jesus walking on the earth.
All that we have said of this Father-Son oneness is applicable here: christology
has become ecclesiology. What is said in the farewell discourses about the
disciples (or the community) is based on christology and christology applies
itself immediately by relating it to those who believe. The question inevitably
arises: can everything said of Jesus,particularly in the first part of the
gospel (chapters 1-12) be applied to the community? The answer must be no =~
there is no A@Xog parallel for instance. It is therefore best to confine
ourselves to the passages where John applies the oneness motif to the Church
and allow the other material to fit in around that, rather than reading into
the text what we would like to get out of it.:

The consequence of this is that the Church is seen in purely incarnational
terminology. The revelation of the Father in Jesus is continued by those who
believe in him. He gives them power to become children of God and sends them

as his representative, as the Father sent him. Again, the sender and sent -
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are one and the same, yet distinct. As with the Father and the Son so with the
Son and the community: the community is the continuation of Jesus' ministry
on earth, and is ssen in the‘gospel dynamically as God walking on the earth,
It is dependent on Jesus and ceases to be this incarnation as soon as it ceases
to remain in him and obey his commands. While it remains in him, it is in
oneness with him to such an extent that it cannot be separated from him. The
oneness motif operates in the same way as it does in a christological conmmection.
The community, which is sent, is therefore one with Jesus, so much so that
Jesus as sender, and community which is sent are one and the same, and yet
distinct.

We must now see how this works out specifically, bearing in mind what
we affirmed of these themes in a christological context, in chaptersl and 2.

8. oy

ébyx are first to be mentioned in this regard, in the farewell discourses.
This has been a very important theme throughout the(gospel. In chapter 5
Jesus' reply that his Father was still working and he is working brought
about the accusation that Jesus was making himself equal with God. This state-
ment indicates that the works of Jesus are in fact the works of God. Jesus
is sent from Cod and has the right to work on the Sabbath because his Father is
still working. This is further picked up in 5:36 where the é%ym bear witness
that he has come from God, and are part of the Father's own witness to Jesus:

QUTH O e"\'x}/oa & ol papTupd repl ed St StiamAp e drdsrodsy.

' The gpxm. and Ofwﬂékx of Jesus are those of God himself; they reveal

and bear witness to the fact that the Son is sent by the Father. the works are
Cod's works which he has given the Son to complete. The witness aspect of

is develbped in 10:22-39; there, Jesus defends himself by saying that if he
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does not do the works of the Father he is not to be believed, but if he does
the works of the Father T &pyoK TsTedeTe, W Yyibte woll ywibsunre St &y
év0{ 5"Tmfﬁﬁ9 M5345 éV‘ﬁ§1ﬂxtp( . Thus the works are a witness, not from a
moral point of view in that they are good works, but because they are the Father's
own works, This demonstrates how the oneness motif is worked out christologic-
ally; it is not possible to separate Jesus and the Father: ' the works of Jesus
are the works of the Father, which he must do while it is still day (9:4).

His works are a revelation of the Father as Jesus himself is; to use John's
terminology, they are what he has seen the Father doing_and has done likewise
(cf. 5:19-20a).

The épyﬁ. and GrﬁﬂéQQ are thus both revelation and judgement. Revelation
because they are God's works, and reveal his 6650< (2:11; 9:1-4) and judgement
because Jesus as the light constitutes judgement. Men loved darkness as
opposed to light because their works were evil. The judgement is that the
light has come into the world (3:19); Jesus' ggym\ reveal his light which
judges eyil. The é%b«k are also a judgement because they are a witness. If
Jesus had not performed these works which revealed that the Father had sent
him, his opponents would have no sin - now there is no excuse. Because he has
done them "they have seen and hated both me and my Father " (15:24).

These are the é%xa~ which the disciples will continue. The oneness motif
is once again stated to bring home the point: & §e ﬂmTﬁP év awoljﬁéumv o
& é@xa,oinna (14:10), This is followed by an imperative: believe me,
that T am in the Father .and the Father in me, or believe the works themselves.
Tn reality both are the same, because the works are equally these of the Father
and the Somi, To believe the works is to recognise that the Father sent the
Son into the world, and that Jesus is in the Father and the Father in him.

Again, the oneness motif is at the centre of christological affirmations.
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From an ecclesiological angle, the important words are in v12:

S merednv @ éf“c\‘ =& é'QYO( o ‘e)/u‘a Todd K&V\é\/og TFOLV'\G'O\L ol T\C_Zc\lo(
”TbéTkw'Tﬁﬂﬁoéwv & é}/&)'ﬁpég‘TEV"WOJépGTT@PGJOr«kL
There is no getting away from the fact that it is the same works that Jesus does
that are mentioned here. This can mean one of two things. It could mean that
as Jesus healed, and performed miracles, so will his disciples do so; this
would imply that the actions were identical. More probably, however,é$yx means
what it means elsewhere in the<gospel, actions which reveal thé oneness of the
Father and the Son, and show that the Son was sent by the Father. In this case,
the works would indicate the oneness between itself and Jesus and reveal that
the Christian community has been sent by the Son., That these Wdrks are identical
stresses that there is no essential difference between the community's works
and Jesus'; the former .is not a scaled~down version, or an imitation of the
latter.

In fact, it is asserted that these works are greater. This brings to mind
5:20, Thﬁsing4 has suggested that these are the same, that the greater works
they shall see are those performed by the Christian community, but in context
this seems unlikely, although the parallel is an interesting ome.

Contrary to Lindars,5 it is unlikely that 'greater' implies a numerical
value; rather, quality seems to be the meaning here. This must mean that the
effect, or the revelation, is greater, and perhaps more astounding, not that
these works are put into numerical order of importance or difficulty. The
fact that Jesus is only one, and the community many is not irrelevant but is
not the primary meaning here. The éﬁym. of the community are greater because
they are the continuation of the égyd\ of both Father and Son, and declare

their glory in a more dynamic sense because the community is not confined to

a single historical figure,
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Given what we have affirmed about the works of Jesus, this statement
is striking. The oneness motif is thus extended to the community; they
perform the works of Jesus as he does and these works must also therefore
constitute judgement, revelation and a witness that they are Jesus' disciples.
Since '"he who has seen me has seen the Father', that is, since Jesus and
the Father are one and the same, this relationship could be equally asserted
of the community and the Father himself, The works of the community are the
works of Jesus, as Jesus' works are the works of the Father; and therefore the
Church continues the revelation of the Father, which is Jesus. It is not that
they become an entity of their own, a different medium of revelation, but that
they are one with Jesus as Jesus is one with the Father, and as such constitute
the continuation of his presence on earth.

This relationship underlies the whole of John's ecclesiology, and is based
upon the christology he has alréady formulated. The same oneness is the centre
of both, The works of the Church are the equivalent of both the 6r“ﬂékm. and
é@yu of Jesus; they reveal the nature of the Christian community as a contin-
uation of the omeness between Jesus and the Father.

That all this is derived from Jesus and the Father is shown by the stress
placed on asking the Father "in my name'. Whatever the disciples ask in his
name he will do. This is related in 15:7 to abiding in the vine; both here
and in 14:11-12 the purpose is that the Father is glorified (in the Son accord-
ing to the latter passage). There is no question of his followers having
any power or authority apart from him; it is the fact that they live in him
and constitute the continuing of his presence in the community, that gives
them the power to do "greater works', for they are his works. Asking in his

name is another expression for living in the vine.
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b, Tndwelling (15:1-8)

To split up chapter 15 in this way is a little artificial. Verses 1-17
form an entity, but since two themes are linked to each other, but which are
quite different, it is valid to examine them individually, without forgetting
their relation to each other.

Indwelling is introduced by the symbolism of the vine; this may refer to
the nation of Israel6 (in which Jesus would presumably be the new Israel),
it may have a eucharistic meaning, or refer to the Messiah himself after 2
Baruch 39:7, The background is most likely to be the 0ld Testament,7
although it is impossible to be certain why John has opted for this particular
analogy.

It functions as an illustration of the dependence of the community (or
disciples), on Jesus, and the purpose of the community within the context of
the oneness motif. Jesus is the vine, and his disciples are part of that vine,
the branches. However they can be removed if they cease to bear fruit. The
significance of the vine here, lies in the illustration of mutual indwelling;
it is all one plant, they are the branches and Jesus the whole.vine. When
branches are cut off and destroyed it is the vine which is cut back. It is
best- however not to push the analogy too far; John quickly dispenses with it.

The crux of the parable is YKivowe ev &rof, K&YU év Opiv. T«évuj should
here be translated "live" or "dwell'. Again this indicates a relationship akin
to that of Jesus and the Father. 1In 14:10 Jesus says that the Father who lives
in me (péuav ) does his work. The meaning ofjﬂévw is identical to &y Toxpl
in the same verse; Jesus is in the Father, is one with him, and is indwelt by
him., It is all the language of oneness. He is in the Father and the Father
in him (14:10), to such an extent that the two act as one and are one. Here

it is spoken of the disciples, that they are to be in Jesus and Jesus in them,
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the inference being that they also should be one with Jesus so they act as
one and are one.

The language used shows that the oneness of Father and Son is the back-
ground for this indwelling, two things being important in this context. First
is the oneness motif itself in the relationship between Father and Son which
we have examined. Jesus and the Father exercise mutual indwelling - this is
part of the description of their oneness. This indwelling means simply that the
two are one, and act together; there is no difference bétween the sender and
the sent; Jesus is the Father and the Father Jesus. Jesus is therefore one
with the Father and indistinguishable from him, '"he who has seen me has seen
the Father'. It is this that is behind the language of mutual indwelling.
Second, this is spoken to his followers; they are to be part of the same oneness
by living in him and he in them. What has been affirmed between Jesus and his
Father is now spoken of between Jesus and those who believe in him, If this is
so, then we can affirm that the community of believers has = the same authority
as Jesus because they are him, so long as they remain in the vine. They are
one with him and live in him. To that extent, their actions are his as his are
the Father's.  They continue his revelation because he dwells in them.

This is further emphasised by the following words in vé: wo Oox ‘é>nkﬂpu 0
Jéuoran wsprdv Pépeiy Ag’ -Caured exv M mévry €V T Grmédd, obmag 0bde SHés
é&v»yﬁ_év é¢mi.rﬂéVryre 8. This recalls 5:19-20a9 where Jesus declares that
he can do nothing &¢)&NJ*QG but is dependent on the Father for everything.

The same characteristic which marks Jesus' relationship with his Father, should
mark the Christian community's relationship with Jesus. We should not tone

this parallelism down too much. It cannot mean exactly the same thing, since
the individual is not one with Jesus so as to be equal with him, but corporately

the community is to be dependent on the vine as Jesus is dependent on the Father,

15.



so that the action, will and words that it speaks will be identical to, and
will in fact be, the words of Jesus himself. It could be said that the
community does nothing of itself, only what it sees Jesus doing (cf. 5:19-20a).
This parallel is therefore important. It gives us an exact parallel; as we
have shown in the context of the Father- Son model, far from meaning
subordination, - dependenceagrees with "I and the Father are one'" (10:30), so
we are justified in attributing a similar meaning to it here. Because those
who believe in Jesus are in the vine ~ they dwell in him and he in them -
therefore nothing they do or say can be of themselves. The community can only
function by doing nothing of itself, only what it sees Jesus doing. As such
it is one with him., That does not mean that it is not subordinate to him:
rather that subordination is not what is being affirmed. What is being
affirmed is that the community$relationship with Jesus is identical to Jesus'
relationship to the Father and thus constitutes the continuation of the Father's
presence on earth and of the manifestation of his glory.

The purpose is that quuév*w3£&nux ¢épq , that is dwell in the vine and
do only what they see the Son doing; performing the greater works mentioned
in 14:12. This is just another way of saying what we have just stated, that
the community is one with Jesus as Jesus was, and is, with the Father; anyone
not part of that is excluded because he does not bear fruit. Likewise the
promise to give anything which they ask in his name is a natural consequence

if their actions are also his.

c. Love
Love in the farewell discourses is of vital importance. It is developed
largely from the discourse of mutual indwelling (15:1-8) and should be seen

in that context. However it is introduced earlier in 13:34~5; 14:15-24,
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As a christological theme love does not play as important a part as one
might expect. Tt is stated in 3:35 that <57vaﬁp &XGWTQ.W$V 0tdV, words repeated
in 5:20, except that §X0J1§ is replaced by (7QKéQ . The consequence is that
the Father has given all things into the Son's hand, and shown him everything
he is doing. However this is not developed as a purely christological concept.

It is developed ecclesiologically however. As we have seen, 13¥34-5
introduces the new command to love one another as Jesus has loved them, so
that everyone would know they were his disciples. It is not new as such (cf.
Lev. 19:18); however it is new within the context of the relationship between
Jesus and the Father and Jesus' love for his disciples. As we have seen, love
is the basis of the Father-Son relationship of oneness; it is also the basis
of Jesus' relationship with those who believe in him. Thus much fits the
view we have formulated: the basis for both these relationships is love.
However with this theme it is taken further. It must be the basis of the
community itself, The meaning of this is not developad here.

It is taken up again in 14:15., There the proof of love lies in obeying
the commands of Jesus, the primary one being to love each other. However,
this is not made explicit in chapter 14, 1In fact, the plural ENTAKS  is
used twice, and in 14:23 Jesus says : v g &XOCW& T467%V )<Y0VTﬂ¥JT“P66€“
Here it is love for Jesus which is involved without it being related within
the community. This love consists of obeying his commands; not a series of
instructions so much as dwelling in the vine and being part of the community
which bears fruit by continuing his ministry and revelation of the Father. The
Aéycv refers to Jesus' entire message; his revelation of the Father and his
message is essentially the same as the "work of God", which is WaTsTeune e
& s TeNey envee  (6:29). To obey his commands, or word, is to believe
that he has been sent by God and that God is his Father and has shown him every-

thing he is doing.
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15:9-17 both develops and links the two aspects of love discussed above.
The important words waPubg ;\Y&W\cé\/ pe & TaTAp, k&y(b &S 7\Y<§‘W\GO<' re(\KxTe
&v ) Sydirn v &F) (v9) show that although the love of Father-Son is not much
developed separately, it is developed with the parallel relationship we have
described. There is a difference here though: instead of mutuality, there is
a line running down from the Father to the Church, The Father loves the Son and
the Son loves those who believe in him, rather than there being a mutual love
of Father-Son and Son-disciples. However this is not to be taken too far;
love is expected of the disciples. The following words are, 'remain in my
love", so that mutual love is expected within the relationship between Jesus and
his disciples. As the Father loves the Son, the Son loves those who believe,

Love is certainly the most important part of the oneness between Jesus and
the Church, because it extends on a human basis throughout the whole Christian
community. We have touched upon the new command, although it is not called new
here. Again the plural éNTo%&g‘ is used (v10), whereas when this is developed
in v10 it reverts to the singular éﬂ?cﬁﬁ . This is the only specific command
given; " live in me and I in you", and "live in my love" are both part of
this command, It originates in the love of Father and Son, extends to the love
of Jesus and his followers, and finally is to permeate the entire Christian
community. To love one another is to do mo more than dwell in the Son and in
his love, that is to be part of the oneness between Father-Son and Son-Church,
part of the continuation of his presence. While it is called a command, it is
really a symptom of oneness; without it there could be no basis for the relation~
ship which mirrors that between Jesus and the Father., It is a command because
without living in Jesus' love and loving one another there can be no love
for Jesus. If the community loves Jesus, then it will be apparent.

The 1inking of &Y&ﬁf\ and Juov] is interesting. <%dev\ is here seen as a
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sign that Jesus possesses Q;QVS, and the community, as the continuation of his
presence on earth likewise possesses gumﬁ. Love is certainly related to the

death of Jesus by the words "as I loved you" and the idea may be that Jesus'
death, which was a result of his love for the world, brings life and leads to
life, paving the way for the beginning of the community's existence (cf. 12:24-5),

The only thing we  are told of the nature of this love is that it is wxBlxg
‘XYdTTWGA Gr&%;, and this is in turn described as laying down his life for his
friends. Specifically, death is implied here, and presumably this limitless love
must be demonstrated between the disciples, although whether or not déath is
expected. is not made clear. The two are not tied in explicitly.

Two things are stressed in this regard., The first is the command itself.

We found it in 13:34-5, it reappeared in 14:15,21 and in this passage it is
stressed all the way through,

Second is the mutuality of it. We have already quoted!>:9; v10 demonstrates
this again by saying that their obeying his commands only mirrors his obeying
the Father's commands.By doing so he remains in the Father's love, and by
obeying his commands the disciples will remain in his love. The rest of the
passage states the command and puts it in the context of the oneness motif,

This is where we can see the real importance of it. Love is the most
important outworking of oneness. It is vital as the continuation of Jesus'
presence after he has gone to the Father, More important, it is part of the
oneness between Jesus and the Church illustrated in 15:1-8, that living in
the vine and bearing fruit means being part of Jesus' relationship with the
community as a whole. Thus love fits into that reiationship as part of indwell-
ing. They remain in his love, and thus his love in them. Tt is a vital part
of the oneness motif as it is expressed ecclesiologically. As they do greater

works than Jesus, they also continue his love by being part of the love relation-
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ship with Jesus and by expressing that to each other in the Christian community,

The result of 15:1-17 is to emphasise that the disciples are to remain in
his love and to demonstrate it to one another. Tt is part of the oneness of
the Father and Son and likewise of Jesus and the Church, and continues Jesus'
revelation on earth because it is his love they live in. Again, the oneness
motif is at the fore. As love is the basis of the Father and Son's relation-
ship, so of Jesus and the Church, and of the Christian community itself.

Erom an ecclesiological viewpoint therefore, love works in two directions,
vertically and horizontally. Vertically, the relationship between Jesus and the
Father, a relationship of love, is expressed in the relationship between Jesus
and the community; horizontally this characteristic is expressed throughout
the different members of that community: 'Love one another'. Again the effect
is to place the community in the place of Jesus, continuing his presence on
earth,

A final comment on John's narrowing of the universal love commanded in
the sermon on the mount is necessary here. Penton asserts this to be the
case, but Barrett (p.452) will not allow that this is so. In reply it must be
said that the ecclesiological outlook in John is certainly an insular one; the
world is seen as evil and preferring the works of evil, and the only hope for
it lies in recognising the 1ightvand ceasing to be the world. Love of neighbour

' laying down his life is for his friends. The

is left unmentioned; even Jesué
community is commanded to love one another, not the world, and in his prayer
(17:9) Jesus will not pray for the world, although God loves the world (3:16).
No one will be turned away, and yet love is not extended by the community to

the world until it becomes part of the community. Some narrowing has certainly

taken place.
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D. FECCLESIOLOGICAL PERSPECTIVE

A detailed discussion on the‘mxgiui&\Tog passages is outside our scope,
but it is necessary to understand that first, the little while, and going to the
Father, and second, the sending of the Paraclete was necessary and vital to
the outworking of the oneness motif in an ecclesiological context. Two things
are of note:

First is the necessity of Jesus going to the Father. Whether or not the
little while refers to going to the Father and returning, as well as the more
obvious meaning of his death and resurrection, Jesus stresses that he must return
to the Father: sUM@Iet MU Nk ey Grréddun . &k wg(‘)@ M1 TTABR | 6 TR KOS
ook EXedseran Mpde Gpbs: B dTTopedd, T BuTdy Tpes Gl (16:7). If
Jesus does not go, his presence on earth, in the form of the community cannot be
continued. The soteriological concern is evident here, the aim being to continue
Jesus' life and bring the world into the community so that it is part of that
relation with Jesus. If he does not go the oneness motif cannot be extended.

Second the Paraclete is the means by which the oneness motif is exfended.

He will "teach you all things" (14:26), and will be another Counsellor.

This could be seen in Trinitarian terms, but more likely it is a way of describ-
ing how Jesus' presence continues on earth, in the Christian community. It is
therefore the spirit of Jesus in the sense that it enables the community to live
as the continuation of his revelation and life, and exercise the same power and
demonstrate the same love as Jesus in his historical life,

The Christian community is then to continue Jesus' ministry on earth, It
will do the same works, and greater, and declare the same glory as Jesus himself,
because it is one with Jesus as Jesus is one with the Father. This equivalence
of relationship is striking; we have already affirmed that the Father-Son

relationship is one of oneness, without any subordinationist overtones, and
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given this view of Jesus as God walking on the earth, this presentation
of the community as the continuation of God walking on the earth is a very

dynamic one, and one explored in more depth in chapter 17.
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NOTES ON CHAPTER 5

1.

3.

4o

In this respect, see also 20:29, 'Blessed are those who have not seen
and yet believe".

The thought may be that the Son of Man is in fact the Son of the Father,
and that Christ's Sonship is revelaed by his being both Son of Man and
Son of the Father.

The word ék&d@\é«x is not used in John; however it is clear that the
Christian community from which he wrote is in mind.

Thusing W., Die Erhohung und Verherrlichung Jesu im Johannesevangelium
(Minster, A,Schendorff, 1960) pp.59-61,115.

Lindars B., The Gospel of John (Oliphants, London, 1972) p.475,

Cf. Isaiah 5:1-7; Jer. 2:21; 12:10f; Ez. 15:1-8; 17:5f; 19:10ff; Ps.
80:9-16.

Bultmann's tree of life as derived from the Mandaean literature is
unlikely,

Cf, Ez, 15:1-8 for the uselessness of the wood of the vine.

Cf. chapter 1.

Fenton J.C., The Gospel according to John (Clarendon, Oxford, 1970)
pp. 27, 148.
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CHAPTER SIX : CHRISTOLOGY AS ECCLES IOLOGY

The farewell prayer of éhapter 17 occupies an extremely important place in
the Fourth Gospel. On the one hand it is the testimony of a man about to die,
the final words spoken before death; and on the 6ther it is the final words of
exhortation before departure from a certain scene, in this case the kééﬁﬂog.
This style of writing, summing up what is important and relating it in terms
of an exhortation, implies that the content of a final discourse is glways
impottant; John 17 is certainly no exception in this respect.

It would not be true to say that this chapter sums up anything that is
important in the whole of the gospel; there is no fepetition of christological
formulation as such, but where christology is implied, and stated, it is always
accompanied by ecclesiological development and application. The two are viewed
together and in this chapter neither .1g treated separately at any time. The
most important christological formulations have already been made by this time:
"T and the Father are one" (10:30), '"he who has seen me has seén the Father" (l4:
9) and "the Father is greater than I" (14:28). This christological treatment
is assumed by chapter 17; there is no attempt to cover this ground again. It
is assumed and is applied ecclesiologically. The early part of'thecgospel limits
itself to christological reflection, 13-16 placed christology and ecclesiology
in juxtaposition; here they are viewed almost as a single unit and even when
they are not identical they are always treated in reference to each other.

This implies a certain view of the audience or readership, and therefore
of composition. To ascertain the exact time and place from which John was
writing is a task which has haunted exegetes for centuries and remains unfinished,
Observations can be made however, concerning the nature of that community as the

object of the farewell prayer. The final part of the prayer (vv20-26) deals with
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those who will believe afterwards; yet the whole of it concerns the community,
as indeed does the whole of chapters 13-16. John manipulates his material so
as to direct it at theAcommunity from which he was writing, rather than any
concern for historicity in the modern sense. "In an astonishing and to some
degree anachronistic fashion, he persistently calls the Christians 'disciples’
and in so doing takes up the earliest Christian self-designation and employs

it as a substitute for all ecclesiological titles.z’rf1 Thus, the whole of this
chapter is written with the community in mind. When Jesus talks of the disciples
inw649, it is no less "those who believe in me through their word" (17:20),
thhmmvv'20-26: it is all dealt with under the one heading of '"the disciples" or
"those you have given me'". The audience is therefore not the disciples who
overheard, nor even to God to whom it is supposedly addressed,but rather the
Christian community of which John was a part.

Historicity then, is not something we should expect of this prayer. That
it is directed to a certain group of people is very suggestive of free composit-
ion, especially as the ecclesiological content iy so explicit. Leaving aside
the question of whether or not John has based his exposition on tradition, it
is certain that in its present form the prayer is a freehand composition of the
Evangelist. The choice of a prayer as the vehicle for expression provides
considerable proof for this: dialogue may be a much more fitting type of address
when a specific group of people is being addressed. Yet what is said here can
only be expressed in terms of either discourse or prayer; and because it is
in written form, prayer can be addressed both to God and the coémmunity at the
same time. The repetitive style and the thematic treatment also indicates that
this is a carefully composed work dealing with various aspects mentioned but

not thoroughly developed in the earlier part of the gospel.
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The prayer then as it stands is a freehand composition by the author of
the(gospel. We may even go so far as to say there may be no historical content
whatever. The Evangelist clearly feels that it is inspired by the Spirit of
truth and that he has grasped the true significance of Jesus to such an extent
that these words are as authoritative as the tradition he has before him., Gone
is the urgency . of the &p%¢<ﬁﬂhy %éyug Jr@v » replaced by the calm certainty
that Jesus is in control of the situation, and that all his requests will be
granted because he is in the Father and the Father in him. Therefore the
composition is free, as in 13-16, although there is far more traditional material
there, and not controlied;as with the earlier part of the‘gospel, especially
after chapter 5. The prayer is what John thinks is the significance of Jesus'
whole life and death: the continuation of his presence on earth. The prayer
is an exposition of the outworking of this continuation, whih is the community
and is based on the central tenet of Jesus' message in this(gospel: that he
is sent from the Father.

If this is drawing out the true significance of the tradition, then here it
does so in a much more irdirect way than elsewhere. Tt is one thing-to say
that the true significance of "A Son can do nothing of himself, only what he
sees his Father doing" (5:19) is that Jesus is equal with God, sent by him,
yet identical with him; it is quite another to derive an ecclesiology based
upon this, when there was very little in the tradition to suggest that Jesus
would have made this development :himself, Here we can see that unlike Luke
who deals with the two stages successively, John has only one perspective and
the Christian community is not just another stage of development but is already
contained in the life of the historical Jesus, Thus on this count, John has

freed himself from tradition and is drawing out from Jesus' message, what he
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thinks is its significance, bearing in mind the community which has come into
existence as a result of Christ's life. He reads it back into the historical
life of Jesus by showing it to be contained within it.

If we were to examine the tradition at this point in order to compare it
with John's account, we should be convinced of John's departuré from it. The
Gethsemane tradition presents Jesus as being in anguish. This prayer is not
the calm collected thoughts of one about to leave the world for the Father;
rather he falls down to the ground and prays xfRx & TrocTqp, TdwTo dyyard o -
TIopévEY ke TS Tronfpiov TUTo Gt Epals SON oL Tty 682w 30K Tl 60 (Mk.14:36).
Indeed one tradition has it that such was the anguish that his sweat became like
great drops of blood falling to the ground.2 This feeling is entirely absent
in John 17. .Whether or not he is influenced by this tradition, as Lindars asserts,?
at this point there is no fear; in fact the crucifixion is strangely out of |
place: '"Here the evangelist might have put down his pen, and in a sense, a
passion narrative is unnecesséry to this gospel".4 That there is a passion says
more about the nature of the prayer than about the possibility that John only
dncluded Jesus' death and resurrection as a concession. The prayer is unreal
if considered as historical, but vital if considered from the perspective of the
community.

The farewell prayer then is a final exhortation from Jesus before his death,
Tt is addressed to the community from which John was writing and is a free
composition drawing together all the threads of the oneness motif and applying
them from a christological and’ecclesiological viewpoint sifultaneously. ‘As
such its relation to the tradition is tenuous; however, although it bears
little similarity to the Gethsemane tradition, it is a natural progression from

John's christology which as we have seen is an attempt to draw the full and true

significance of Jesus' message according to the Synoptic traditiom.
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A. VERTICAL EXEGESIS

It has been a matter of some dispute as:to how the prayer should be split
up. The first section could end at either v5 or v8. If the former is accepted
then the second section could begin at either v6 or v9. and if the latter,
there would be a subsection vv6-8. vDodds adopts this latter position, Lagrange6
adopting the former. The final part of the prayer has likewise been split in
different ways, some preferring to keepw?2026 together, others splittingw20-23,
wW2k-6. Still other scholars interfere with the central sectionVV6(9%49ﬁ In
the face of all this disagreement it is not advisable to seek a rigid structure,
particularly #f that implies any system of strophes, which seems especially
out of place in this passage. The most natural division in terms of subject
matter is a threefold one:vvi-S;vv619;Aﬂﬂm26. However, these are not self-
contained entities but overlap somewhat, as we shall see when we look at the chap-
ter thematically,

The prayer opens with a request for glory from the Father, thus presenting
the accomplished mission of the Son; he was sent from the Father to the world.
This is the prerequisite.of the community's existence. This serves as an intro-
duction to the prayer from both a literary and theological angle. Before the
requests can bé made, the christological picture has to be drawn, this time not
in terms of formulations - the hour for that has gone - but in terms of c%é&.
which Jesus had with the Father before‘the world was made. The é%gx_theme does
not end here, but is caught up in ecclesiological definition throughout the
chapter.

The prayer moves chronologically to the disciples although we have already
suggested that the entire prayer be interpreted in the light of the later Christ-
ian community; it is a description of the completed mission of the Son, and
the imparting of knowledge to the r%X@QTOR. Their position is evaluated and

the appropriate prayers are made on their behalf.
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Finally the later Church is brought into the picture, expressed by those
who "believe in me through their worq"‘; .unity is the catchword here, ' the
important theme of love reappearing in this context to finish off the prayer.,

These last two paragraph36w6-19wv20-26) are the key to John's ecclesiology.
As we shall examine the various motifs which illustrate this in detail, we will
conf ine ourselves to more general observations here,

The real context of the prayer, and its overall thrust, is Ehe return of
the Son to the Father. That is, the‘end of Jesus' earthly ministry and the
emergeﬁce of the Christian community to continue that ministry. By v6, this
return has been made and the community has . been brought into existence. The
‘rest of the prayer concerns how it is outworked in the hostile kﬁ%ﬁcg. vv6=-8
contain an interesting parallelism, the prime significance of which is not liter-
ary (i.e. poetical) but theological. v6-7 speak of revealing, v8 of the giving;
the result is that they (the disciples) have kept your word (v6) and received
your words (v8) and in both cases the net result is belief. Thus:

WOy Eyvakov it rhvte Sex SeSwwde oL TIORX 66D sV (v7).

ot yvwsoy aMBBs S Topd 660 EEAN OV, wal érfsTeoma Fn 66 e badsidas (v8)
Hence the community comes into view. The christological basis, that "everything
I hatfe comes from you'" and "you sent me", is the content of the disciples' faith,
That belief opens up the possibility ofvv®26 and is the origin and basis of the
Christian communityj

That it is only this which is in mind is indicated by v9. Jesus prays for
thems howevér,‘ ) Tég\c“m?) léeliGI"(OO épw“t& 30 TTEPL Sy éér)bdtc&g Mo . The world
is not prayed for, and it is only seen in this chapter in.antithesis to the
Christian community, which is sent into the world on the same terms as Jesus is
sent into the world: in order that it might provoke a decision between light

and darkness. Tt is a judgement on the world because it shows that the world is
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darkness and prefers the works of darkness. Even on the weakest interpretation
of this chapter it is clear that Jesus does not pray for the world and that the
sphere of love is confined to the community.

The remainder ofw9-19, before the strong appeal for Christian unity in vv
20-26, is taken up with the movement from Jesus to the Father, and the provision
for the disciples in his absence. All the way through however, there are
reciprocity statements: "they may be one even as we are one" (v1l anticipatingvv
20-26), "they are not of the world as I am not of the world" (wl4,16), "as you
sent me...I sent fhem" (v18) and "I consecrate myself that they also may be
consecrated in truth" (v19). These reciprocity sayings are the heart of the
chapter.

We have seen in the previous chapter that the ecclesiological model is
based on the christological: the relationship between the Father and the Son is
identical to the relationship between Jesus and the Church, and horizontally,
between members of the Church, That these reciprocity statements are the key
to John's ecclesiology has been grasped, with a greater or lesser success, by
various commentators who usually tone it down by stxessing individualism or
turning it into a vague mysticism.

Lightfoot for instance will go so far as to say that Jesus keeps the
discipies "in order that their unity and union may be like that of the Father
and the Son".8 But he fails to realise the full import of these sayings because
he looks at things from an individual viewpoint only, not an ecclesiological ome.
Dodd goes further, saying that 'this relation between Christ and his followers
is always in this gospel, grounded in the archetypal relation in which he
stands to the Father",9 and he even insists corporateness is essential to this

passage. However, he attributes to John a fairly low christology, and a low

ecclesiology accordingly.
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Bultmann's analysis is again inclined towards the individual decision and
response to Jesus. He grasps the fact that believers are in "simultaneous unity
with the Father, in whom the Son is and who is in the Son",10 but takes it no
further than an individual plane. Barrett comes a lot nearer the truth when
he says that "the unity of the Church is strictly analogous to the unity of the
Father and the Son...the relationship between the disciples and the Godhead is
of a similar reciprocal kind".11 He goes on to talk of "the equivalence of the
relation between the Father and the Son and thel..Church".12 Again, the
consequences are not driven home, largely because Barrett attributes some degree
of subordinationism to John's christological picture. Again ecclesiology is
not recognised as the dynamic christological force with which it appears in
this chapter,
Lindars gives more force to the ecclesiology of the prayer by insisting
that '"the grounds on which Jesus has made all the petitions in this chapter
have been the analogy between his own relation to the Father and the Church's
relation to himself".13 However even here, the Church as the continuation of
God walking on earth is not identified with this'processf Kisemann has hit the
nail on the head though when he states: 'The community addressed is actually
attached more closely to heaven than to earth., Even though it still exists in
earthly form, it belongs in its very essence to the realm of the Father and
the Son".14 Appold, one of his pupils, likewise: "The line leads froﬁ
christology to soteriology to ecclesiology, and oneness serves as the theological
abbreviation of the constitutive aspects of all three".15
The oneness motif as related to christology and ecclesiology (and therefore
soteriology) is what the final prayer is concerned with, It is not some weak

mystical union but rather addressed to a community, a corporate body of those

who believe in him. The oneness between the individuals in that community and
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between the community and Jesus is déscribed by the oneness of the Father and
the Son., If this, and a true appreciation of John's christology is grasped,
ecclesiology must be interpreted as highly as christology. The community must
be God walking on the earth,

We must now show how this is worked out.

B. THEMATIC EXEGESIS

The oneness motif we found to be important in regard to ecclesiology in the
last chapter.. Certainly, this prayer should be juxtaposed with chapters13-16
for a full picture of the way John sees the community as functioning after
Jesus' return to the Father. Here again it is treated thematically, not
successively, focussing on sending, glory, love and unity. They are not dealt
with successively because they are all part of one phenomenon and so overlap

constantly,

a. défe

The 3§§0¢ theme immediately comes to the fore. It is stated that éAAoBev
& bipm.. The hour which had often been mentioned as a future event (2:4; 7:30;
8:20), has now arrived; likewise, as long ago as 12:23 and 13:1 we are told that
it has arrived. It is the time when the "Son of Man is glorified " (12:23)
and when, according to 13:1, he departs to the Father. That it is stated at
both these times assumes that it is not synonymous with the lifting up of the
Son‘of Man, that is, the death. The View that in this gpspel the supreme
' glorificatioﬁ of Jesus is on the cross, fails to take account of the hour.
The concepts of lifting up and glorification are linked, but the glorification

of the Son now that the hour has arrived is far wider than this. The hour is

not just the moment of death, and death is seen, not as the end of life, but as
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the moment when Jesus returns to the Father leaving the disciples in the world.
It is the moment when his ministry ends and the community is born; when the
community takes over and continues to be light and judgement to the world.

That this is linked inseparably to the death of Jesus is not disputed, but the
hour as such applies to the whole of 13-16 as well as the present passage. It
all relates to the final hour when Jesus departs to the Father. It is his
farewell,

Recognition that the hour is here, is followed byva demand: éégmédv Gou
=y oy, X 9 uidg d&Eclsyy sé. The W clause here is misleading if it is
taken as conditinal, "If you glorify the Som, the Son can glorify you". Nor
in any sense are there two actions spoken of in chronological order. Barrett's
position, that "if the Father glorifies the Son...this is in order that the Son

16 is also untenable

17

may by his obedience, thus ratified, glorify the Father",
for this reason., Rather 'the glorification of both constitutes a unity'.
The christology which John has already affirmed, that the Father and Son are
one and equal, makes this interpretation necessary. If the Son is glorified,
then by mnecessity, the Father is glorified in the same act., The Son cannot
glorify the Father without himself being glorified, or without the Father glorif-
ying him. Thus one act is spoken of reciprocally{

The glorification of the Son inwl-5 consists of this demand (vl) and a re-
iteration of it in vv4-5) Jesus glorified the Father on earth, by completing
the work the Father had given him to do. This probably refers to the whole work,
culminating in reréA&swot and is gpoken from the point of view of the post-
Easter community. HOwever it is not really the death which is stressed, but
rather the whole mission of the Son to the world, to be a judgement on the

world. Tn view of what we said about the declaration in vl, the fact that
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Jesus glorified the Father means inevitably that the Son was also glorified in
so doing; this recalls the €Qexo’MeBaof 1:14 and the ’ecpcxvéPM66\lTﬁv dFov arel
of 2:11. The Jéx was declared by both words and works of Jesus and by the
simple fact that &exAvwsev &u gMiv.

It has been a matter of some importance for John that Jesus does not seek
his own glory. He does not receive glory from men (5:41-4)3 he does not seek
his own glory becéuse he does not speak on his own authority (7:18); he does not
glorify himself (8:54). Rather he declared the glory of God and his own as
a consequence (11:4,405 2:11).

But what is meant by his glorification? In 7:39 (cf. 16:5~11) we are told
that Jesus was not yet glorified; 12316 assumes its future aspect also, and
yet other passages (e.g. 8:54; 11:4; 13:31-2) speak of it as a present reality
characterised by vOv . Ultimately though, Jesus' glorification culminates in his
return to the Father; thus, although it is true to say his ministry is a contin-
uvation of his pre-existent glory, not until he has returned, having accomplished
everything the Father sent him to do, is he glorified in a complete sense,
and since the works of Jesus are those of God anyway, and reveal his glory, the
ultimate glorification of death, resurrection, return and emergence of the.
community to continue his mission, as the purpose of his coming to earth is the
"special" event, separated from the glory revealed in everything that Jesus
said and did., The farewell then, occupies a special place in»the éé§a~theme.

17:1-5 splits into 3 statements of the dégx theme:

IHE uedv soo v Uidy, (ix § vids defdlsy o€ (vi).

&S se €ddfxosx ext g yhs R é’p)/ov TARGsg S d&wieds ot Tux Tradsw

(VLF),

A

kol OV dEExady & 68, D, TTapk GeaoTd 5 g 0 Edov TS w0 by

“SSe

v ~ A ’
KOGV ewvyt T GOL(VS),
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They sum up what we have affirmed about the A&gx theme: that although 5égm
is revealed through the whole ministry of Jesus, through the works the Father
gave him to do, now (the urgent vOv ) the hour has come - Cﬁgméév e :

There seems to be a difference between the glory with which Jesus glorified the
Father on earth, and the glory Jesus had with the Father before the world was
made, and this can only be that the farewell declares oggx in more potent form
because it is the culmination of the ministry.

This relates to the reciprocity we have postulated in two ways, or rather
in two aspects of one. First, when Jesus is praying for the disciples he
declares (within the context of a tedious reciprocal account of possession:
"they are yours (those you have given me); for all mine are yours and yours are
mine") : "I am glorified in them'. That is, specifically in the words and
works which the community says and performs, and generally in its existence as
a judgement on the world, of which it is not a part. We could also link this
up ‘to the love theme in that obeying Jesus' commands (cf. "doing the work you
gave me to do') also comnstitutes glorification.

Second, and more striking from a reciprocity angle, M&Y&)ﬁnyéégav ﬁv
Hdwrdg Mow Jéde n<o«, AuTSc(v12) The relationship of reciprocity is the key here:
the glory between Father and Son, or the glorification of the Son by the Father,
is expressed in the relationship between Jesus and the community, or again in
Jesus® glorification of the community. And since the ome is a continuation of
the other it follows that here also glorification cannot be applied to either
separately but is entirely reciprocal and mutually conditioned.

The c¥fb~ theme then contributes to the reciprocity of the Father-Son,
Jesus~community relationship. The community glorifies Jesus, and is given the

glory which the Father gave to Jesus. One difference remains: the community
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is not said to be "glorified" by Jesus. However he does give them glory and

the difference is not notable.

b. Sending

The sending theme, so important in the christological aspect of the oneness
motif, is also prominent as an ecclesiologically reciprocal guality. We saw
that far from any subordination resulting from the sending of the Son by the
Father, the opposite was in fact true: that it proved the equality of senmkr
and sent and demonstrated to a remarkable extent the oneness, and identity of
the Father and Son., Here, sending is spoken of both directly, and in terms of
sanctification as a prerequisite.

17:16~19 begins with an assertion as to origin, that they (the disciples)
are not of the world just as he is not of the world. That is important in this
context because it indicates the nature of the task, the sending to the Ké«pos
of which they are not a part. Sending thus creates an antithesis between the
community and the Iag6ﬁ0§, for which Jesus does not pray.

The use of &Yukgkl to interpret Gro6TéNW  is vquite striking. As it
now stands, the central reciprocity statement about sending is sandwiched between
two statements about sanctification:

Sanctify them in the truth: your word is truth.

As you sent me into the world, so I send them into the world.

On their behalf, I sanctify myself, that they might be sanctified in truth.
To sanctify means to bring into the sacred sphere, usually in a sacrificial
sense, and the use of CﬂTéb in v19 would support that meaning here. However,
there is no sign that it is linked with the death of the disciples, but with
their being sent. The meaning here, though by no means devoid of sacrificial

connotations, is thus primarily concerned with not being of the world. They are
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not of the world, in the same way as Jesus is not of the world. Consecration
is the separation to the sphere of the holy so that the mission to the world
constitutes the antithesis of the holy and the unholy, or in Johannine termin~
ology, light and darkness. It is then the setting aside as the light of the
world, being kept from evil and kept in antithesis to the mésrusg, which is
the realm of darkness.

Reciprocity applies to both parts of vvl6-19, to sanctification and to
sending. 1In 10:36 Jesus is spoken of as the one Sv S'Tuxrhp ﬁyﬁméev 2
arréeredev &6 Tov kdG ov. Jesus is also sanctified therefore and sent into
the world., Notice that being sent &t TSv «dsfeu also accompanies Jesus'
sanctification. It involves being set apart from the world in order to expose
its darkness, Jesus then is sanctified and sent by the Father; in turn the
disciples are‘also sanéfified and sent by Jesus. Jesus' sanctification in 10:
36 is by the Father. Here, inl17:9 he sanctifies himself; likewise the disciples
are to be sanctified by the Father (v17), yet inv19 Jesus said he sanctified
himself so that the disciples might be samctified in truth., This is another
way in which the functions of Father and Son are spoken of interchangeably;
it shows moreover that just as Jesus was sanctified and sent by the Father,
the disciples are sanctified and sent by Jesus. Both parts then are reciprocal,
as is the whole viewed together: the community is the continuation of Jesus'
presence on earth,

If we place this within the context of the oneness motif as we have seen
it apply to the sending theme, the ecclesiological picture is startling because
the community continues Jesus' oneness with the Father by.being one with him.
In a sense they can be spoken of interchangeably, as can the Father and the

Son; the sender is equivalent to the sent, and is equal with him because it is
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the continuation of his presence on earth. If it ceases to be that, it

ceases to function in the oneness motif. The picture is of the community as
the continuation of God walking on the earth. This must apply to the community,
not individuals, even if for John the community is always dependent on the

individual. Tt is the corporate community which is being spoken of here.

c. Love
Love is again mentioned (vv24-6) 4in the prayer with the theme of Church
unity. It is as well to single it out here because of the reciprocal statements
made which fit in with what we have noted above. In parenthesis ‘it is said
that the Father loved the Son before the foundation of the world, which leads
up to the reciprocity statement in v26:
1 &X&ﬁq AV ﬁy&nq@&grm-éb *xOTRS % z&y&; eV QUTIG,
Again love and mutual indwelling are completely intertwined as in 15:1-17. Again
the relational aspect is the thrust : the love between Father and Son is express~
ed horizontally ("may be in them'") and vertically ("and I in them"). It is the
characteristic within the community, and is characteristic of the community's
relationship with Jesus. This also relates to knowledge. It is stressed that
the world does not know the Father, éyﬁb I e€ gYVvsw kol oot é%aﬂosqy ey
Te SESTEOS + ok eYvddsr outlls T Biongk sov kel yviplsw . This is
probably not based on gnostic thought but Judaistic. John further stresses
the importance of knowledge in v3, when in an aside he defines eternal life as
knowing the only God and Jesus Christ whom he has sent. Although initiation
into secret knowledge and mysteries may be in the background, it is more likely
that the 0ld Testament provides the key. Proverbs 11:9 is a good parallel:
d".18

".. by knowledge the righteous are delivere Tt is certainly as common to

Hebrew as to Hellenistiec thought. The interesting aspect of its place inw25-6
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is that love and knowledge are firmly linked together by a EC«. clause.
The reason that the love between Father and Son may be in them, is their
knowing that the Father sent the Son. Likewise eternal life is knowing the

only God and Jesus whom he sent. This is interesting in view of the logion
in 5:19-20a:

"....for the Father loves the Son and shows him everything he is doing" (v
20s). The 1o§e between Father and Son is similarly based on mutual knowledge.
As the Father made known (8E(Kvu€ﬁV') everything to the Son, the Son made
known (€yvWpiox) the Father's name to the disciples. Love then is the basis

for both the Father-~Son relationship, and that of Jesus and the disciples, and

the disciples themselves.

d. Tndwelling and Oneness

The theme of unity is broached fully in vv20-26. The primary concern is
the oneness of the community and vertically the oneness of that community with
Jesus; hoﬁever there may well be the uncercurrent of an appeal for a unity
ﬁhich was at the time of writing, non-existent; that the various branches of
Christianity (cf. 15:1-8) were disunited and needed to be brought back into
the unity of Father and Son., Whether or not this is the historical baeckground
the unity John effirms, implies a uﬁited and not a disunited Churéh.

Vv20-26 deals éxplicitly with the later Church, and is addressed to '"those
who will.believe in me through their (the disdiplesi)_Word“. Jesus prays that
wres &v Qo KABDS od, e, e &, 14’7\3/83 & oot W ko utol v v
st, WK & géspog msTed(, & 69 e &mé@Te«)\&g . Thus the oneness motif is
related to indwelling, as later to glory and love. Thevsimp;e reciprocity=
saying is that they may be one as we are one; this fits into the eéclesiological

picture we have so far affirmed: once more the relationship of the Father and
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Sonvis reflected in the Church's relationship to Jesus. Reciprocity in this
respect is initially vertical, that the community as a whole is one as the Father
and Son are one. Again, that as the indwelling of Father and Son_is one way of
describing their oneness, the community's indwelling of Jesus is a similar
expression of oneness. Unity is then mutual and expressed by indwelling.

However as indwelling itself means oneness, unity between the Church and Jesus
and theée Father, is also an expression of oneness. The Church is one with

Jesus and Jesus is one with the Father. This confirms our view of the community
continuing Jesus' presence omn earth.

This works horizontally also. The‘request is that the community in itself
may be one, and this oneness is identical to the oneness between Father and Son.
Possibly this is the most striking ecclesiological statement of all. Not only
the Church as a whole, but also the constituent parts of it are said to partici-
pate in the oneness of Father and Son. It is important to note however that
the community as corporate is not lost sight of, for they are 'one in us". Thus
they are one with each other because they are all one in the Father and Son.
Their total unity springs from the oneness of the Father and Sonm,

Tnw?20-3 various themes meet up in the context of the oneness of Father
and Son. Indwelling however is the most important meaning attached to this
oneness. It is stated that all the disciples are to be one, as Father is in
Son and Son in Father; thus they are one in both Father and Son.‘ Then the
phrase W 536nJ &y zo&@ﬁlsv%yﬁﬁs &y is explained by the reciprocity statement’
éxlh &V aoidig kAl sV ex éﬁfo( . Again indwelling is used to explain the oneness
motif; here wemove away from the more complex mutuality of v21. There it was
the mutual indwelling of Father and Son which explained the believers' horizontal

unity, and the unity of the community as a whole was e ﬁ\pﬁd . The mutual



unitysof the disciples is identical to that of Father and Son. Here there is a
simple statement of reciprocity of the kind previously noted ecclesiologically:

I in them, you in me. Reciprocal unity then is between Father and Son, and

Son and disciples. Thié fits in with what we have seen in regard to the relation-
ship of the community to the Codhead.

Unity therefore works vertically and horizontally, Vertically by the relat-
ionship of the community to Jesus, reflecting Jesus' relationship to the Father,
horizontally in that they are all one in the Father and the Son. Different
terminology means little when we recognise the identity and equality of Father
and Son; to affirm a rigid account of the different functions of the two would
be very wrong.

The meaning of unity is 'that they may be one'. On the vertical level we
have seen in other areas that this means the oneness of Father and Son demonstrat-
ed in the oneness of the Son and the disciples; the community is therefore the
continuation of Jesus' mission and presence on earth. Thus, all we have
affirmed for Jesus in relation to the Father can be affirmed for the community
in relation to Jesus. Oneness means that the same love, works, glory, unity and
indwelling characterise the ministries of both. The Church's ministry is the
same as Jesus' own ministry. The very startling consequence is the affirmation
that the Church is the continuation of God walking on the earth.

Horizontally unity extends between believers. This is analogous to the
unity of Jesus and the Father. However each believer is not equal to Jesus,
except in so far as he is part of thé community and participates in their
oneness with Jesus. Among the believers unity exists as it does between Father
and Son; because this is a different status it remains a loose parallel and
does not imply.that the status of individual believers is analogous to Father

and Son. But unity functions in the same way and believers are one with each

other.
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C. ECCLESIOLOGICAL PERSPECT IVE ' i

Toerep, & dédwuds e, e dia &troo G_:([\k‘l vy ol Qe et e}c@'{)(vl@-
Then they can behold his glory. Interestingly though, this says nothing new,
because the disciples are where Jesus is; their community is the coﬁtinuation
of Jesus' presence on earth; it performs the same works as Jesus (and greater),
proclaims the same message, is sent as Jesus is sent, having first been consecr-
ated, loves as Jesus loved and reveals the same<ﬂ&§x 3 it stands in the same
relation to Jesus as Jesus stands to the Father. The only meaning of v24
therefore is as a change of scene, not state, The Church is where Jesus is
(cf. Paraclete passages) and continues his mission. Just as Jesus himself is
not separate ~but can only be spoken of in relation to his Father; so the
Church cannot be spoken of except in relation to Jesus. It is therefore part
of the oneness motif: outside the vine (i.e. on its own) it is nothing.

Christology and ecclesiology therefore are not just linked, but in this
chapter at least, almost identical. Christology has determined ecclesiology
and become the basis of it, '"The Church does not determine the meaning of
Jesus. Rather Jesus determines the meaning of the Church".l9

The ecclesiological model is thus based on the christological. The relation=-
ship of Father and Son provides the basis for the relationship of Jesus and
the community; both are part of the oneness motif. As Jesus is one ﬁith the
Father, as sender and sent are identical, yet distinct, so with the community
and Jesus; thus it performs the same works, declares the same glory, oneness
and judgement on the world, and expresses the same love. Given the dynamic

christology which has no place for subordination, this picture of the community

is striking: it is the continuation of God walking on the earth.
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CHAPTER SEVEN : CONCLUSTONS

A, CHRTSTOLOGY

John's christology is a christology of oneness. The gospel intends to
bring the reader from ev c’)\[ngﬁ ,r'§\/ s /\éydi (1:1) to © KORSE foo kel & @@'@ e,
(20:28).

The Prologue of the gospel sets this out at the very beginning showing
the Aéyog and God to be one and the same, and yet distinct. From the first
therefore two things are asserted, that the AéxOQ and é;&dg are not two

but one, and that they are distinct and in relationship with each other. The

historical Jesus is then identified with the /\éyof » and the reader is let

into the secret of who Jesus is and his status in relation to God.

From an historical viewpoint John's christology is entirely consistent;
there is no paradox between oneness and subordination. and if there is a
paradox of any sort it is how Father and Son can be two when they are one.

This christology of oneness is developed from chapter 5 onwards, although it
has been introduced by this time, and has been given an eternal perspective
by the Prologue.

John's christology is firmly based on tradition. This is shown by the
use of the traditiomal logion in 5:19-~20a and its interpretation in the
following verses., This verse is made the basis for the christology of oneness,
intending to show the true and full implications of the Synoptic tradition,

John's handling of this tradition is characterised by his reinterpretation
of the dependence motif, expunging from it all subordinationist ovettones
and making it serve the oneness motif. That Jesus does nothing of himself

means that he and the Father are one. Total oneness is based on total dependence.
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Once the dependence motif has been introduced, the various themes -
giving life, judgement, witness, sending, mutual knowledge, works, love and
glory - are expounded within the confines of the oneness of ~Father and Son.
The Son is declared to be totally one with the Father, all these themes
serving the same motif of oneness over and again. We have shown how this
works out in detail;1 suffice to say that the one basic motif is that of
oneness, and all the other themes revolve arund it, showing how in various
ways the Father and Son are one.

The result is to identify the words of Jesus with the words of God;
similarly with his works, his judgement, his witness and his glory, for they
are not just his works, but because they are his works, then ipso facto, they
are also the Father's. This motif is developed in two ways.

First, Father and Son are spoken of interchangeably., They perform the
same actions and speak the same words and are thus equated with each other.
They are thus spoken of reciprocally: both judge, bear witness to the other,
and perform the same works. It is a relationship of reciprocity.

Second, the words and works are seen to belong equally to both Father
and Son, not simply speaking of them reciprocally, but eguating sender with
sent, so that to speak of one doing an action is of necessity to speak of the
other. It is not just that they do the same things but a single action can

be attributed to either Father or Son, such is their oneness.

The oneness motif therefore asserts that Father and Son are identical and
yet distinct, that to speak of one is at the same time to speak of the other.
There is no equality of two beings, but the identity of two distinct beings

who are not two but one.

Jesus is, as the Son, thus presented as God walking on the earth. He is
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in no way subordinate, but neither is he a separate being over against God.
Rather "I and the Father are one"; they are identical, yet distinct. "He who
has seen me has'seen the Father" does not suggest that Jesus has the same status
as the Father, but that in a sense he is the Father, and to have seen him is to
have seen the Father. The sender and sent are one and the same, and yet they
are still distinct and in a relationship with each other.

John has fused the positive and negative aspects of christology. On the
one hand he stresses the positive side, the total oneness of Father and Son
expressed in 10:30 and 14:9; on the other, he reinterprets the negative aspect
to support the positive, so that "The Father is greater than I'" no longer
contradicts the oneness motif but forms part of it. The dependence motif
becomes vital towards an understanding of onenessj; precisely because the
Father and Son are not two but one, is such a mode of expression the only
possible one, To say Jesus does nothing of himself is to say that sender and
sent are one and the same and yet‘distinct.

For John then, christology is consistent.v Its content is that Father
and Son are one, and because of that the Son can only do what the Father does.
The end result is that Jesus, the Son, is given the same honour due to God
himself (5:23), an inevitable conclusion, given that he and the Father are

identical and yet distinct.

B. ECCLESTOLOGY

The ecclesiology of the Fourth Gospel is based on the oneness motif and
is part of it, using the Father-Son relationship to demonstrate that the Church,
or Ghristian community, since John does not use éxxiw\s&x, is the continuation

of God walking on the earth.

This is a startling claim to make. The oneness of Father and Son we have
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shown to mean the identity of two distinct persons : from an ecclesiological
perspective, the oneness motif operates by showing that Jesus and the community
are one and the same, yet distinct. The relationship between Jesus and tﬁe
Father is the same as the relationship between Jesus and the community, and
hence, the community takes on the same status as Jesus himself.

We have shown how this works out in detaii.2 Suffice to say here, that
as with christology, both positive and negative aspects are presented: the
community does nothing of itself (15:4), as Jesus does nothing of himself (5:
19); rather, positively, it lives in Jesus (15:1-4) as Jesus is in the Father
and the Father in him (14:10). Thus both aspects are treated in exactly the
same way as in the christological model, the net result being that sender and
sent are identical and yet distinct. The oneness motif as it operated between
Jeéus and the Father, now operates betweeﬁ Jesus and the community. Again
this is worked out.in terms of imterchangeability and reciprocity.

Jesus and the community are spoken of interchangeably in the sense that
the community continues Jesus' life. It does the same works, and greater (14:
12), the emphasis being on the fact that they are the actual works of Jesus,
and only the works of the community in so much as the community and Jesus are
one and the same. The same love is demonstrated (15:12), and the same glory
manifested (17:22). Finally the entire relationship between Jesus and the
community is spoken of in terms of indwelling and dependence (15:1-8), the
same relationship as Jesus has with the Father (14:10; 5:19-201),

Reciprocity is fully demonstrated by chapter 17: "I consecrate myself
that they might be consecrated " (v19); 'the glory which you have given me, I
have given them" (v22); and the thought is summed up in v23 : "I in them

and you in me."
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This relationship has been spoken of in the same way as the Father-Son
relationship; specifically this ﬁas been outworked with the themes of sending,
works, love, glory, indwelling, and oneness, the community mirroring the Father-
Son relationship by its own relationship with Jesus.

The result of this handling of motifs is that the community is seen as
the continuation of God walking on the earth, the continuation of Jesus'
life; as Jesus and the Father are identical yet distinct, so it is with the
community and Jesus, the onere ss motif declaring them not to be two separate
entities, but one. The suggestive parallelism in the words & T&v ATy
(1:18; 1 :23) also indicates that what Jesus is to the Father, the community
is to Jesus, and given what we have affirmed christologically, this is a
dynamic ecclesiology.

The question remains, can we apply everything we have affirmed of christ-
ology to ecclesiology? 1Is the Father-Son relationship an exact replica of
the Jesus~community relationship so that everything applied to the Son can be
applied to the community?

The answer to this qpestion must be a qualified affirmative. If we are
right in saying that christology is not confined to the Father-Son model, but
that it extends to the community, and that the same model of oneness is used
for both, we are led inevitably to the conclusion that Jesus and the Ghristian
community are one and the same, To say the community is a judgement on the
world, or reeeives the same honour as the Father, would in any case only be
saying that Jesus is a judgement and receives honour. Once again it must be
stressed that the community is not something over and against Jesus, but is
him, and is the continuation of his incarnation, his epiphany. The community

then can be spoken of as identical to Jesus, the continwtion of the Word become
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flesh, and everything applicable to Jesus must also be applicable to the
community, given that the community is nothing outside its relationship with
Jesus,

The danger is to suggest fhat individual parts of the community occupy
this position. Although John stresses the individual he does not do so in this
way; it is the believers as a collective whole who stand in the same relation-
ship to him as he to the Father.

The Christian community is thus, for Johp, the continuation of epiphany,
for this is what the Word made flesh is. It continues his works, declares
ﬂis message and love, manifests his éégo\ and is one with him to such an
extent that sender and sent are not two but one, yet not one but two. The.
community is identified with Jesus, not in a vague sense of solidarity, but
as an equation: the two have one identity, that of the Word made flesh, the
one being a continuation of the other. All this is held together by the

relational aspect of the oneness motif.

C. THE ONENESS OF THE CHRISTOLOGICAL & ECCLESTOLOGTICAL MOTTIFS.

It has been our thesis throughout that we .are here dealing not with two
subjects or motifs, but with one;3 In the development of tradition, christology
and ecclesiology would not have been strictly.separate, but always it would
have been christology which influenced ecclesiology, not the other way roupd.
Reflections on the person of Jesus would have led to new ways of understanding
the Christian communities in their local and universal contexts. Of course,
ecclesiology would have also developed along other lines, as in fact happened

when structures were solidified, mainly after the first century of the Church.
But where christology and ecclesiology are linked (via soteriology) it is the

former which gives content to the latter. We can see this in regard to Paul's
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doctrine of the body and Christ, and the way it was developed in the deutero-
Pauline letters (Ephesians 4:15; Colossians 1:18), where rather than Christ
being the whole body, he is the head, and the Church presumably the rest of the
body.

In John however this observation does mot hold good. Christology and
ecclesiology have fused together so that now they are indistinguishable. To
talk of Christ, is, for John, also to talk of the community, which is the
continuation of Christ on earth. It is difficult to see the extent to which
one has influenced the other; each has influenced the other, because rather
than being‘two motifs, they are reciprocally conditioned in the context of the
oneness motif. It is this motif of oneness which is the centre of both and
which makes the two motifs into one.

Thus it is true to say that although reflections as to the person of Jesus
have determined the community's self-understanding, the reverse is also true,
that the self-understanding of the community, in the context of its relationship
with Jesus, has influenced reflections on the réflections on the relationship-
between Jesus and the Father. It is impossible to define exactly how this
development has taken place, but the result is that ecclesiology and christology
are now inter~dependant and have'become - one, Now, to talk of Jesus in
relation to the Father, is of necessity, to talk of the community in relation
to Jesus, for the two relationships are strictly eqpivalent.

If the community is the continuation of the Word become flesh, this is
no surprise. We cannot therefore speak of the community in isolation from
Jesus just as we cannot speak of Jesus without speaking of the community. This
in turn mirrors the reciprocal relationship between Father and Son.

For John then christology implies soteriolbgy and hence ecclesiology. The

oneness motif covers all three modes of expression, basing ecclesiology entirely
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on the christological model of the Father-Son relationship. There is therefore

no division; each implies the other.

From this perspective it seems likely that John's attitude to tradition
is not simply a desire to bring out what is alreddy there. Christologically,
he uses tradition as the basis of the Father-Son relationship, and even uses
tradition logia to support his view of Jesus' relationship with God. But even
there he interprets the tradition radically, foreing everything into a single
idea, that of oneness, which is proved by the dependence motif rather than
being in tension with it. It is fair to ask whether this reinterpretation of
‘the dependence motif is a valid one, or whether it is making explicit what is
only implicit in the tradition. Certainly, he has lost some of Jesus' humanity
in the attempt to make the oneness motif the basis of all his theology.

Tn regard to ecclesiology, he has made a development which the tradition
does not make, but it is a development which does not concern the Synoptic
‘tradition. Again we may ask whether this process has been legitimate.

Tt is in this ecclesiological direction that John has made a radical
contribution to Christian theology. Not only has he attempted to bring a fairly
systematic piéture of Jesus in relation to God, he has interpreted all his

theology in the framework of the Father-Son model as it stands in the oneness

motif,
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NOTES ON CHAPTER 7

1. See chapters 1-4,

2. See chapters 5-6,

3. Theology, for John, cannot thus be split up into christology, soteriology
and ecclesiology : they all constitute part of a single picture, the Father-
Son relationship being the model for all three.
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