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ABSTRACT

The Farewell Discourse is a unique and climactic portion of John’s Gospel which
serves as a hinge on which the entire Gospel narrative pivots from Jesus’ public ministry to
his Passion. Shallow readings of this Discourse often pass over or ignore significant
aspects of the text, especially the instruction and preparation Jesus was giving by word and
action to make ready his disciples to continue his mission to the world after his departure.
Other readings (notably form-critical) see the text as disarranged and therefore not a
coherent whole.

A thorough analysis employing the elements of Greco-Roman rhetoric has shown
that there is a rhetorical dimension to the Discourse which makes sense of the text as a
coherent whole. The Farewell Discourse was found to follow a rhetorical arrangement
which gives a literary explanation to some assumed form-critical problems such as the
ending at 14:31. Not only does this rhetorical structure give appropriate closure and
transition with movement from one topic to another, it does so with a chiastic arrangement
of the major topics.

This thesis demonstrates that assumed disarrangements, repetitions and
amplifications that have appeared problematic to other approaches do not detract from, but
actually enhance the ability of the text to move and persuade. Rhetorical analysis is thus
capable of giving insights into the text that otherwise might be overlooked or ignored.
Throughout the Discourse, Jesus’ ethos (character) as the divine one who “knows” stands
out boldly and his persuasive appeal (logos) to the pathos (emotional response) of the
disciples is strong, both as he seeks to move them beyond their present sorrow and distress
and as he prepares them to face the future realistically and with confidence. The fourth
evangelist thus presents Jesus operating rhetorically (in act as well as speech) and
strategically uses Jesus’ interaction with his disciples to seek a rhetorical outcome with his
readers.

This rhetorical approach provides a bridge between literary approaches on the one
hand (which can proceed at the expense of taking into account the historical context) and
historical critical approaches on the other (which can proceed at the expense of hearing the
text speak as text). A rhetorical reading accounts for both literary and historical dimensions
of the text. This thesis demonstrates that it is an effective interpretive methodology which
elucidates dimensions of the text not adequately accounted for by other approaches.
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INTRODUCTION

Prolegomena

Chapters 13-17 of St. John’s Gospel, often referred to as the “Farewell Discourse”,
form a unique and climactic portion of the Gospel. Its content as a lengthy discourse of
Jesus on the night in which he was betrayed, prior to his arrest in the garden (18:1-3), is
found only in John. The fact that John possesses a uniqueness among the Gospels has
been long established and the Farewell Discourse reflects this distinctive character in its
length, use of symbols, and its content which finds no real parallel in the Synoptics.

Its climactic nature is derived from both its place in the Gospel and its subject
matter. The “Book of Signs”, as John 1-12 is often called, reaches its denouement with the
end of Jesus’ public ministry. He gives his last public discourse, ending on a note of
eschatological warning (12:46-48). Later (18:1ff), the threats, plotting, and murderous
intents of those who oppose him come to fruition with his arrest, trial, suffering, and
death.

But standing on the threshold between the close of his public ministry and his
ensuing passion is the Farewell Discourse. As Paul Minear declares, “There is little doubt
that John intended these five chapters (13-17) to form a unit and to serve as a major pivot in
his narrative. They mark the point of transition from Jesus’ ministry to his Passion.”]
Here is the link which effectively connects all that has gone before (chapters 1-12) to the
very purpose for which Jesus declares he came into the world from the Father (3:13-18;
6:38-40; 8:28-29; 10:11, 17-18; 12:27, 31-33). This purpose is the focal point of a plot
which rapidly unfolds from chapter 18 on. The Farewell Discourse, then, is the hinge
upon which the entire narrative turns. Within this discourse we hear Jesus speaking of his
“going back to God”, his betrayal, his going where they (the disciples) cannot come, the
world’s hatred of him, its hatred of them, and its desire to kill them. Thus, Jesus’
imminent departure creates an exigency to which the entire discourse speaks.

As we shall see, this is unquestionably a farewell speech in which Jesus gives

! Paul Minear, “To Ask and to Receive”, 229.
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consolation and encouragement to his disciples in view of his impending death. However,
there appears to be another dimension to the import of Jesus” words which has not, as yet,
been fully explored. This involves the use of symbols in words and actions to move the
disciples to a particular course of action following Jesus’ departure. In other words, the
purpose of the discourse in John 13-17 goes beyond a farewell sprinkled with words of
consolation and encouragement. While it includes these aspects, it is designed to prepare
and move the disciples in their calling, their vocation, their mission which will follow
Jesus’ departure back to the Father. “Farewell” is only one motif, and may not be the

most important, in this discourse.?

Diachronic/Synchronic : A Paradigm Shift

As one surveys recent works dealing with New Testament biblical studies, it
becomes clear that a shift has been taking place in the selection of interpretative models.
The shift seems to be away from an exclusive use of diachronic historical-critical
methodology to the more frequent employment of synchronic methods.3 Thisisa
response, at least in part, to the desire to understand what meaning the text had for its first
hearers. As Terence Keegan reminds us, “the biblical authors did not write for critics; they
wrote for their readers. The nature of their writing was such that it could be read and
understood by readers without the aid of critics or exegetes.”4

Conceming diachronic historical-critical methods Keegan says, “they can indeed
uncover a great deal about the genetic sequence preceding a text, but they do not yield a
great deal of insight about the text itself. The various synchronic approaches . . . are

primarily concerned with enabling the text itself to yield the depth and richness of its

2 Following traditional convention, the designation “Farewell Discourse” will identify John 13-17 in this
paper, but caution must be used so that this term does not impress too narrow a scope on the discourse’s
purpose.

3 While the terms diachronic and synchronic (“through time” and “with time”) refer in linguistics to the
evolution of a language and to the static side of a language, respectively, in interpretive methodologies
they describe dealing with the historical progression of a text (what lies behind the text, its prehistory),
on the one hand, and dealing with the text in its final form, on the other. See Richard Soulen, Handbook
of Biblical Criticism, 47; Terence Keegan, Interpreting The Bible, 24-32; Fernando Segovia, The Farewell

Of The Word, 39; and Mark Stibbe, John As Storyteller, 1, 5-6.

4 T. Keegan, Interpreting The Bible, 10.



meaning.”5 But even the genetic ancestry of a text can prove elusive. Speaking of the
level of theological reflection in the Gospel of John as compared to the Synoptics, John
Painter states, “it has reached a stage where the sources can no longer be detected with any
certainty. »6

On account of conclusions such as these, some scholars have begun to shift their
interpretative paradigms towards those dealing synchronically with the text. Fiorenza
declares, “all scholarly attempts to arrive at a definite one-to-one interpretation of certain
passages [of Revelation] or of the whole book seem to have failed. This failure suggests
that the historical-critical paradigm of research has to be complemented by a different
approach that can do justice to the multivalent character of the language and imagery in
Rev.”’

Concerning the redactional approach as the preeminent methodology employed on
the Farewell Discourse, Fernando Segovia states, “Given this approach’s failure to deal
with the present shape and arrangement of the farewell discourse from a literary rather than
a historical perspective, it is now justifiably seen as much too narrow and restrictive in
vision and scope, as overly concerned with the excavative dimensions of the text while
unconcerned with its present literary structure and development . . . there exists, therefore,
an unquestionable need for a radical change in basic orientation, for a view of the present
speech as an artistic and strategic whole.”8

In his John As Storyteller, Mark Stibbe adds his voice to those calling for the use
of methods of interpretation which deal with the completed text as it lies before us:
“traditional methods of interpretation were more concerned with what lay behind NT
narratives than with their form and their literary, artistic features . . . none of them sought
to answer the question, ‘What artistry is there in these NT stories?”.”? Citing the
narrative criticism of Rhoads and Michie ( Mark as Story, 1982), Stibbe approvingly notes
that they “focus on the final form of the text as narrative rather than on its hypothesized

prehistory.” 10 Working in a more synchronic manner with the text in its final form will

3 Ibid., 30.

6 J. Painter, Reading John’s Gospel Today, 7.
7 E. Fiorenza, The Book of Revelation:, 21.
8¢ Segovia, The Farewell Of The Word, 48.
9 M. Stibbe, John As Storyteller, 5.



be the approach followed in the rhetorical method I utilize,

Hypothesis

What is undertaken here is an analysis of the Farewell Discourse (John 13-17)
utilizing rhetorical methodology to study the author’s presentation of the symbolic words
and actions of Jesus. That symbols are indeed employed with these words and actions in
the Gospel of John is borne out by C.K. Barrett who links symbol in the Gospel’s speech
with “parable”, and symbol in actions with “signs” (or actions) of Jesus.!! In the
present study, the unity and coherence of the text in its final form will be demonstrated and
the meaning and purpose of the discourse and how it accomplishes that purpose will be
elucidated.

John 13-17 is a unique and climactic portion of the Gospel in which the evangelist
depicts Jesus employing various symbols in his actions and words to prepare and
encourage his disciples for their ministry which will follow his ascension. It will be
demonstrated that this narrative is a coherent, unified whole and possesses its own
symbolic universe. With the majority of symbols, Jesus himself is shown defining and
modeling for the disciples what they themselves will become for their community and for
those not yet part of their community (John 17:20). He, after all, is “the good shepherd”
(John 10) and instructs his disciples for their imminent shepherding, making use of
rhetorical language with symbols to teach, persuade, and motivate them. If indeed the
exigency which calls forth the evangelist’s rhetorical use of symbols remains essentially the
same in this world until Jesus’ parousia, the significance of this language will remain
applicable to every generation that awaits the Lord’s appearing.

The Farewell Discourse is more than merely a speech of consolation. Jesus himself
is portrayed as the one who defines and models what the disciples are to be in their own
quickly-approaching ministry to the community of believers in Jesus and to the world. The
goal of this research will be to test this hypothesis by analyzing the rhetorical dimensions of
this portion of the Gospel. Such a rhetorical reading will better help us understand how it

was most likely perceived by its original audience.

10 1pid., 6.
1 ck. Barrett, “Symbolism”, 76.



CHAPTER ONE

THE FAREWELL DISCOURSE: A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

This review of the literature on the Farewell Discourse will be divided into two main
sections. The first will review scholarly articles and monographs on the subject. The
second will give an overview of the positions taken in scholarly commentaries on the
Gospel.

This review will demonstrate that many of the readings of the Farewell Discourse
are quite shallow, that most do not pay attention to the rhetorical dimension of this text
which is monologue/dialogue in character (and therefore lends itself well to a rhetorical
analysis), and that the history of traditions approaches tend to see in the Farewell Discourse
a text that lacks cohesiveness because of disarrangements and repetitions. A lack of
development of certain key themes, generalizations that may not be textual, and failure to
deal with the literary structure and intended sense of the text will be noted throughout this
review.

Works on the Farewell Discourse which are devotional in nature were also
examined. While these works do fill a particular niche with their approach to the text, they
are of limited usefulness in testing my hypothesis. These devotional treatments are
characterized by generalizations, the passing over of whole portions of text, the lack of
exegetical precision, and the failure to develop key motifs in the text. All of this combines
to provide too shallow and too eclectic a reading for my purposes. These devotional
sources will be noted in a separate section at the end of the bibliography.

Scholarly Articles and Monographs
The articles and monographs in the following discussion will be grouped according

to methodological approach, not by year of publication. It will be noted that a number of
these originate in South Africa. Stephen Moore observes that South Africa has been a
“significant center of activity” for Gospel study using nonbiblical literary theory and
criticism.1 Since the 1970’s, notes Moore, discourse analysis (text linguistics) has had a



formative impact on scholarship there.

In the following categories, the various studies have been arranged according to
their general approach to the text. Some overlap between these categories is unavoidable.
As again noted by Moore: with the proliferation of new literary methods in biblical
criticism, “the literature defies systematization.”2 The following divisions will serve

adequately to categorize the selected articles and monographs dealing with the Farewell
Discourse.

Discourse Analysis

J.C. De Smidt gives a discourse analysis of John 15: 1-8.3 The unity of the
disciples and the motifs of loneliness/reassurance are stressed as Jesus’ emphasis here. No
mention is made of their future ministry or Jesus’ preparation of them for it. Speaking of
the context of John 15 he states, “John 13-14 reflects in broad outline the content of Jesus’
final teachings to his disciples the night before his crucifixion. Jesus endeavors to
strengthen the faith of his disciples and to teach them about discipleship, unity and service
even during difficult times. »4 Again, nothing is said of Jesus being their model and
preparing them for ministry. About the closest he comes to it is when he states that through
his connection to Jesus, the disciple “lives a godly life, characterized by virtue, good deeds
and the preaching of Jesus to unbelievers.” But this really describes Christians in
general and does not identify the special role the smaller group of immediate disciples
would have within the community.

D.F. Tolmie also presents a discourse analysis, this one of John 17:1-26. Tolmie’s
method for examining the structure of the prayer is the utilization of what he calls
subsections, units and colons. Shifts in focus in the text become major lines of
demarcation for him. In his analysis, whar the text says is subordinated to how it is
structured. Once the semantic architecture has been established, the actual meaning of the
text as it exists is not the focus of attention. For example, the statement, “the semantic

relationship between colon 10e and 10f is additive different consequential” is a description

1 5. Moore, Literary Criticism and the Gospels, Xiv.

2 Ibid., x V.

3 J.C. De Smidt, “A Perspective On John 15:1-8”, 255.
4 Ibid., 257.

S |bid., 267.



of John 17:8 which is a clear affirmation of the disciples’ fith.® But one would never
know that from the “discourse analysis” of the verse.

Tolmie comes close to identifying the forthcoming ministry of the disciples and its
source in Jesus when he says: “In colon 28a-b the disciples’ task is mentioned. At first
glance it may seem as if the semantic relationship between colon 28a and 28b is dyadic
comparative, indicating the disciples’ task as being analogous to that of Jesus. However,
there is more to it . . . the disciples’ mission is rooted in that of Jesus. Therefore the
semantic relationship between colon 28a and 28b should be described as both dyadic
comparative and reason-result. "7 More attention is given to how the individual semantic
parts are linked than to what the text actually means. In the end, the technicalities involved
in the method greatly overshadow the thrust of the text.

The function of focalization in John 13-17 is analyzed by Tolmie3 using the
theoretical framework of Rimmon-Kenen, who in turn follows G. Genette in narrative
theory. Tolmie’s analysis focuses mainly on the effect conveyed to the readers by the
narrator. The unique position the eleven disciples will have as successors to Jesus is not
discussed. Jesus being their model is not discussed. Jesus’ consolation and teaching of
the eleven is seen as the occasion to do the same with the readers.

Lombard and Oliver offer an interesting observation on the Farewell Discourse in
their work. They point out that there is a clear point of demarcation at the end of chapter 12
with 11:1 to 12:50 forming the hinge between the Book of Signs and the Book of Glory.
Chapters 13-17, the Farewell Discourse, become the introduction to Jesus’ Passion.
However, since John 20:1 to 21:22 also comprises a farewell discourse, the departure
Jesus refers to in 13-17 is his ascension.

John 13-17 consists of two episodes (13:1-20 & 13:21-30) and ten discourses.
With the first episode (footwashing), Lombard & Oliver point out the missionary
dimension of the disciples’ assignment and conduct “whereby they are sent to do as Jesus

did and to demonstrate that the nature of Jesus’ ‘doing’ is service by love.” They claim

6 D.F. Tolmie, “A Discourse Analysis Of John 17:1-26”, 411.

7 bid., 413.

8 D.F. Tolmie, “The Function Of Focalisation in John 13-17", 1991.

9 HA. Lombard and W.H. Oliver, “A Working Supper In Jerusalem: John 13:1-38 introduces

Jesus’ Farewell Discourses”, 363.



“The mission-motif runs like a golden thread throughout the discourses. It has all and
everything to do with Jesus’ advent and especially with his departure back to the Father
after his mission was perfectly and completely acoomplished.”lo But what about the
disciples’ mission that was spoken of with the first episode and Jesus as the role model for
it? The authors present a very good treatment of the overall setting and structure of John
13-17, but they appear to miss the actual purpose and function of the Farewell Discourse,
namely that the evangelist seeks to present Jesus preparing his disciples for their ministry to
their community and to the world in light of his imminent departure and does so rhetorically

in Jesus’ words and actions.

Thematic Approaches

B.A. Du Toit takes more of a thematic approach to his literary analysis. Faith is
seen as a major, if not the major, theme in the Gospel of John. Du Toit speaks of
“degrees” of faith: real Christian faith and inadequate faith. 11 11 the Farewell Discourse,
says Du Toit, Jesus’ dealings with his disciples come to a climax. Indeed, being finally
brought to real Christian faith, a higher faith, is the purpose of his discourses. Thus it can
be said that when they finally affirm their faith in Jesus as having come from God and
being equal to God and therefore being God (16:30), “they have reached the maximum
‘degree’ of faith which was possible, so to speak, before Pentecost.” 12 Du Toit
concludes that Jesus wanted the disciples to know who he really is and speaks to that in the
Farewell Discourse. But this is quite a generalized statement. There is a profundity to the
Discourse which exceeds Du Toit’s conclusion about it. Jesus does not speak only of his
own identity, but of that of the disciples” as well. There is an emphasis on their preparation
for the apostolic ministry in John 13-17 which is neglected here.

Bruce Woll focuses his attention on John 13:31-14:31.13 He has two
presuppositions with which he works: first, that 13:31-14:31 is a distinct literary unit;
second, that there is more than one farewell discourse in the Gospel. Woll states that he

10 |bid., 366.

11 B.A. Du Toit, “The Aspect Of Faith In The Gospel Of John With Special Reference To The
Farewell Discourses Of Jesus”, 333.

12 |bid., 335.

13 B. Woll, “The Departure of ‘The Way’: The first Farewell Discourse in the Gospel of John”,

228.



wants to clarify the important role of the Farewell Discourse in the Gospel. His is also a
thematic approach. He says that the theme of discontinuity runs all the way through the
first farewell discourse.

For Woll, “succession” is also a major theme and is the unifying feature of the
whole first discourse. With this subject of succession, Woll comes very close to a major
point made in my hypothesis. He says of the disciples: “They inherit the role occupied by
the Son during His stay on earth.”14 They have an “exalted status” 13 as successor-
agents. Woll is actually very close to points that I have made already: (1) he believes the
Farewell Discourse serves a distinct purpose in the Gospel; (2) he sees it as a pivotal point
in the overall Johannine narrative, a link or hinge between past and future; and (3) he
identifies the clear, distinct relationship between Jesus and the disciples he sends out and
their identity as successor-agents with a derived authority. However, Woll’s
presuppositions that John 13-17 is not a unified literary unit, but is discontinuous, and that
there are two originally mutually exclusive traditions of succession in chapter 14 keep him
from fully developing the above points in light of the entire discourse.

In his scholarly monograph,16 C.H. Dodd takes an essentially thematic approach
to the Fourth Gospel in the first half of his book and retains that thematic focus in his
interpretation of the text. It is clear that Dodd does the same generalizing seen in so many
others. For example, in connection with the foot washing in John, Dodd points to the
importance of water as a powerful symbol in this Gospel. 17 1t is an instrument of
regeneration (3:5); a vehicle of eternal life (4:13-14); the means whereby disciples “have
part” with their master (13:8); and a sign of final and effective cleansing. Having said this,
however, Dodd does not discuss any connection between Jesus’ actions (vv. 5-11), his
exhortation to his disciples (vv. 14-15), and their “being sent” (vv. 16, 20).

The same is true of his handling of the work of the Spirit: it is generalized as a
promise to all believers down through the ages with no specific focus on the work of the
original disciples. The important “branches/fruit” theme in chapter 15 is approached in the

same way, passing over v. 16 without comment. The same generalizing is found with his

4 bid., 235.

15 |bid., 234.
16 C.H. Dodd, The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel (1978).
17 Ibid., 402. See also Dodd, Historical Tradition in the Fourth Gospel, 62.
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understanding of the disciples’ responsibility to witness in conjunction with the Spirit
(chapters 15-16).

Dodd makes no comment on the basis of Jesus’ prayer in chapter 17 concerning
Jesus’ disciples (original or later ones) being consecrated and sent to be proclaimers of the
word through which others come to believe. He does not identify the Farewell Discourse,
as I have, as a discourse heavy in mission emphasis.

According to E. Lussier, “Jesus’ farewell discourse and prayer (ch. 14-17) is an
interpretation of Jesus’ completed work on earth and of his relation to both believers and
the world after his resurrection and ascension.”18 But is this interpretation a unified,
coherent whole? “John has not planned the whole complex as a unity; the contents are
loosely strung together with very little progression of thought, however the chapters are
arranged.”19 Lussier claims they are based on several eucharistic homilies which John
pieced together for inclusion in the gospel. “We need not suppose that they were actually
spoken by Jesus in the course of the Last Supper. »20 He does say, “It must also be
shown how they are to carry on the work of his mission, which has been accomplished in
one sense, but still remains to be begun as far as the Gentiles are concerned.”2! But
nothing more is said about this in so far as their role is concerned.

Lussier deals with the Farewell Discourse in a thematic fashion, expounding on
themes as they appear in the text. He calls chapter 17 the High Priestly Prayer and
observes that just as the high priest on the Day of Atonement prayed for self, priests and
levites, and the whole congregation of Israel, so Jesus prays for self, his disciples, and all
future believers. “This is the priest-victim’s oblation-intercession, on the eve of his
sacrifice, asking that his work may continue through those whom the Father had given
him.”22 Indeed, Jesus’ prayer for his disciples has as a purpose, “that they will be fitted
for the work to which he is now sending them.”23

Lusster’s understanding of the Farewell Discourse as a patchwork of independent

18 . Lussier, Christ’s Farewell Discourse, 2.
19 1bid., 4.

20 |bid., 4.

21 Ibid., 9.

22 |bid., 72.

23 |bid., 83
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pieces “strung together” without an overall unity is not an uncommon one, especially
among form and redaction critical scholars. Seeing the present form of the text as
problematic due to “disarrangements” is widely held in varying degrees. It can be as simple
as claiming that a particularly vexing verse (14:31) is a later insertion;24 or holding that a
certain theme is out of place, having been added later:2> or maintaining that there has been
a complete transposition of whole chapters (15-17) which really belong elsewhere and not
in their present context.20 The approach followed in my research will be to deal with the
text as we have it, in its final form, analyzing its rhetorical dimension.

That the Farewell Discourse has been of interest down through the centuries is
demonstrated by C.P. Bammel?” ina study of the discourse in patristic exegesis. It is
observed that patristic exegetes rarely dealt with the Farewell Discourse as a literary form.
They mainly devoted themselves to a verse-by-verse style of interpreting. This common
approach among them is found in their dealing with problems presented by the text:
apparent clashes between the Old Testament and New Testament, differences between the
Gospels, and differences between John and the Synoptics. Also, they were involved in
refuting heretics. As far as the purpose of the Discourse is concerned, Augustine is cited as
remarking that Jesus’ purpose in chapter 17 was to teach his disciples and future
generations. However, beyond general statements of teaching and consoling, Bammel
reports no emphasis among these exegetes on the Farewell Discourse accomplishing a
specific purpose of readying the disciples for ministry or of showing Jesus as the example
to follow.

E. Wilson has a rather unique approach in that he sees the Gospel of John

24 gee P. Corssen, “Die Abschiedsreden Jesu in dem vierten Evangelium”, 125-42, who sees
14:31 as an addition to the text based on Mark 14:42. It was meant to point to the great
similarity in content and context between John and the Synoptics.

25 gee J. Becker, Das Evangelium nach Johannes, 220, who claims that the new
commandment to love in 13:34 is out of place in its present context. He says it was added
(along with 15:1-17) at a later time and actually changes the thrust of the original discourse.
26 gee H. Becker, “Die Reden des Johannesevangelium und der Still der gnostischen
Offenbarungsrede.” Forschungen zur Religion und Literatur des Alten und Neuen Testaments,
68 (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1956) who claims on the basis of 14:31 that there
was a later transposition of chapters 15-17 from an earlier position (in chapter 13, in or near
w.31-38) to their present location. 18:1, he says, should immediately follow 14:31.

27 c.p. Bammel, “The Farewell Discourse In Patristic Exegesis”, 193-207.
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structured around the three-fold office of Christ as Prophet, Priest and King.28 His
thinking follows this outline:
1:1-18 Preface
1:19-12:50 Public ministry of Christ--Prophet
13-17 Upper Room, discourses & intercessory prayer--Priest
18-20 Gethsemane, arrest, trial, crucifixion, resurrection--
King

In John 13-17 Jesus is identified in his priestly office. However, this priestly office
is not among the seven topics Wilson addresses as the seven principal doctrines of chapters
13-17. The footwashing in chapter 13 is connected to humility and also to the two-fold
washing of priests (Leviticus 8:6), but then he generalizes beyond the apostles to all
Christians. He does not mention verses 16 & 20 and the concept of being “sent” in this
context.

With regard to the work of the Holy Spirit in 14:26 and 16:13, Wilson does see the
inspiration of the Holy Scriptures through these disciples, but makes no comment on their
role as being distinct from that of other believers. In other words, he passes from
generalized statements about all Christians to this one about those who wrote the New
Testament without noting the shift in any way. Any statements about their ministry as
special witnesses sent by him are only incidental. Wilson’s overall approach in applying
the prophet/priest/king outline to John’s Gospel is forced and does not actually flow from
the text. For example, the function of the High Priest in offering up the sacrifice and
shedding the blood on the Day of Atonement would really be found most strikingly in
chapters 18 and 19 with Jesus offering up himself as the sacrificial “lamb of God who
takes away the sin of the world” (John 1:29)--which also places a distinctly priestly
reference even earlier in the Gospel. The prophet/priest/king motif is found throughout the
Gospel and not in a sequential or linear unfolding.

A very different approach is presented by J.N. Suggit who proceeds to examine the
Farewell Discourse through “liturgical spectacles.” In John 13-14, he says, “John is
writing for his own community and explaining to them the significance of the life of Jesus
for their own life of discipleship.”29 The purpose of the Discourse for the original group

28 T. Emest Wilson, The Farewell Ministry Of Christ, 9-10.
29 ) N. Suggit, “John 13-17 Viewed Through Liturgical Spectacles”, 48.
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of disciples in the Upper Room is not addressed. The later religious community, he says,
expressed their interests and beliefs in common, ritual actions--worship. John writes in
such a way “that those within the community will recognize the meaning and validity of
their liturgical acts.”30

Suggit claims that the main themes of the Farewell Discourse (unity, love,
remaining in Jesus, the coming/going/coming of Jesus, vine and branches, prayer) are
direct allusions to Christian worship, particularly the Eucharist. “John is writing a
theological commentary not only on the meaning of the incarnation, but also on the meaning
of the Eucharist.”31

He also claims that in chapter 17 Jesus’ prayer reminds the disciples of the
profession of faith they made at their baptism. Frequent references to “the name” and
receiving, knowing, and believing are said to point to this. Thus, an exposition of worship
(baptism and the eucharist in particular) is said to be found in John 13-17. Nothing about
the original context of Jesus in the upper room with his disciples or what that first level of
the text had to say to the later community is discussed. Rather, it is what the later
community has to say through the discourse that is primary here for Suggit. His claim that
John 13-17 is a liturgical exposition primarily of the eucharist and baptism is strained.
God’s name is certainly connected to baptism, but baptism need not automatically be
assumed just because God’s name is invoked. Also, his conclusions about the eucharist
are based largely on linguistic similarities between the Farewell Discourse and New
Testament eucharistic texts as well as the assumption that John 6 is eucharistic, something
which he assumes but does not demonstrate. What he sees as confirming references to
eucharistic allusions in chapter 15 are unwarranted assumptions which claim too much.

Frank Stagg asserts that attempts to reorganize an assumed disarranged text in John
13-17 are in fact attempts to superimpose our own notion of “order” on John. He is of the
opinion that “one should try to understand the text as it has reached us.”32 Stagg
recognizes that the text is a “revelatory event” and “heavy with symboljsm.”33 However,
while he sees footwashing pointing to more than just humility, namely to Christ’s role as

Servant and to the cross, he doesn’t extend this to an application to Jesus’ disciples and

30 |pid., 49.
31 Ibid., 54.
32 Frank Stagg, “The Farewell Discourses”, 460.

33 |bid., 461.
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their ministry. He applies it generally to all Christians. The same is done with the
promised Paraclete in chapter 14; the vine, branches, fruit in chapter 15; the opposition of
the world, the Paraclete and victory in chapters 15-16; and the farewell prayer in chapter
17. No specific reference is made to a special calling of the Twelve or to Jesus preparing
them for their upcoming ministry with his departure being imminent.

J.A. Du Rand explores Johannine discipleship and says, “The shift of emphasis
concerning the disciples, from being primarily his first followers to the ultimate designation
of all later believers, is best seen in the Farewell Discourses . . . In such a way later
believers are included in Johannine discipleship.”34 Here no distinction is seen or made
between general discipleship and the special vocation to which these disciples were called.
There is no recognition of the special place within the Christian community that these men
would occupy. The Gospel of John is used mostly as a window through which one can
see and describe the later Johannine community.

R. Lemmer analyzes the “coming-going-being sent” motif in the Farewell Discourse
using narrative criticism. His goal is to elucidate the possible significance of this motif for
the implied readers. Lemmer lines up with the likes of Segovia when he says of the
discourse’s unity: “Contrary to the notion that there is more than one farewell discourse,
usually posited because of ostensible textual dislocations and the abrupt transition from
14:31 to 15:1, it is now posited that--from a narrator’s point of view--there is only one
discourse, embedded in one scene . . . From a narrative point of view the upper-room
scene constitutes one setting and one event and it is assumed that all elements, including
discourse, are subservient to the development of the plot concerning the identity of the
protagonist.”35 But when he speaks of the purpose of the discourse, Lemmer speaks
almost exclusively of later disciples.

Lemmer sees 13:1-30 as an inseparable introduction to the discourse proper for here

the very basis for understanding the discourse is laid out.36 Throughout, the implied

34 j A. Du Rand, “Perspectives On Johannine Discipleship According To The Farewell

Discourses”, 313.
35 R. Lemmer, “A Possible Understanding By The implied Reader, Of Some Of The Coming-

Going-Being Sent Pronouncements, in The Johannine Farewell Discourses”, 293.
36 gee also J. Beutler, Habt keine Angst: Die erste johanneische Abschiedsrede (Joh 14), 9-

11, who holds that 13:31-38 is the conclusion to 13:1-20 and therefore a formal part of the
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readers are reminded that they, too, share in Jesus’ presence and blessings as his first
disciples did. Of Jesus’ prayer Lemmer states, “Chapter 17 is also very much a rhetorical
(from a narrative point of view) appeal to the readers.”37 “Jesus is not only to be their
role model in fearful and ominous circumstances, but in that he actually prayed for them
(17:20) when they would find themselves in similar circumstances.”38 But is he the role
model for ministry? This is not discussed. Lemmer’s conclusions concerning the function
of the “coming-going-being sent” motif do not include mention of a specific ministry for
which these disciples are being prepared. It is only potential persecution and other general
considerations (which will apply to any readers) which are mentioned. When Jesus is
identified as a role model, it is as a role model for all implied readers in so far as being sent
and facing opposition are concerned. The other characters of the narrative are ones with
whom they can identify, too, according to Lemmer.

James Drickamer deals with the important question, “To whom is Christ speaking
in John 13-177739 So many of the works cited here demonstrate confusion or lack of
consistency in identifying this group. Drickamer tackles this question in quite a precise
exegetical manner. He first observes that in the New Testament distinctions between
Christians are common: Eph. 4:11; 2:19-21; 1 Cor. 12:14-20; Heb. 13:17. Then, within
the Farewell Discourse, he notes passages indicating that the physically present Christ is
speaking to the original disciples, not all Christians in general (14:25; 15:27; 16:4; 17:12).
This he does by exegetically examining the language and context of each verse. He also
includes those passages containing predictions of Christ’s imminent death (13:19, 33; 14:3,
19, 20, 28; 16:7, 16, 23). Next come those passages containing the special promise of the
sending of the Holy Spirit to the disciples in the upper room (14:26; 15:26; 16:13),
especially in view of the immediate context of these verses with those cited above.

In 15:16 Drickamer demonstrates that this is a reference to Jesus’ choosing of them

farewell context. This is distinct from seeing 31-38 as a self-contained unit of discourse. And
J. Schneider, “Die Abschiedsreden Jesu: Ein Beitrag zur Frage der Komposition von Johannes
13:31-17:26”, 103-12, who sees 13:31-38 as the introduction to the entire farewell
discourse. If 13:31-38 is the conclusion to 13:1-30 and the introduction to the rest of the
discourse, then the entire text of chapters 13-17 is a unified whole.

37 R. Lemmer, “A Possible Understanding By The Implied Reader, Of Some Of The Coming-
Going-Being Sent Pronouncements, In The Johannine Farewell Discourses”, 297.

38 |bid.

39 ) Drickamer, To Whom Is Christ Speaking In John 13-177
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for a special vocation, not election to faith. In 16:25 Jesus speaks no longer in figures to
those to whom he has spoken in figures before: the original disciples. In 17:20 Christ
speaks clearly of those he is with as the original disciples through whom others will come
to believe. And 17:26 is closely linked to verse 20. The difference between the two
distinct groups of disciples is clearly between immediate vs. mediate revelation.

Is there, then, an application of John 13-17 to all Christians? Most assuredly: John
shows what Christ has done for all by his own work and through those whom he has sent.
“John 13-17 records Christ’s words to His first disciples as He prepares them for their
coming work to be His apostles and for the coming time when He would leave them
through the death on the cross. Thus, John possesses a strong teaching concerning the
apostolate and shows that the apostles were given gifts that they do not share in common
with all of christendom.”40

David Aune makes a very strong identification of the mission and office of the
apostles. He describes their mission as “a continuation of the mission of Jesus under
different circumstances.”*1 And speaking of the necessity of the imiratio Christi for the
Johannine community, Aune in commenting on John 13:16, 20 and 17:18 says,
“According to the Fourth Gospel, the divine commission of Jesus was transferred to the
disciples . . . the mission of the disciples is therefore virtually identical with the mission of
Jesus in both purpose and signiﬁcance.”42

Although Aune recognizes the apostolic office and the fact that it is derived from
Christ, he does not develop this line of thought, unfortunately. His interest is in using the
text as a window to attempt a reconstruction of the extra-textual community. But his strong
understanding of the identity of the apostles and their office as virtually identical to the

mission of Jesus in both purpose and significance is itself significant.

Narratological/Sociological Approaches
A narratological and sociological perspective on John 13:31-14:31 is presented by
J.A. Du Rand. He states, “The function of the narrative in the First Farewell Discourse is

to strengthen discipleship.”"’3 Discipleship is not a topic he develops, however.

40 |bid., ii.
41 pavid E. Aune, The Cultic Setting Of Realized Eschatology In Early Christianity, 80.
42 bid., 82.
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Structural divisions within this discourse and the themes enunciated which give rise to these
divisions are the emphasis. Most of the theological points made by Du Rand are
generalizations concerning Jesus® departure/return, the disciples’ love, identity of the
protagonist, and the confusion of the disciples.

Du Rand then turns from narratology to a discussion of a sociological reading of the
discourse and its description of the Johannine community. He opts for placing the
Johannine community in quadrant “C” of Mary Douglas’ sociological model, disagreeing
with both Neyrey44 and Domeris?? who place it in quadrants “A” and “D”, respectively.
Thus, we have three respected scholars, all applying the same sociological model to the
Johannine community and coming up with three entirely different characterizations. How
helpful is this approach? The narratological approach seems to be mainly concerned with
the structure and inner workings of the text (while not actually addressing the text’s
intended sense) and Douglas’ sociological approach leaves us with totally differing
conclusions from which to choose.

Yet another sociological approach to the Farewell Discourse is offered by J.A.
Draper. He claims that the disciples’ “mission to the world . . . does not seem to be
emphasized.”"’6 Indeed, they are described as an introversionist, inward-looking
religious sect which has retreated from an aggressive mission towards the world. For
Draper, group and community dynamics (“intensive group interaction”) as gleaned from
sociological studies are found in Johannine exhortations to exhibit mutual love and to abide.
Such intensive interaction is maintained, says Draper, by the Paraclete whose sociological
function is to maintain boundaries for the community over against a hostile world.
Draper’s conclusions fall short on at least two counts: (1) his claim that the disciples’
mission to the world is not emphasized cannot stand in light of the larger context of the

Gospel as a whole nor in light of specific comments in the Farewell Discourse;4” and (2)

43 j A. Du Rand, “A Story And A Community: Reading The First Farewell Discourse (John

13:31-14:31 From Narratological and Sociological Perspectives”, 33.
44 ) H. Neyrey, An Ideology Of Revolt: John’s Christology in Social-Science Perspective.

45 \W.R. Domeris, “The Farewell Discourse: An Anthropological Perspective”, 233-250.

46 j A. Draper, “The Sociological Function Of The Spirit/Paraclete In The Farewell Discourses

iIn The Fourth Gospel”, 17.
47 gee Witherington, John’s Wisdom, pp. 255, 270 for a discussion of the mission aspect of

the Farewell Discourse. Also, A. Kostenberger, The Missions of Jesus and the Disciples, 30-
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while noting that mutual love and abiding do point to group and community dynamics,
Draper fails to note the major themes of the disciples’ purpose within their community,
Jesus preparing them to carry out that purpose, and Jesus himself modelling in words and
actions that ministry.

P.J. Hartin employs a narratological approach to examine the ethical perspective in
the Farewell Discourse. Attention is directed at discovering the ethical dimension emerging
from Jesus’ relationship-response to the Father, to his disciples and to the world. From the
footwashing to Jesus’ prayer, we find the ethical role for the believer in relation to God and
to one another. “The ethical implications of the narrative show that the self-sacrificing life
of Jesus becomes the model by which followers of Jesus must direct their lives.”48 This
is representative of Hartin’s generalizing of Jesus’ words and actions to all believers. No
reference is made in this work to the imminent ministry of these disciples or to Jesus being
a specific role model for them.

In a major narratological work, D.F. Tolmie notes that scholarly discussion of John
13-17 seems to be moving in the direction of analysis without recourse to historical
criticism. He cites studies by O’Day, Segovia and Culpepper. Tolmie’s study is also based
on the assumption that the Fourth Gospel (and parts of it) makes sense as a literary whole
and he classifies his work with those cited above. He says his narratological purpose is “to
indicate the way in which the implied author moves the implied reader to accept a particular
perspective on discipleship.”49

The narratological model to be followed is that of Rimmon-Kenan as described in
her Narrative Criticism: Contemporary Poetics. This model focuses on three basic aspects
of the narrative text: story, text, and narration. Most of the discussion of narration
involves an analysis of the communication structure of the Gospel of John.

Story is defined by the surface structure and the deep structure of events. This is
analyzed by using the semiotic square developed by Greimas. The analysis shows a similar
value system underlying the sections of John 13-17, that of discipleship. While the deep
structure of the rest of the Gospel is dominated by the identity of Jesus, John 13-17 is
dominated by the importance of “discipleship”. This lends weight to my contention that

31, 35-36.
48 p_J. Hartin, “Remain In Me (John 15:5)", 347.

49 pF. Tolmie, Jesus’ Farewell To The Disciples, 13.
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Jesus is here emphasizing the role they are about to assume with his departure. While
Jesus’ identity is still important, he is concerned with them understanding their own
identity and responsibilities and how they are to carry them out.

Much space is taken up by Tolmie describing his methodology for uncovering the
surface structure of John 13-17. He borrows methodology eclectically from others and
then gives a quite detailed analysis of the textual structure of the chapters. Tolmie is
describing or categorizing the verbal action which takes place in the text. When a particular
chapter has been laid out in this manner, text linguistics does not add much that cannot be
found otherwise. For example, Raymond Brown states, “I must admit that rarely do I
discover from the semiotic analyses what I have not recognized through careful textual
exegesis.”50 Tolmie’s linguistic approach strikes me to be like sentence diagramming;: it
may tell you in a mechanical fashion how the sentence (in this case, text) is put together,
but it does not tell you whar it means nor does it give life-application.

The third basic aspect of Rimmon-Kenan’s model used by Tolmie is “text”, the
written discourse read by the reader. It is noted that the amount of text devoted to a single
evening (out of a 2 1/2 year period) indicates the importance of the Farewell Discourse.
Focalization (or point of view) in John 13-17 is identified by Tolmie as external, narrator-
focalization. In other words, the narrator-focalizer functions as an “on-looker”. There are
a few examples of internal focalization (for instance, when inside views of Jesus’ mind are
given). The type of focalization utilized in John 13-17 stresses the uniqueness of Jesus and
the intimate atmosphere of the discourse in the room.

According to Tolmie, the whole interaction between the implied author and implied
reader is dominated by the ideological theme of Jesus being the Christ, the Son of Godd!
In 13-17 discipleship is integrated into this theme so that the implied reader will be led to
understand what discipleship really entails and persuade him to act accordingly. This,
however, seems to be a rhetorical concern, not a narratological one and would best be
elucidated by a rhetorical analysis.

I agree with Tolmie that emphasis is on the identity of Christ and an attempt to
persuade the disciples to a course of action. But I believe these themes are more specific

than he recognizes. It is not just Jesus as Son of God, but Jesus defining and modeling the

50 Rr. Brown, “Infancy Narrative Research”, 661.
51 D.F. Tolmie, Jesus’ Farewell To The Disciples, 191.

19



vocation to be carried out by those who will act on his behalf after his departure. It is not
just discipleship in general that they must be persuaded about, but the vocation for which
they are being prepared. Something more than Jesus’ identity as the Savior and something
more than generic discipleship is, I believe, being communicated by the evangelist in John
13-17.

Commenting on John 15:16 Tolmie speaks of the disciples’ election by Jesus to
bear fruit and in summary says, “Thus the implied reader is guided to perceive that the
privilege of having been elected by Jesus should lead to a specific way of life.”>2 But this
is far too general. No mention is made of what the fruit is or how Jesus’ choosing of them
placed them in a special relationship between the vine and the fruit. The closest Tolmie gets
to recognizing what I see as an important aspect of the text, namely these disciples’
preparation for vocation, is when he comments on 17:17-19: “The implied reader is
reminded of the analogy between the mission of Jesus and that of the disciples. In the same
way that the Father consecrated the Son and sent him into the world, the Son consecrates
the disciples and sends them into the world.”3 But he leaves the discussion at that.

What is most interesting is that in his last two pages of summary, Tolmie draws it
all together with statements of the rhetorical function of the Farewell Discourse, not a
narratological discussion! That the two methods are not synonymous will become plain
when Kennedy’s and Kwon’s works on rhetorical analysis are reviewed. It seems to me a
rhetorical analysis of the Discourse would yield more specific fruit with regard to its

structure, function, purpose, and meaning.

Genre Criticism
Genre criticism is applied to the Farewell Discourse by Ernst Bammel. >4 He
states that John 13:31-17:26 is unquestionably a farewell discourse. “Testaments” were a
common literary genre at Jesus’ time. They are found in extra-biblical literature and
elsewhere in the New Testament, for example at Luke 9:31 and 22:28; Paul’s speech at
Miletus, Acts 20:17-36; and possibly 2 Peter. While neither footwashing or a meal play an

52 |bid., 213.

53 Ibid., 225.
54 £. Bammel, “Die Abschiedsrede des Johannesevangeliums und ihr jiidischer Hintergrund”,

1-12. (English translation in Tyndale Bulletin, 44/1 (1993), 103-116).
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important part in Jewish farewell discourses,55 two aspects of a departing man’s speech
that are common to both Jewish farewells and that of Jesus are a looking back on his life
and a looking forward to the heavenly abode. But Bammel lists eight more substantive
differences with Jewish farewells. This indicates that Jesus’ farewell is different in
structure and message and represents a transitional phase between Jewish farewells and
early Christian literature. The analysis of constituent parts of the Farewell Discourse and a
comparison and contrast with the structure and content of Jewish farewells are the main
issues in Bammel’s study. No specific treatment of the purpose of Jesus’ discourse or

what it says and why is addressed. The genre is adequately analyzed, but the theological
content is not the issue.

Literary/Rhetorical Approaches

Fernando Segovia states that hardly any recent interpreters of the Gospel of John
have looked upon the Johannine farewell speech as a literary unity. He highlights a number
of the consequences of holding such a position: “the farewell speech is ultimately
unintelligible in its present form . . . its meaning is to be sought mostly outside the present
text . . . a variety of authors was responsible for the various layers in question.”56

As a result of the changes taking place in the nature and thrust of New Testament
studies (the paradigm shift from diachronic to synchronic method referred to earlier, p.
2ff.), he believes that such studies can no longer be carried out as they once were. He
states, “I now see the farewell speech as both an artistic and a strategic whole, with a
unified literary structure and development, as well as unified strategic concerns and
aims.”’ Segovia declares, “the speech is intelligible as it presently stands. There is no
need to search for meaning outside the text, especially in terms of an excavative approach
and by way of literary layers. There is no need to posit a variety of authors in the process
of composition and addition of these layers” and, “from its beginning the farewell is
concerned with both belief in Jesus as the Word of God . . . and matters of pra.xis”,5 8

something earlier views isolated from one another.

33 Ibid., 4.
56 £ segovia, The Farewell Of The Word, vii.

57 Ibid., viii.
58 |bid., viii.
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Segovia believes John 13-17 to be “a coherent and self-contained narrative section
of the Gospel as well as a clear example of a farewell type-scene in which three smaller
narrative units can be distinguished: 13:1-20; 13:21-30; 13:31-17:26.”39 The first two
units provide the farewell context. The last unit contains the farewell speech proper. 60
Yet Segovia does not consider in his analysis those sections providing the context for the
Farewell. And while he states that he intends to handle chapter 17 in a separate book, his
omission of both the context and the climactic end scene®! in his present discussion does
tend to reduce the discussion from a “self-contained narrative” to something less.

The Farewell Of The Word describes four distinct units of discourse (13:31-14:31;
15:1-17; 15:18-16:4a; 16:4b-33) and analyzes them. In each, Segovia sees a two-fold
rhetorical situation which called forth the complex and effective response contained within
each unit. On the one hand there is the positive situation of the disciples being seen in
relation to Jesus. On the other is the confrontation between the disciples and the opposition
of the world. “Although their status and role as disciples of Jesus are affirmed, the
disciples are also perceived to be under great duress and hence in need of sustained and
extensive teaching and consolation.”02 Within each narrative unit different combinations
of exhortation, admonition, teaching, consolation and polemic are used by Jesus to
accomplish his aims. All four units are seen by Segovia as artistic, highly unified,
coherent, strategic wholes that are carefully developed from beginning to end.

In a brief overview of different interpretive approaches to the Farewell Discourse,
Segovia observes that “there are six basic approaches to the present text of the farewell
speech: the historicizing, transpositional, redactional, symbolic, unfinished and
compositional approaches.”63 Concerning the redactional approach as the preeminent one
he says, “Given this approach’s failure to deal with the present shape and arrangement of

the farewell discourse from a literary rather than a historical perspective, it is now

59 Ibid., 20.

60 gee also J. Schneider, “Die Abschiedsreden Jesu: Ein Beitrag zur Frage der Komposition
von Johannes 13:31-17:26”, 103-12. Schneider clearly sees 13:31-38 as an introduction to
the entire farewell discourse, not a self-contained unit of discourse by itself.

61 Segovia describes chapter 17 as occupying “a climactic position within the scene itself--
the very end of both speech and scene”, 57.

62 1pid., 121.

63 Ibid., 26.
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Justifiably seen as much too narrow and restrictive in vision and scope, as overly concerned
with the excavative dimensions of the text while unconcerned with its present literary
structure and development . . . there exists, therefore, an unquestionable need for a radical
change in basic orientation, for a view of the present speech as an artistic and strategic
whole.”64

The primary purpose and intended outcome of Jesus’ Farewell Discourse is often
described as “consolation.” With regard to this view, Segovia states that this position
leaves too much unsaid. The purpose of Jesus’ speech and its “underlying rhetorical
situation”®3 need to be clearly seen to rightly understand the discourse. In Jesus’
discourse, a message is conveyed from one party to another. But in the text as we have it
before us, we must understand that this communication is taking place on two distinct
levels: (1) “The literary level of the narrative plot itself, with its own rhetorical exigence, the
farewell address of the main character (Jesus) to a corporate character (the group of his true
followers or disciples)” and (2) “The extraliterary level of author and intended audience--the
purpose behind the specific reconstruction of such a historical scene involving Jesus and
his earliest disciples in a work written for a much later group of disciples.”66 Segovia
maintains that the socio-historical situation of the intended audience, a group of later
disciples, is reflected in and addressed by this speech.

In speaking of the purpose of the discourse, Segovia describes it as “Jesus’ parting
legacy to the disciples”67 and his imminent death and ascension as “the coming time of
separation” and “the time of departure and separation.”68 But he goes into no detail as to
how this discourse informs, motivates, persuades or encourages them for what lies ahead,
especially their mission and ministry to their community. He says John 14:1-27 “can be
described as a sustained exercise in the teaching and consolation of the disciples.”69 Yes,
but for what greater and more long-term purpose?

In his treatise, Segovia mainly engages in a complex re-telling of John 13:31-16:33

using a literary-rhetorical analysis of structures, units, sub-units, sections, sub-sections,

64 Ibid., 48.
65 Ibid., 47.
66 Ibid., 55.
57 Ibid., 76.
68 Ibid., 76.
69 Ibid., 80.
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arrangements, patterns, formulations, components, and the like. However, he never
engages the topic of Jesus’ words and actions having a purpose beyond the mere
consolation and teaching of the original circle of disciples. Nor does he speak of Jesus’
words and actions being the context for their own imminent ministry after the departure
when separation from Jesus is a reality. The closest he comes to it is in a footnote on P.
106: “Thus, in effect, the Spirit-Paraclete will continue Jesus’ own mission in the world in
and through the disciples.” And again, “This task of ‘convicting’ the world must be seen
as taking place in and through the disciples themselves, that is, in and through their own
mission and ‘witness’ in and to the world . . . it is the Spirit-Paraclete who, as Jesus’
successor in their midst, will inform and sustain their mission in and to the world.”’0 But
he never shows how the evangelist has Jesus use words and actions rhetorically to prepare
them for this task.

Indeed, with most of the approaches to the Farewell Discourse, including
Segovia’s, the main concern seems to be the arrangement of the speech, an analysis of how
it is structured. However, they do not treat substantively the purpose of the discourse or
how it rhetorically accomplishes that purpose. It would appear that what is overlooked or
by-passed by many is the evangelist’s portrayal of Jesus first trying to prepare his disciples
for their ministry to their community and to the world in light of his imminent departure.
The evangelist shows him doing so with symbols in word and action. This has persuasive
design: the later audience of the Farewell Discourse, who also must carry on in light of a
“departed” Jesus, would be able to apply the teachings, consolation, encouragement and
understanding to their own socio-historical situation.

A volume which brings a needed perspective to a discussion of the Farewell
Discourse is J. Louis Martyn’s History and Theology in the Fourth Gospel. Martyn
states, “The text presents its witness on two levels: (1) it is a witness to an einmalig event
during Jesus’ earthly lifetime . . . (2) the text is also a witness to Jesus’ powerful presence
in actual events experienced by the Johannine church.””! This is very similar to
Segovia’s distinction of the “literary level” (Jesus speaking to his original disciples in the
upper room) and the “extraliterary level” (the author reporting this to an audience). As

David Cunningham notes, “Narrative thus situates itself in two contexts simultaneously--in

70 bid., 234.
71 . L. Martyn, History And Theology In The Fourth Gospel, 29-30.
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the milieu where the story takes place, and in the situation in which the story is told. This
produces both an immanent and a transcendent quality, both a concrete and an abstract
function.””2 Both aspects of the text must be accounted for.

In describing the ongoing operation of the Paraclete among Jesus’ disciples in this
two-fold drama, the Christian witness is called “Jesus’ ‘double’ in that drama.”’3 Many
of Martyn’s citations in laying out the relationship of presence and function between Jesus,
the other Paraclete and the Christian witness are taken from the Farewell Discourse.
Martyn points out that the world sees either the einmalig tradition of Jesus or it sees and
hears the Christian witness, but does not see the profound connection (the Paraclete)
between the two.’4 But for John, the two levels are played out simultaneously.

When one takes Martyn’s description of Jesus’ “double”, Aune’s description of the
imitatio Christi of the disciple, and Drickamer’s understanding of who Jesus is speaking to
in the Farewell Discourse, the importance of this motif of these disciples having a special
calling and vocation within their community becomes rather striking. That this motif is a
major one in John 13-17 and one that the evangelist has Jesus specifically address is
foundational to my hypothesis.

Alan Culpepper’s work is one of the most comprehensive treatments of John
using recent communication theories. He studies the narrator and point of view, narrative
time, plot, characterization, motifs of misunderstanding, irony and symbolism, and the
implied reader. For Culpepper, “John is, at points at least, ‘novelistic, realistic
narrative’ " 72 and is to be read as one would a story, not history. The Farewell Discourse
is treated as a unit only in his chapter on “Plot” and this is a quick, one-paragraph overview
of the flow of events.

D.A. Carson raises the following four concerns about Culpepper’s work: (1)
Culpepper uses categories developed to study the poetics of the novel to study Gospel
literature. On this view, truth claims from eyewitnesses are discounted as story, not
history. (2) There is a distinction drawn between narrative truth and historical truth because
it is claimed that fiction can be used to present a deeper truth. But the question then remains

72 p, Cunningham, Faithful Persuasion, 116.
73 JL. Martyn, History and Theology in the Fourth Gospel, 148.

74 1bid., 148-150.
75 R. Alan Culpepper, Anatomy Of The Fourth Gospel: A Study In Literary Design, 8.
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for the New Testament, what is historical and what is not? (3) For Culpepper, the Gospel
of John is a mirror, not a window that enables us to see the ministry of Jesus. But
according to Carson, if the text is reliable in the sense of the novelist, “we have sacrificed
the gospel’s claims to certain historical specificity, and set sail on the shoreless sea of
existential subjectivity, all on the grounds that we may legitimately treat John as a novel--
the very point that remains to be proved.”76 (4) Culpepper’s thinking is clouded by an
influence of the poetics of the novel on him. His concept of the “omniscience” of the writer
is slanted to fit the patterns generated by fiction writers. An author does not have to be
omniscient to find out things he was not present to see or hear.

Reflecting on such approaches and underlying presuppositions, Carson speaks of
an “epistemological bankruptcy”77 in which scholars desire to retain a genuinely pious
relationship to Christianity, but then rigorously use historical critical or new literary
methods that deny the possibility of a foundation for such a piety. Carson’s concerns about
the presuppositions of these new approaches must surely be taken seriously. Are we to
assume a priori, for example, that a truth claim for historical specificity within scripture is
to be taken instead as non-historical and treat the text as a novel? Also, Culpepper’s
presuppositions are established by his assuming that the attributes of fiction can be used to
analyze the scriptures, something he does not demonstrate but proceeds with as a given.

Positively speaking, Culpepper does treat the text as a finished literary product.
Also, evidence that has been used by others to point to seams and disunity and disparate
sources in John is seen as pointing to the unity of the work, instead.

Mark Stibbe also has criticism for Culpepper’s approach in treating the gospel as an
a-historical novel. Stibbe declares, “The value judgment Culpepper passes on John’s
story, that it is ‘magnificent but flawed’ (p. 231), could really be passed on his own work .
. . Culpepper takes it too much for granted that a gospel can be studied as if it were a
novel.”’8 After briefly recounting how some modern scholars have indeed come to treat
the gospels as novels (following theorists of modern fiction), he says, “It is against the
background of the Old Testament and Graeco-Roman narrative that Johannine narrative

should be judged, and not against the background of the modern novel. As it stands,

76 D_A. Carson, “Selected Recent Studies Of The Fourth Gospel”, 62.
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Culpepper’s method is fundamentally anachronistic.” 72 Any consideration of
Culpepper’s work would have to take seriously the cautions raised by Carson and Stibbe.

Rhetorical Analysis

George A. Kennedy is one of the most oft-cited authorities in the application of
rhetorical theory and practice to New Testament studies. He states in his book on the
subject, “The writers of the books of the New Testament had a message to convey and
sought to persuade an audience to believe it or to believe it more profoundly. As such they
are thetorical, and their methods can be studied by the discipline of rhetoric.”80
Rhetorical criticism looks at the text “from the point of view of the author’s or editor’s
intent, the unified results, and how it would be perceived by an audience of near
contemporaries. »81

Given the Hellenization of the ancient Near East, the Greek language of the New
Testament, the fact that rhetoric was taught as an academic discipline throughout the Roman
empire and that its influence was felt at all levels of society, Kennedy says, “approaching
the New Testament through classical rhetoric is thus historically justified. It is also
philosophically justiﬁed.”82 The goal of rhetorical analysis is the discovery of the
author’s intent and how that is transmitted through a text to an audience. Kennedy goes
into some detail outlining the theory and methodology of classic Greco-Roman rhetoric,
demonstrating how rhetoric is present in the New Testament writings. The bulk of his
book is then spent discussing the three species of rhetoric (deliberative, epideictic, and
judicial) and applying rhetorical analysis to different portions of the New Testament,
including the Farewell Discourse in John.

He says of John 13-17, “It is clearly epideictic, for Jesus is concerned with the
disciples’ attitudes, feelings, and beliefs at his departure from life in this world.”83 And
speaking of how the Discourse is structured Kennedy states, “Together, chapters 13-17

appear to be built around amplification of a small number of topics which are enunciated in

the beginning of 13.”84

2 Ibid., 11.

80 George Kennedy, New Testament Interpretation Through Rhetorical Criticism, 3.
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82 1bid., 10.

83 Ibid., 77.

27



Kennedy then sketches a brief rhetorical analysis of the Farewell Discourse,
showing how it follows rhetorical convention to achieve its intended result. His treatment
of the Discourse is not a full-blown analysis, but is clearly meant as an example of how
rhetorical analysis would be employed on such a unit. Theological emphases are not
discussed by Kennedy.

Kennedy makes a convincing case for using rhetorical analysis on New Testament
texts. Applying a method of analysis that is based upon the literary context in which the
text was originally written would seem to be desirable to gain an understanding of the
author’s intent and how it was heard by its original audience. That is especially true when
it is demonstrated that the text does in fact reflect and follow that convention of composition
(rhetoric).

E.R. Wendland (1992) applies rhetorical discourse analysis to Jesus’ prayer in John
1'7. He describes the discourse as a “historically reliable and complete artistic, rhetorical,
and theological whole.”85 Wendland claims that the chapter 17 prayer functions as more
than simply a farewell or a customary ritual (such as a closing prayer to a meal). It is, he
says, instructional. Individual components of the prayer are seen to have different
purposes (explanation, encouragement, promise) and are intended to achieve specific
effects in the hearers/readers. The primary motive of this prayer is “to effect physical,
psychological and spiritual reinforcement. »86 A Jesus fortified himself through prayer,
so his disciples will be able to apply this same reinforcement to themselves. This was
possible since, according to Wendland, this prayer was prayed out loud in their hearing.

Wendland then goes into a discourse/structure analysis of John 17 during the course
of which he does make reference to the ministry for which the disciples have been
commissioned. But he generalizes it to the ministry of all Christians in carrying on Jesus’
ministry, a trait we have seen in many other commentators which does not do justice to the
actual setting of the text. However, Wendland does take the text seriously as a literary
whole and his application of rhetorical principles tackles the questions of what the text is

trying to achieve and how it does so, i.e. the meaning of the text.

84 |bid., 78. See also Lombard and Oliver, “A Working Supper”, 365-68, who identify
several motifs in 13:1 which are repeated throughout John 13-17.
85 E.R. Wendland, “Rhetoric of the Word”, 66.
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Jongseon Kwon in his doctoral dissertation analyzes John 13-17 using Greco-
Roman rhetorical theory. He states, “The goal of this rhetorical analysis is to examine the
author’s method and means of persuading or influencing the reader. The final interest of
this dissertation is in the effect of the discourse . . . The examination of the relevance of
Greco-Roman rhetoric in the interpretation of the New Testament is also an important
concern.”8’

George Kennedy’s five-step model of rhetorical analysis as applied to the Bible is
cited as being widely recognized and highly praised and is the model of analysis followed
by Kwon. An overview of classical Greco-Roman rhetorical theory is presented in a
synthesis derived from the ancient sources. After discussing aspects of the rhetorical
setting (unit, situation, kind of rhetoric), Kwon begins his analysis of the discourse.

These chapters in his dissertation basically ask, “Why is the discourse rhetorical?”
(setting, situation, problem, etc.); and, “How is the discourse rhetorical?” (invention,
arrangement, style). But the question “What is said by means of the rhetoric?” is not really
addressed. Even in the analysis of the discourse, Kwon mainly presents the theory of
ancient rhetoric and shows how the discourse reflects its many details. He does state,
“Jesus does not teach the themes merely with words, but he himself becomes an example to
follow”38 and he “identifies himself with his disciples by doing their usual work, and
asks them to identify themselves with him.”8° But he never develops this crucial theme.
As he deals with the rhetorical “proofs” of the discourse, Kwon states that the major
concern of Jesus is that of consoling the disciples and readers. But there is truly more to
Jesus’ words than consolation.

One must remember that the rhetoric employed in a work is not an end in itself, but
a means to an end. In Kwon’s analysis of the Farewell Discourse, the impression is given
that the identification of the rhetorical devices with which the Discourse is structured is
indeed the end.

Kwon’s division of chapters 14-16 (the probatio) into five separate proofs, one of
which (the fourth) is not even developed from a proposition in the partitio (13:31-38),
seems to me to be a bit artificial and forced. As to the purpose of the discourse he states,

87 J. Kwon, A Rhetorical Analysis Of The Johannine Farewell Discourse, 14.
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“The aim of the gospel (including the discourse) is probably not to inform them. Rather, it
was to comfort and encourage by enlightening and illuminating through information they
already had.”90

Kwon’s dissertation accomplishes three things: (1) it gives a synthetic over-view of
classic Greco-Roman rhetorical theory and method; (2) it demonstrates that the Farewell
Discourse has a rhetorical framework and can be analyzed with rhetorical categories and
principles; (3) it establishes (along with others) rhetorical criticism as a most significant
interpretive tool. Kwon’s contribution is foundational, demonstrating the appropriateness
of this method for New Testament studies. Utilizing this foundation, my contribution will
be theological (examining what is being said in the discourse), methodological (how it is
being said), and teleological (for what purpose it is being said).

Scholarly Commentaries
In reviewing scholarly commentaries, attention will be focused primarily on how

the Farewell Discourse is understood in each, particularly with respect to the concerns of
this study. Specific pericopes from each of the five chapters of the Farewell Discourse
were examined with the proposed hypothesis in mind. They are:

13:12-20

14:25-26

15:1-4, 16, 26-27

16:13-15

17:17-20

These selections will provide adequate information to demonstrate how the various

authors understand the meaning and purpose of Jesus’ discourse with his disciples,
especially with reference to their being sent, their fruit-bearing, and the sending of the

Paraclete and his role among them.

Chapter 13 (12-20)
C.K. Barrett clearly makes a connection between Jesus’ actions (vv. 5-11), his
exhortation (vv. 14-15), and the disciples’ “being sent” (vv. 16, 20). He states, “so far as
the feet-washing represents the whole redemptive work of Jesus the disciples must enter

90 |bid., 177.
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into this work.”®! Since “the death of Christ is at once the means by which men are
cleansed of sin”2 and this is a non-repeatable, once-for-all-time sacrifice for sin, the
disciples enter into it by undertaking their mission to the world. Others agree with this
assessment. Ben Witherington III states, “The foot washing rite points forward to the
actual cleansing work of Christ on the cross.”®3 Jesus’ command in v. 15 that “you
should do as I did to you” is not, however, the institution of a new rite according to
Witherington. “I suspect that the point here is not to institute a new rite but to insist on the
practice of what the rite symbolizes . . . Jesus sees his followers as his agents and
messengers sent out into the world to do what he has just symbolically done--offer
cleansing from sin through Christ.”%4 Witherington sees a missionary motif all through
the Gospel of John and especially in the discourse here. “The issue being addressed in the
farewell discourses as a whole is the preparation of the disciples for Jesus’ departure and
the promise that Jesus will equip them with the Advocate not only to remain faithful but to
continue to carry out the evangelistic task to which God has called them, bearing much
fruit, despite resistance and rejection.”95

Raymond Brown also sees the link: “Even taken simply as an example of humility,
the footwashing does not lose its association with the death of J esus.”90 Brown,
however, sees verses 16 and 20 as redactional statements “loosely tacked on”7 and so
the concepts of being sent and doing “as I did to you” are not linked or developed.

W. Hendriksen, E.C. Hoskyns and B.F. Westcott also connect the footwashing to
the efficacy of the death of Jesus in cleansing sinners. While Hoskyns98 does not
emphasize the “being sent” character of the disciples, Hendriksen?9 and Westcott 100 both
speak specifically of their unique “office” and task in the Church and association is made

91 c.K. Barrett, Gospel, 443.

92 Ibid., 443.

93 g, Witherington W, John’s Wisdom, 237.

94 1bid., 237.

95 Ibid., 255.

96 R. Brown, Gospel, 569.

97 Ibid., 572.

98 E. C. Hoskyns, The Fourth Gospel (1947).

99 W. Hendriksen, Gospel, 236.

100 g F. Westcott, The Gospel According to St. John, 153-54.
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between Jesus’ death, his footwashing, his command to them to “do as I did to you” and
their “being sent.”

Other commentators see in the footwashing primarily a moral/ethical example to
follow and do not make a direct connection to the death of Christ. Among these are B.
LindarleI, G.R. Beasley-Murray102 and L. Morris103, They do, however, connect
verse 20 with verses 14-16 and speak of the disciples’ mission. Lindars, after discussing
Synoptic parallels to verse 20, states that John “means it to have the same reference to the
Twelve persona]ly”lo4 and Beasley-Murray says, “Every Jew would recognize in the last
utterance (v. 20) the maxim, ‘One who is sent is as he who sent him’.” 103 The mission
and witness of the original disciples is clearly the focus, even if this motif is not further
developed by these commentators.

Rudolph Bultmann, one of the most well-known form-critical practitioners,
demonstrates the results of form criticism on the Farewell Discourse in his commentary on
John. Bultmann sees chapters 13-17 as a disarranged text whose original order must be
“re-discovered”100 and whose individual fragments must then be rearranged to provide the
original sequence. He, too, takes the foot washing as a moral/ethical example to follow and
states that such an attitude will provide new opportunities for relationship. 107 He does not
tie the cleansing action of footwashing to the cleansing action of Jesus’ death and then to
the role to be undertaken by the disciples in being sent.

Ernst Haenchen specifically denies that the foot-washing action of Jesus is tied to
the meaning of the cross or that it has salvific content. He makes very little of “being sent”
and like Brown sees verse 20 as a later redactional insertion that “does not belong to this
context at all.” 108 Personal attitude, not witnessing to the gospel, is the emphasis for

Haenchen.

101 B, Lindars, The Gospel of John (1972).

102 G, R. Beasley-Murray, John (1987).

103 | . Morris, The Gospel According to John (1971).
104 g |indars, The Gospel of John, 455.

105 G. R.Beasley-Murray, John, 236.

106 R Bultmann, Gospel, 460.

107 1bid., 476.

108 . Haenchen, John 2, 110.

32



Chapter 14 (25-26)

Hendriksen sees a special operation of the Holy Spirit with the original disciples.
He speaks of the Spirit enabling the disciples to perform the witnessing they are assigned to
do.109 This, he says, includes what Jesus had already taught plus more.

Westcott and Witherington both see this as the promise of a source of continuing
revelation for the disciples, one which will aid them in their missionary work
(Witherington) and allow the Gospel to be written (Westcott).

A number of commentators (Hoskyns, Beasley-Murray, Morris, and Brown) are
quite clear in their descriptions of the reminding and teaching functions to be fulfilled by the
Holy Spirit, but never quite get around to explaining why this was needed or what role
these Spirit-aided disciples would themselves fulfill.

Lindars points to the fulfillment of this promise as applying to post-resurrection
conditions, but does not specify it as a special involvement with those original disciples,
providing immediate revelation to them in their role as the ones sent. Barrett, too, stops
short of specifying what this promise meant to the disciples in their role as missionaries.
He takes “all that I said to you” (v. 26) to be a recreation and perpetuation of the “situation
of judgment and decision that marked the ministry of Jesus” 119, not an accurate
remembrance of his verbal teachings.

The function of the Spirit in the mission to be undertaken by the disciples is not
touched upon by Haenchen. He emphasizes the relation between Jesus and the Spirit.
Bultmann generalizes this promise beyond the disciples and states that the Paraclete is “the
power given to the community” and the revelation he brings “will be bestowed anew in
every future.”1 11 Here, too, the purpose of this power and repeated bestowal is not

elaborated.

Chapter 15 (1-4, 16, 26-27)
The various commentaries consulted handled these three portions of chapter 15 with
quite a little diversity. The “vine/branches/fruit” motif was treated very specifically by

some, generalized by others and glossed over in a few cases. The same was true of the
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“chosen/appointed/bearing fruit” language and the “Paraclete/witness” saying.

Hoskyns distinguishes the vine as Jesus, the branches as his faithful disciples and
the fruit as converts that are made through the disciples’ preaching. Beasley-Murray
approvingly quotes Hoskyns here (p. 273) and both Lindars and Barrett refer to the
distinction between the apostles’ mission (as “branches”) and the results of their work
(“fruit”). All four of these commentators point to the special function given to these men as
Jesus’ representatives to the world with the “chosen/appointed/bearing fruit” language.
They also see the witness of the Holy Spirit (v. 26) and that of the disciples (v. 27) as one
witness, not two. Indeed, Beasley-Murray points to verse 27 as echoing the conditions of
the apostolic witness in Acts 1:21-22 and Lindars states, “There is probably a reference
here to the special function of the apostles as witnesses of Jesus . . . and therefore
guarantors of the gospel message. »112

Another group of commentators (Brown, Westcott, Hendriksen) extends the
“pranches/fruit” motif to include all believers, yet still sees in verse 16 a reference to the
upper room disciples and in verse 27 a description of their Spirit-aided witness to the world
(although Westcott, while stating that this refers to the operation of the Spirit through the
original disciples, says that it now continues through the church as others also bear
witness--a witness based upon that of the disciples). Brown says of verse 16 that these
words “are directed to those who have been with him from the beginning”1 13 and Westcott
states that the “choice” referred to is that to the apostolate. He speaks of their “distinctive
responsibility as ‘heralds of the gospel’.”1 14

Other commentators (Witherington, Haenchen, Morris,) not only generalize the
“branches/fruit” image to all believers, but do the same with verses 16 and 26-27 (or else
pass over these with little or no discussion). Witherington generalizes the whole discussion
to all believers. Haenchen never really identifies “fruit” at all and says that verse 16 as
referring to the disciples’ mission “may be what the author has in mind here” 113 but says
no more of it. While he discusses verse 26 at length with the relation between Jesus and

the Spirit, he virtually dismisses verse 27 as describing something which just never
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existed--a post-resurrection mission undertaken by the disciples who now understood the
truth about Jesus. Morris makes statements that generalize, then will say something that
refers to the original disciples, then in the next breath is talking about all Christians.

Bultmann is rather in a class by himself with these portions of chapter 15. He
specifically rules out a connection between fruit-bearing and missionary work without
explanation (p. 532, footnote 6), says that “appointed” and “sent” are not related directly to
the disciples’ task, but to their relationship to Jesus (“fruit” is their own quality of
exhibiting a faith with vitality) and identifies the witness of the Spirit and the disciples as
one and the same, but does nothing more with this.

Chapter 16 (13-15)

The repeated promise of the arrival of the Spirit of Truth is taken in one of two
ways: either as referring to the disciples themselves, or as referring to these disciples plus
all other believers (the church). Hendriksen, Lindars and Westcott take the former
approach. Hendriksen says of verse 13: “The Holy Spirit, through the preaching of the
apostles, will glorify Christ.”1 16 Lindars states that verse 15 is concerned “with the
complete identity between the mission of Jesus and the mission of the disciples under the
Spirit’s guidance.”1 17 With reference to “what is to come” (v.13), Westcott declares that
“a special part of the whole teaching is marked out with reference to the work of the
Apostles.”1 18 He understands the discourse to have been spoken historically to the
apostles in preparation for their mission as heralds of the gospel, but applies to the Church
at large in so far as the Church grows out of their witness and carries that witness to the
world. Hoskyns describes the work of the Holy Spirit quite completely, but doesn’t
include the connection to the disciples and their work as clearly as he had in previous
sections.

Witherington, Brown, Barrett, Beasley-Murray, Haenchen, Morris, and Bultmann
also describe the special work of the Spirit (to varying degrees), but generalize this to his
work among believers and the church down through the ages. These commentators do not

develop the idea of the Spirit working initially through the original disciples in the task for
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which they were chosen, appointed and sent.

Chapter 17 (17-20)

There is perhaps more agreement among the commentators on the understanding of
this portion of the discourse than on any of the previous sections. The majority studied
understand Jesus’ words as referring to those at supper with him in the upper room, the
eleven. They see these disciples being set apart for a mission that will follow the
resurrection. They are spoken of as being distinct from those who will come to faith
through their word. Concerning the consecration of both Jesus and his disciples (v. 19),
Beasley-Murray states that the term consecration is used of the setting aside of persons to
priestly or prophetic office and declares that it “must surely indicate an overlap in the
meaning of the consecration of Jesus and that of his disciples . . . that they too may be
dedicated to the same task of bringing the saving sovereignty to the world in like spirit as
he brought it . . . his disciples can, and must, serve as its instruments and embodiment as
they proclaim the good news to the world.”119 As Brown describes it, the word that Jesus
brought them cleansed them (15:3) and set them apart (17:17) for a mission of conveying it
to others (17:20).

Other commentators (Haenchen, Witherington, Bultmann), while also speaking of
those who are set apart to bring a message to the world, describe this as the sending of the
Christian community. Witherington tries to incorporate both aspects by saying of verse 20,
“it surely refers to at least the partial success of the mission of the original (and later the

Johannine) disciples.”120

Summary

In drawing this history of research to a close, several observations can be made
concerning its implications for my hypothesis. Among the devotional works and scholarly
articles and monographs surveyed, a number of common denominators surfaced with
regard to their treatment of the Farewell Discourse. 1. Frequently, the immediate audience
to whom Jesus speaks is generalized to incorporate all Christians. Little or no distinction 1s

119 G. R. Beasley-Murray, John, 301.
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recognized between the first disciples in the upper room and later Christians (i.e. the two
levels at which the text operates). The immediate context is often ignored in making
application of the text. 2. Both teaching and consolation are often mentioned as important
aspects of Jesus’ words, but only in view of Jesus’ departure, not as a preparation for the
disciples’ future vocation. 3. Some authors assume a disarranged text that must be
rearranged to make sense of it. Others see it as a unified, coherent whole. The final form
of the text clearly has a purpose as it is and to have the presupposition that it must be
rearranged to make sense of it will affect how a text is understood. 4. Some methodologies
(discourse and narratological) focus upon structure and structural relationships between
semantic parts of the text while overlooking the intended sense of the finished product.
This leaves questions about the purpose of the discourse, what is being said and how it is
being said unanswered. 5. Other approaches (sociological and anthropological) end up
with widely differing and conflicting results and focus on the later audience or the audience
they see reflected in the text rather than on the meaning of Jesus’ discourse with his original
disciples. 6. A number of commentators touch briefly upon areas I feel are crucial to an
understanding of the Farewell Discourse, but do not develop these ideas (the disciples’ role
as successor-agents of Jesus, their “being sent”, Jesus’ preparation of them with his words
and actions for their forthcoming ministry). They do not engage the topic of Jesus’ words
and actions being the context for the disciples’ imminent ministry after Jesus’ departure,
nor do they show how the evangelist has Jesus speaking rhetorically to teach, move, and
encourage them. 7. Related to this, the mission motif is seen in John 13-17 by some,
ignored by others, but generally undeveloped.

The scholarly commentaries were on the whole much more specific with regard to
the major motifs I have stressed in the Farewell Discourse. A number of them recognize
what I have identified as crucial elements in understanding the discourse, but do not
develop these points further. For example, while the teaching and reminding functions of
the promised Paraclete are pointed out, it is not at all uncommon for a commentator to never
quite say why the teaching and reminding are needed or what role these Spirit-aided
disciples will play after Jesus’ departure. In some cases, there are also inconsistencies
regarding the same subject matter from chapter to chapter. For instance, while the majority
of commentators see the discourse in chapter 17 referring to those with Jesus at the Last

Supper and their being set apart for a specific mission, a number of them generalize to all
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Christians the very same subject matter in the previous chapters.

In summary, a survey of the history of the research on John 13-17 indicates that the
main concerns of my hypothesis, while occasionally touched upon, have not been
adequately dealt with in the literature. This being a section dominated by discourse, it

would be of benefit to examine it rhetorically, analyzing its persuasive character in what is
said, how it is said, and for what purpose it is said.
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CHAPTER TWwWO

THE RHETORICAL DIMENSION OF THE TEXT

The Influence of Rhetoric

One question that must be asked and answered in this study is whether the elements
and concerns of rhetoric can be demonstrated to be important components of, or influences
upon, the biblical text. Or does engaging the text from a rhetorical perspective impose upon
the text a methodology which is really foreign to the character of the text itself?

What will be demonstrated here is that the elements of rhetoric and its influences can
be found in Old Testament texts, early Jewish texts (including Apocryphal and rabbinical
sources), and New Testament texts. Not only, then, is a rhetorical analysis of the text
justified, it is needed to provide a more full understanding of the text and correct or
augment readings which do not take into account this dimension of the text.

Applying a method of analysis that is based upon the literary context in which the
text was originally written would seem to be desirable to gain an understanding of the
author’s intent and how it was heard by its original audience. That is especially true when
it is demonstrated that the text does in fact reflect and follow that convention of

composition, in this case rhetoric.

Old Testament Texts
James Crenshaw rejects any dismissals of the presence of rhetorical elements and

categories in the Old Testament.! He points to the personification of wisdom in
Proverbs (“Dame Wisdom™) and shows that wisdom demonstrates “rare skill at
persuasion.”2 Indeed, her rhetoric appeals to the artistic pisteis3 of ethos, pathos,

1 J. Crenshaw, “Wisdom and Authority: Sapiential Rhetoric and its Warrants”, 10. See, for
example, G. Kennedy, Classical Rhetoric, 120, for such a view.

2 Ibid., 11.
3A category of classification in classical rhetoric describing the elements of communication:

speaker, audience, and speech.
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and logos.

Crenshaw then turns his attention to the Book of Job and uses these same categories
to analyze authority in Job. He finds much evidence of a play upon all three pisteis as the
attempt by the characters to persuade is made.

In a later work, Crenshaw examines the subject of education in ancient Israel and
observes that Israelite teachers used “a combination of persuasive techniques and rhetorical
strategies” in carrying out instruction of their students.# He again cites the books of
Proverbs and Job as using appeals to consensus, rhetorical questions, and the rhetorical
strategies of appealing to ethos, pathos, and logos, to bring about persuasion. He
believes that attention to rhetoric and literary devices demonstrates the great care with which
these educators went about their responsibilities.

Phyllis Trible offers an excellent discussion of rhetorical criticism and then
demonstrates this method on the book of Jonah.Y Rhetorical structure, attention to the
artistic pisteis, identification of rhetorical species, and use of rhetorical devices, are all
applied and are all found to have ground for application in Jonah.

In her discussion of rhetoric as applied to the Bible, Trible cites other works in
which rhetorical examination of Second and Third Isaiah, Jeremiah, Samuel, First Isaiah,
Amos, and Job proved justified and fruitful.®

The work of Crenshaw, Trible, and others demonstrates the usefulness of rhetorical
analysis in “unpacking” Old Testament texts. It has been established that those elements of

a text that are of concern to rhetoric are indeed found in these writings.

Early Jewish Texts (Apocryphal and Rabbinic)

In the same way he examined Old Testament texts, James Crenshaw also analyzes
other Jewish texts. Literary features are scrutinized in 1 Esdras, Sirach, and the Wisdom of
Solomon.

1 Esdras 3:1-5:3 (the contest of Darius’ guards) is examined with regard to the
rhetorical features of choice of subject matter, arrangement of the discussion, vocabulary,

and style.7 All of these were found to be present (especially the use of irony and

4 J. Crenshaw, Education In Ancient Israel: Across the Deadening Silence, 130.
5 p. Trible, Rhetorical Criticism (1994).
6 Ibid., 29-48.
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rhetorical questions) and combine to make these speeches truly persuasive. Crenshaw
believes that other wisdom texts, as they are examined, will also show this “extensive
mastery of rhetorical technique” and concludes by saying that “Israel’s teachers spoke with
authority, but they also developed and refined persuasion to an art.”3

Crenshaw also points out that sages such as Joshua ben Sira were not immune to
the allurements of the Hellenistic civilization. He describes how thoroughly ben Sira was
immersed in such cultural concepts and practices9 and says that elements of style (which
he calls “rhetorical devices” 1O) are present in Sirach. These include the hymnic praise of
the creator, prayers, and the adaptation of the Hellenistic form, the encomium, to “heap
accolades on heroes of the pa,st.”11 Such was also true, says Crenshaw, of the author of
The Wisdom of Solomon (first century B.C.E.) who alludes to the Greek categories of
knowledge in his day (7:17-22).12

Phyllis Trible cites Toni Craven’s rhetorical reading of Judith as another example
of the application of rhetorical method. 13 Craven identified the formal symmetries that
bind the two divisions of Judith (chapters 1-7 and 8-16) and from these symmetries of
identities and antitheses discovered chiastic structures in each of the two parts. In addition
to this external structure, she identified an internal structure composed of several literary
devices, including repetition which aids in the artistic and theological integrity of the story.
Thus, rhetorical structure and rhetorical literary devices are present in this early Jewish
literature.

This influence of rhetoric was also present in the work of the Jewish rabbis. David
Daube, in his investigation of rabbinic interpretation claims that “the Rabbinic methods of
interpretation derive from Hellenistic rhetoric . . . in its beginnings, the Rabbinic system of
hermeneutics is a product of the Hellenistic civilisation then dominating the entire

Mediterranean world.”14 Indeed, Daube declares of Hillel’s seven norms by which

7 J. Crenshaw, “Wisdom and Authority, 22-28.
8 Ibid., 29.

9 ). Crenshaw, Education in Ancient Israel, 270.
10 1bid., 61.

1 bid.

12 |pid., 14.

13 p. Trible, Rhetorical Criticism, 36-38.

14 D. Daube, “Rabbinic Methods”, 240.
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Scripture was to be interpreted: “all of them betray the influence of the rhetorical teaching
of his age. »15

Daube’s contention is that Hillel (c. 30 B.C.E.), a contemporary of Cicero, along
with other rabbis of his age, was deeply influenced by Greek reasoning. Both the
fundamental ideas from which the rabbis proceeded and the manner in which these ideas
were translated into practice had Hellenistic rhetoric as a foundation. Thus, the literary
environment of Palestine and of the larger ancient Mediterranean world was significantly

influenced by Greco-Roman rhetoric.

New Testament Texts

In another work, 16 David Daube notes how the Hellenistic schools of rhetoric
provided the common background not only for rabbinical Judaism (previous section), but
for the New Testament writers as well. He cites the presence of Socratic forms of
interrogation in both the rabbis and the Gospels. 17 1t took this form: the question by the
enemy, the counter-question, the answer which the enemy is forced to make, and the
refutation which thereby becomes possible. In the Synoptics, an example of this pattern
can be found in the controversy between Jesus and the authorities regarding his credentials
(Matt. 21:23ff.; Mk. 11:27ff.; Lk. 20:1ff.). In John (2:18ff.), a modified form is found:
demand of the Jews for a sign, offer by Jesus of an apparently impossible miracle
(rebuilding of temple in three days by Jesus), expression of disbelief on the part of the
Jews, and the narrator’s explanation that the offer did not have the meaning it appeared to
have and that the miracle was in fact performed (resurrection).

This pattern is in accord with a Greek rhetorical rule enunciated by Aristotle
concerning interrogation,18 which was also set forth by Quintilian in the first century19
(both works citing Socrates). Thus, the New Testament exhibits the pattern of Socratic
interrogation which comes to it from Hellenistic rhetoric. While the New Testament

narrative is situated in a Jewish milieu, it must be remembered that Hellenistic rhetoric was

15 Ibid., 251.

16 p. Daube, The New Testament and Rabbinic Judaism (1956).
17 Ibid., 151ff.

18 Aristotle, On Rhetoric, 3. 18. 2, 279.

19 Quintilian, Institutio Oratoria, 1. 5. 11. 3, 273.
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the common property of the civilized Mediterranean world and served as source and
background for both Jews and Greeks.20

A wide variety of sources demonstrates the importance of rhetoric as an influence
upon and background to the the New Testament texts. It is important to note that “the
penetration of Greek education into Jewish circles in Palestine began . . . as early as the
third century B.C.”21 Greek language and forms of rhetoric were put to use serving the
Jewish cause in combating polytheism and lax morality and stressing the superiority of the
Jewish religion. The teacher/disciple relationship within the Rabbinate followed more a
Greek model than an Old Testament model and the dialectical form of instruction may have
been influenced by the model of the Greek rhetorical schools.?2

As a measure of the influence of Greek education in Palestine, Martin Hengel points
to the amazing number of Greek academics produced by the Hellenized cities of Palestine
and Transjordan from the second century B.C.E. onwards.23 Indeed, in 175 B.C.E., the
high priest Jason prompted the building of a gymnasium at the foot of the temple mount and
wanted to transform Jerusalem into a Greek polis with the right of Antiochene citizenship.

All of this exerted a profound influence upon writers like Justus of Tiberias and
Josephus. Hengel points out that Josephus and his contemporaries essentially had two
languages and two cultures (Jewish and Greek) and had the opportunity for “an excellent
rhetorical training.”24 Indeed, given the Hellenized state of Palestine and the influence of
the rhetorical schools, Hengel points out that Josephus must have already received the basic
foundation of his amazingly broad Greek education in the holy city.25

Emil Schiirer29 cites Justus as one of the sources (non-extant) referenced by
Josephus and others for a history of the Jewish people in the time of Christ. Justus was a
Jew who had received a Greek education, survived and chronicled the Jewish war of A.D.
66-67, and was still alive in the beginning of the second century. He had an excellent
linguistic and rhetorical education and Hengel states that in style and presentation, Justus’

20 p, Daube, The New Testament and Rabbinic Judaism, 156.

21 M. Hengel, Judaism and Hellenism, Vol. 1, 75.

22 |bid., 81.

23 M, Hengel, The ‘Hellenization’ of Judaea in the First Century After Chnist, 20.
24 M, Hengel, Judaism and Hellenism, 105.

25 M. Hengel, The ‘Hellenization’ of Judaea, 23-24.

26 £. Schiirer, A History of the Jewish People in the Time of Jesus Christ, 65-69.

43



work was superior to that of Josephus, his contemporary and rival.2’

The richly Hellenized environment of the New Testament is also brought out by the
contributions to the Hellenistic Commentary to the New Testament.28 The purpose of
this volume is to provide literary material from the historical context in which the New
Testament was written. Such Hellenistic sources may help to illuminate the text by keeping
the interpreter from reading into it his own modern cultural presuppositions. This is rather
crucial, for “the Hellenistic reading of classical texts such as Plato and Aristotle was an
influential factor in the thought world from which early Christianity was born.”29 This
commentary provides a wealth of Hellenistic sources having similar content and thought
patterns to select New Testament passages.

In noting the number of authors in the first century who wrote in Koine Greek,
Walter Jennrich points to the learned, cultured age in which the New Testament writings
arose. He says, “the rich literary background of the New Testament is potentially a greater
influence upon the style and language of its authors than has been heretofore imagined.”30

He cites a number of the early Church Fathers (who themselves wrote in the Greek

language and had an instinctive feel for its style) who admired the literary merits of the New
Testament, especially the writings of St. Paul and the power of his rhetoric. These Fathers
noted the elements of Paul’s style and the elements of rhetoric found in his writings.

Ruth Majercik states, “the influence of Greco-Roman rhetoric on the writings in the
NT is becoming more widely acknowledged today than in the past, particularly concerning
Paul’s letters” (Galatians, 2 Cor. 8-9, Philemon, and Romans are cited).:*}1 This
understanding of St. Paul’s background is also noted by Boaz Cohen: “Paul was eminently
imbued with the culture of his day, and was undoubtedly familiar with the current doctrines
of Greek rhetoric and Roman Law.”32 Cohen observes that Paul’s use of “letter and

spirit” (Rom. 2:29; 2 Cor 3:6) is a modification of the Greek rhetorical antithesis, “verbal

27 M, Hengel, Judaism and Hellenism, Vol. 2, 68.

28 Hellenistic commentary to the New Testament, M. Boring, K. Berger, C. Colpe, Editors
(1995).

29 bid., 12.

30 w. Jennrich, “Classical Rhetoric in the New Testament”, 31.

31 R. Majercik, “Rhetoric and Oratory in the Greco-Roman World”, Anchor Bible Dictionary,

Vol. 5, 711.
32 B. Cohen, Jewish and Roman Law: A Comparative Study, 56.
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and intentional.”33 Cohen points out that in this way Paul was able to appeal to both
Greeks, who would recognize the device, and Jews (especially rabbis) who were much
concerned with the spirit of the law.34

In a treatment of 2 Cor. 10-13, Mario DiCicco3> utilizes actual speeches and
letters from antiquity to demonstrate that Paul was influenced by and followed the rhetorical
convention common in his literary world. DiCicco’s treatment is mainly a demonstration of
Paul’s use of rhetorical devices in the text. This he convincingly does. 30 He claims that
Paul used the three classical rhetorical proofs of ethos, pathos, and logos to refute those
who vilified him. St. Paul, he says, “was quite designedly using these rhetorical strategies
as parts of his own method of proof to convince the Corinthians . . . the response itself, on
careful analysis, shows the influence of rhetorical tmining.”37

Indeed, DiCicco finds both internal and external proofs of Paul’s use of rhetoric.
Externally, he points to the Hellenization of thought and practice in Paul’s day and in his
connection to Tarsus, a culturally prominent city.38 Internally, the connection is seen in
references Paul makes in his letters to classical literature and his own use of rhetorical
techniques. All this, says DiCicco, “reflects formal schooling in Greek-Roman
rhetoric.”39

Not all scholars conclude, or see a necessity for assuming, that the authors of the
New Testament were formally trained in rhetoric for there to be a rhetorical basis for their

writings. Clifton Black is one of these: “the authors and readers of the New Testament

33 Ibid., 58-59.

34 Ibid., 56-64.

35 M. DiCicco, Paul’s Use of Ethos, Pathos and Logos in 2 Corinthians 10-13 (1995).

36 One criticism | have of DiCicco’s work is that he goes over the entire rhetorical unit
(chapters 10-13) each time he discusses a major topic (ethos, pathos, and logos). Perhaps
identifying each of these pisteis as he goes through the text sequentially would be more
conducive to understanding the text as one naturally reads it. Also, DiCicco’s treatment is
mostly topical, picking eclectically from chapters 10-13 to illustrate his points. Again, this
does not explicate the text as thoroughly as one might expect or desire, but that is probably not
his aim.

37 M. DiCicco, Paul’s Use of Ethos, Pathos and Logos, 10, 15.

38 gee Demetrius, On Style (Introduction), 278. Paul’s writings are seen as proof that
Tarsus was a literary and linguistic center, where Greek influence was pronounced.

39 M. DiCicco, Paul’s Use of Ethos, Pathos and Logos, 28.
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were situated in a culture whose speech and literature were suffused by the norms and
techniques of persuasive discourse.”40

This is also the sentiment of classicist George Kennedy who says that it is not
necessary to assume that the evangelists or St. Paul had formally studied Greek rhetoric to
account for its presence and influence in their writings. He points out that these writers
(who wrote in Greek to be read by, or to, speakers of Greek) “would, indeed, have been
hard put to escape an awareness of rhetoric as practiced in the culture around them, for the
rhetorical theory of the schools found its immediate application in almost every form of
written communication: in official documents and public letters, in private correspondence,
in the law courts and assemblies, in speeches at festivals and commemorations, and in
literary composition in both prose and verse.”41

One who disagrees with almost everything cited thus far about St. Paul is Roger
Anderson who categorically states, “surely no one would contend that Paul knew any
rhetorical theory,”42 but offers no immediate support of this statement and cites no other
sources. This is a common feature of Anderson’s treatment of the subject. He draws a
distinction between philosophical rhetorical theory (e.g. Aristotle) and school rhetoric and
says that the “philosophical rhetoric was hardly popular in the rhetorical schools, nor does
it appear to have had much influence on regular rhetorical practice. 43 But no sources are
cited, no proof for this assertion is given, no examples are shown. He states that a
handbook like Aristotle’s Rhetoric is not a helpful source for his purposes, claims that it
was of little value to later rhetorical theorists, that it would be an unlikely event for a
hellenistic teacher of rhetoric to even take the trouble to read Aristotle, and declares that
“ Aristotle’s treatise may not have had much direct impact on later rhetoric.”44 He also
states that “the Rhetoric was almost certainly never prepared for publication, 43 and that
“scholarship, influenced by questions on its availability, has tended to doubt that the

Rhetoric was widely read.”¥® But again, these are assertions unsupported by citations of

40 ¢, Black, “ ‘The Words That You Gave to Me | Have Given to Them’ 7, 221.
41 G. Kennedy, New Testament Interpretation, 10.

42 p. Anderson, Ancient Rhetorical Theory and Paul, 13.

43 1bid., 29.

44 |bid., 41.

45 1bid., 35.

46 |bid., 39.
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scholarly work.

One gets the impression from Anderson’s statements that Aristotle and his work
On Rhetoric were essentially irrelevant to later rhetors and acamedicians. I have come
across no one else in the course of my studies who so thoroughly minimizes or dismisses
Aristotle’s influence on ancient rhetorical theory and practice as does Anderson. On the
contrary, Aristotle’s work is seen as basic for an understanding of Greek rhetoric and
foundational for later rhetorical works: “With his philosophic treatise, Aristotle became the
fountainhead of all later rhetorical theory. As Lane Cooper has said, ‘...the Rhetoric not
only of Cicero and Quintilian, but of the Middle Ages, of the Renaissance, and of modern
times, is, in its best elements, essentially Aristotelian.’ 4T This is the understanding on
which I have proceeded in this thesis.

Given the Hellenistic literary background in which the New Testament arose and the
rhetorical elements which can be found in the biblical texts, it is not surprising that there
would be a rhetorical dimension to the New Testament. And if this is so, taking this

dimension into account would give a more fully informed interpretation of the text.

Literary Use Of Symbol And Rhetoric

Norman Perrin states that to discuss the biblical narrative in terms of symbols is
certainly appropriate and valid because “the nature and function of symbol are of the very
stuff of language itself and do not change in essentials from language to language, or from
age to age. 48 Symbols are a large part of how we communicate and literary techniques
recognizing the place of symbols must be utilized to study such communication. Elisabeth
Fiorenza describes literary analysis as a method which “focuses on the compositional
activity of the author and the aesthetic power of the work. 49 For her, aesthetic power
can be found in the rich symbols which predominate in the Book of Revelation. She
asserts that the language of symbol has “evocative power inviting imaginative participation”

in the narrative.)0 Such symbols are able to elicit “reactions, emotions, convictions, and

47 E. Corbett, Classical Rhetoric, 543-544.
48 N. Perrin, Jesus and the Language of the Kingdom, 21.
49 Elizabeth Fiorenza, The Book of Revelation: Justice and Judgment, 21.

50 |pid., 22.
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identifications.”

Symbols, then, are potent aspects of a literary work and as Perrin states, “the
interpreter must need take seriously the nature and natural function of the literary form and
language of the text he or she is concerned to interpret” or the point of the text is
missed.52 And again: “If we are dealing with symbolic language then we must consider
what a literary symbol is, how it works, what it does.”3

This brings up an obvious question: what are literary symbols? Mark Stibbe offers
this: “Symbols are connecting links between two spheres, the sphere of the symbol itself
(surface reality) and the sphere which the symbol represents.”54 For Stibbe’s work with
the Gospel this is of prime importance since “it is often by recurrent themes, symbols and
irony that John’s Christology is indirectly communicated.™?

The use of symbol as a powerful literary, communicative device is also brought out
by John Painter: “The symbols are derived from the world of sense experience and are
used to communicate that which transcends the world in order that the transcendent might
be experienced. »36 Because man was created in the image of God and imbued with the
capacity to hear and respond to the Word of God, “the symbols are appeals and calls to man
to hear the Word.”” Thus the power of symbols to both communicate and evoke. )8

One of the more detailed discussions of symbol is found in Philip Wheelwright’s
Metaphor & Reality. He describes how metaphor in language becomes symbol when it
recurs and becomes repeatable--it comes to have stability in its own right. Wheelwright
gives this definition: “A symbol, in general, is a relatively stable and repeatable element of

perceptual experience, standing for some larger meaning or set of meanings which cannot

51 Ibid., 187.

52 N. Perrin, Jesus and the Language of the Kingdom, 7.

53 ibid., 5.

54 M. stibbe, John As Storyteller, 27.

35 |bid., 27.

56 j. Ppainter, Reading John’s Gospel Today, 140.

57 Ibid., 141.

58 For a unique use of metaphor see H. Zimmermann, “Struktur und Aussageabsicht der
Johanneischen Abschiedsreden (Jo 13-17)”", Bibel und Leben 8 (1967), 279-90, who proposes
that at John 14:31 Jesus uses a metaphorical declaration which is understood at the literal
level by the audience, causing misunderstanding and confusion, which in tum produces a
situation conducive to further teaching and instruction (chapters 15-16).
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be given, or not fully given, in perceptual experience itself.”>9

Wheelwright notes that “the gospel according to John . . . offers the greatest
treasure of Christian symbolic material.”®® And of course JTohn himself made use of
symbols that were well known, especially to Christians of Jewish background.

In discussing symbols and their context, Norman Perrin approvingly cites Philip
Wheelwright’s work and asserts that symbols become means by which the community
comes to understand itself and make sense of its historical experience.61 Symbols, then,
are fundamental to our understanding and to our communication of that understanding.

What can be used as symbols to evoke such understanding of the transcendent? As
John Painter notes, “the variety of symbols used by the evangelist is an indication that
anything can become a symbol for the revelation. But it is only truly revealing when its
christocentric perspective is perce:ived.”62

Just as symbols are important for Stibbe and Painter because of their ability to
communicate the transcendent, and especially because of their expression of Christology in
the Fourth Gospel, so also John Ashton discusses their effectiveness. For example, “death
as departure” is a simple metaphor which the fourth evangelist uses to enhance his
distinctive portrait of the role and nature of Christ. Says Ashton, “In the Fourth Gospel the
idea of death as a final journey has been transformed into that of the return from a
mission.”03

Thus, the use of symbolic language points to a deeper, greater reality than simple,
temporal death and is of crucial significance for John’s Christology. That “death as

departure” takes on the significance of a journey or return at the end of a successful mission

59 p. Wheelwright, Metaphor and Reality, 92. Wheelwright notes that among symbols,
distinctions must be made. There are those symbols whose meanings can be shared in exactly
the same way by a very large number of persons. With this type of symbol, a one-to-one
correspondence exists between itself and its meaning. Examples would be such words as child,
parent, dog, tree, sky. These are called “steno-symbols” (p. 33). On the other hand, there
are “tensive symbols” whose set of meanings can neither be exhausted nor adequately
expressed by any one referent. This is the language which creates representational and
expressive forms, “verbal symbols” which suggest certain images (p. 57).

60 |bid., 110.

61 N. Perrin, Jesus and the Language of the Kingdom, 22, 26-32, 62.

62 ). painter, Reading John’s Gospel Today, 139.

63 j Ashton, Understanding the Fourth Gospel, 451.
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becomes important for the theme of the “way” in John 14. Here two symbols, Jesus’
departure “where I am going” (13:33) and “the way” (14:4), are united and this more fully
develops Jesus’ teaching of the salvation of his followers.

When an author, such as the fourth evangelist, makes use of a range of symbols for
revelation to a community, it is proper to speak of the “symbolic universe” which then
exists in that text. For instance, as Jerome Neyrey observes, the way in which the Jews in
the first-century perceived their world is described as “their symbolic universe.”®4 How
is this universe constructed? “People can be observed to draw lines which define and give
meaning to their world in terms of six basic areas: self, others, nature, time, space, and
God . . . All of these distinctions and classifications are evidence of our need to give shape
and definition to our world or to bring order out of chaos . . . Such is the stuff of a
symbolic universe.”03

In discussing the concept of symbolic universe and the social function of a
narrative, Mark Stibbe cites Peter Berger in The Social Construction of Reality (1984): “In
a community’s linguistic sign-system, the symbolic universe of that community is
established, described and maintained. The symbolic universe is ‘an overarching universe
of meaning’ which is socially constructed. "66 Observes Stibbe, “once a community has
established a sense of tradition and a sense of corporate identity, the most common way of
articulating those things is through narrative forms” and “once a coherent plot has been
established, the process of storytelling can begin, and what the evangelist produces is an
overarching narrative world or symbolic universe which makes sense of the real world in
which his community lives.”67 Tensive, symbolic language68 thus creates a symbolic
universe within a narrative which is able to effectively open up the transcendent to
understanding and evoke a response.

What this thesis is concerned with is the rhetorical analysis of a self-contained unit
of discourse which is rich in symbols and, more specifically, an examination of what those

symbols mean, what their purpose is, how they do what they do and how it all fits together

64 . Neyrey, The Social World of Luke-Acts, 272.
65 Ibid., 273.
66 . Stibbe, John As Storyteller, 53.

57 Ibid., 54.
68 see footnote 59, p. 49 for definitions of “steno” and “tensive” symbols.
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as a coherent whole to accomplish this. Kennedy observes that “the rhetorical qualities
inherent in the text were originally intended to have an impact on first hearing and to be
heard by a group. In practicing rhetorical criticism we need to keep in mind that intent and
that original impact, and to read the Bible as spwch.”69 This applies doubly to the
Farewell Discourse: the intent and impact of Jesus’ words and actions on the circle of

disciples that night as presented by the author; the intent and impact of the author’s account
of these words and actions on his audience.

Rhetorical Analysis In New Testament Studies

The rhetorical dimension of language is “the energy inherent in emotion and
thought, transmitted through a system of signs, including language, to others to influence
their decisions or actions.”’0 The discourse of Jesus in John 13-17 is an excellent
example of this. “Rhetoric,” says George Kennedy, “is that quality in discourse by which
a speaker or writer seeks to accomplish his purposes.”71 In applying this to the Bible he
says, “the writers of the New Testament had a message to convey and sought to persuade
an audience to believe it or to believe it more profoundly. As such they are rhetorical, and
their methods can be studied by the discipline of rhetoric.” 72

In her work on the Book of Revelation, Elisabeth Fiorenza applies rhetoric to the
symbols she interprets and observes how rhetoric seeks to “persuade” or “motivate” people
“to act right.”73 An author will utilize rhetoric, then, to teach and instigate a change of
attitudes and motivations in his hearers/readers. This is not an uncommon literary quality in
the Bible or in religion in general. Kennedy asserts, “All religious systems are rhetorical:
they are attempts to communicate perceived religious truth.”74 Mark Stibbe makes note of
this use of rhetoric in the Gospel of John, especially as it is employed in Christology: “NT

narrative is a rhetorical phenomenon carefully engineered to reinforce a particular

%9 Ibid., 6.

70 Aristotle, On Rhetoric: A Theory of Civic Discourse, p. 7.

71 G. Kennedy, New Testament Interpretation Through Rhetorical Criticism, p. 3.
72 1bid., 3.

73 E. Fiorenza, The Book of Revelation: Justice and Judgment, 187.

74 G. Kennedy, New Testament Interpretation Through Rhetorical Criticism, 158.
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theological understanding of Jesus in the minds of its readers.” 7>

Kennedy reminds us that while rhetoric “originates in speech and its primary
product is a speech act, not a text”, the rhetoric of historical periods can only be studied
through texts. /0 Thus, the Bible, as it makes use of rhetoric, retains “an oral and linear
quality for its audience. "T7 Since documents such as the Fourth Gospel would have
originally been heard rather than read, it is not difficult to see the rhetorical character of the
Farewell Discourse as persuasive speech to an audience. Rhetorical analysis of such a
discourse would then be a fruitful direction in which to proceed for an understanding of the
discourse’s context, structure and purpose. Indeed, Kennedy points out that “an awareness
of classical rhetoric, if properly used, may become a tool to penetrate those features of the
text which are culture-specific and to allow those which are universally valid to stand forth
with greater clarity. »18

Rhetorical analysis is defined by Benjamin Fiore as “a synchronic study of literary
texts and their strategies of communication and persuasion. "19 Asa synchronic method,
it does not concern itself with sources, historical origins and transmissions, or authorship.
In discussing the use of this rhetorical methodology, Fiorenza states, “The ultimate goal of
rhetorical analysis, briefly put, is the discovery of the author’s intent and of how that is
transmitted through a text to an audience.”80 George Kennedy observes that the Bible
does speak through ethos, pathos, and logos, and to understand these is the concern of
rhetorical analysis. 81

It should come as no surprise that rhetoric and rhetorical concerns have a place in
New Testament studies. As Burton Mack points out, “From the beginning it was taken for
granted that the writings produced by early Christians were to be read as rhetorical
compositions.”82 William Beardslee agrees: “Since persuasion was the aim of ancient

rhetoric, and since persuasion has also been an important aim not only for New Testament

75 M. Stibbe, John As Storyteller, 12.

76 G. Kennedy, New Testament Interpretation Through Rhetorical Criticism, 5.
7 Ibid., 5.

78 |bid., 160.

79 B. Fiore, “NT Rhetoric and Rhetorical Criticism”, 716.

80 1bid., 12.

81 G. Kennedy, New Testament Interpretation Through Rhetorical Criticism, 159.
82 B. Mack, Rhetoric and the New Testament, 10.

52



writers but for those who have studied them in later times, it is not surprising that many of
the approaches to literary study of the New Testament should have been in terms of this
type of analysis.”83 Unfortunately, says Mack, “. . . the knowledge of rhetoric was
actually lost to us in the twists and turns of twentieth century scholarship. We now know
that interest in rhetoric waned around the turn of the century, ushering in approximately
four generations of scholarship without formal training in rhetoric and with very little
knowledge of the tradition of rhetorical criticism.”34

A renaissance of interest in rhetorical criticism then began in the 1960’s. Many
point to James Muilenburg’s 1968 presidential address to the Society of Biblical Literature
(“After Form Criticism What?”) as a starting point. Amos Wilder, however, had already in
1964 published a little volume, The Language of the Gospel: Early Christian Rhetoric, in
which this interest is clearly evident. It is his contention that we should be concerned not
only with whar the early Christians said, but how they said it. “The Christian styles tend
to evoke or restore the face-to-face encounter”89 and, “The language of the New
Testament has a large part of imaginative rhetoric, alone adequate to catch up the awareness
and world-sense of the believers.”80 These early applications of rhetoric, however, were
too narrow in scope. Muilenburg’s approach was largely limited to matters of style and
Wilder’s to poetics and the aesthetic effects of style on the imagination.

Rhetorical criticism began to flourish in a more fully developed sense in the 1970’s
and 1980’s as it was distinguished by its attention to the art of persuasion. As described by
Wilhelm Wuellner, rhetorical criticism moves us beyond semantics, hermeneutics and
structuralism. “The rhetorical view of religious literature takes us beyond viewing language
as a reflection of reality . . . and takes us to ‘the social aspect of language which is an
instrument of communication and influence on others’.”87 Wuellner points out that
rhetorical approaches from Augustine on suffered from a reduction of rhetoric to questions
of style and tropes, something that characterized Muilenburg and his followers as well.
They had no identifiable methodology. Indeed, while there has been much research that
purports to be rhetorical in direction, it concentrates on neither ancient stylistics nor

83 Ww. Beardslee, Literary Criticism of the New Testament, 3.
84 B Mack, Rhetoric and the New Testament, 11.
85 A. Wilder, The Language of the Gospel: Early Christian Rhetoric, 24.

86 pid., 132.
87 W. Wuellner, “Where is Rhetorical Criticism Taking Us?”, 449.
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speaking “in the world”, but in both cases (0VKkétt eipl év t¢ KOOL® / AaA® v 1)
Koouw) he says “I come to Thee.” Since he will soon be departing and leaving his
disciples in the world, he comes to the Father with a request. The address “holy Father”
does not create distance between the disciples and the Father, but closeness: those who
believe in Jesus have access to the Father through him. 4> As the disciples have kept the
Father’s word (v. 6), so Jesus requests that at his departure the Father keep them in his
name, the word Jesus had been given and had in turn given to them.

The pathos evoked here is strong: in a hostile world, the possibility exists that the
relationship can be severed, Jesus’ disciples could lose their connection to the divine name.
Yet Jesus petitions the Father for their well-being. Here the evangelist’s readers might be
expected to discern an allusion to the protective power of God’s name as seen in Proverbs
18:10--“The name of the LORD is a strong tower; the righteous runs into it and is safe.”46
While he was with them, Jesus kept them secure. Now that he is departing, he petitions the
Father to keep them in that powerful name.

The purpose of doing so is that they be “one” over against the world. The present
tense, MOV, has a durative sense and can be translated “may continue to be” or “may go on
being”, thus indicating that this oneness is already a reality among them. The model for
this unity is that which exists between the Father and the Son. It cannot be duplicated, only
imitated (ka0s). The bond that unites the disciples with one another and the Father and
the Son is the name of God, the word revealed to them in and by Jesus. It is when their
connection to this revelation is severed that they lose their identity and perish. Thus Jesus’
petition for them.

Verse 12 is essentially an amplification of “keeping them in your name”. Jesus
revealed God to them and guarded them from perishing. There was only one exception to
this and that was so that Scripture might be fulfilled.4” The “son of perdition” is a
reference to Judas as the tool of Satan (6:70; 13:2, 27, 30). The falling away of Judas from
the keeping power of Jesus does not lie in Jesus’ inability to keep him. He separated

SR Schnackenburg, Gospel, 180.
46 New American Standard Bible. R. Brown points out (Gospel, 764) that if the divine name

is éy0) eint, we see its protective power in John 18:5-8 where the mob falls down powerless at

the name and Jesus demands that they let his disciples go unharmed.
47 This reference to Scripture is an appeal to an extrinsic rhetorical proof (in contrast to the

intrinsic proofs of ethos, pathos, and logos). It is the appeal to a source of authority.
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himself as the Scripture had foretold (a reference probably to Psalm 41:10 as quoted in
John 13:18). Jesus’ ministry is thus a fulfillment of what had been earlier predicted by the
prophets.

Schnackenburg48 maintains that the mention of “the son of perdition” here is
“superfluous” and was probably introduced by a later author or editor who had a special
interest in the traitor. Rhetorically, however, it serves as a great contrast to the disciples
who were kept from perishing, highlights Jesus’ ministry as a fulfillment of Scripture,
amplifies the earlier statements about Judas as the betrayer (6:70-71; 12:6; 13:2, 27), and
explains why, in spite of Jesus’ intercession, one disciple was lost.

Far from being “superfluous”, this reference adds depth, interest, and emotional
appeal to Jesus’ prayer. In the context of the discourse where Jesus predicted in their
hearing that one of them would betray him (13:21), his reference to this one who perished
(in contrast to those for whom he prays) is striking. His mention of the “son of perdition”
recalls his betrayal which takes us forward to the garden (18: 11f) and ultimately to the cross
where he will be lifted up and take away the sins of the world (1:29; 3:14-16; 8:28; 12:32-
33).

17:13-19
With the words “But now”, Jesus indicates that he is at the point of leaving. While

he was with his disciples, he was keeping them (v. 12). Now he turns it over to the
Father. The things he has spoken have been for the benefit of his disciples: that they might
have Jesus’ joy made full in themselves. This is crucial since at the present, sorrow fills
their hearts (16:6).

This reference to “joy” is clearly reminiscent of 15:11 and 16:20-24, Jesus wants
this joy of his communicated to his disciples so that while they are still in the world they
will be able to face and endure the hostility of the world. As they come to comprehend the
significance of his coming (being sent) and his going (being glorified), the joy that fills his
heart over what he will accomplish will fill them and be their strength in the world.

Elsewhere in the Gospel of John (11:41ff.; 12:28) we see that as Jesus prays, his
prayer is already heard and thus fulfilled. So, all who hear this prayer as prayed for them
can be reassured of their well-being in the face of a hostile world, they can know that they

48 p. Schnackenburg, Gospel, 182.
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are protected and that their future with God is assured, and that in Jesus’ going to the
Father their joy will be made full.

They are separated from the world (v. 6), they belong to Jesus, and from him they
receive eternal life. Jesus’ prayer thus radiates confidence, comfort, and hope for the
future. In this way, the Johannine Jesus speaks persuasively to the urgency of their
situation, directing his disciples’ sorrowing hearts to all that he and the Father (and the
Paraclete) have done, are doing, and will continue to do for them. This prayer, then, is not
just a one-way communication between the Father and the Son, but a means of reaching out
to all those who hear this prayer to confirm them in their faith and strengthen them for
perseverance.

Jesus has communicated God’s being to his disciples with the word that was given
to him. To what effect? They are now, like Jesus, foreigners to the world. More than
that, in their being separated from the world, the world sees them as traitors and hates
them. The world loves whatever belongs to it (15:19) and hates whatever separates itself
from it. Having received the Father’s word through Jesus, they, like Jesus, are now “not
of the world”. This is a repetition of the same thought in 15:18-19. In Johannine thought,
Christians are begotten from above and are of God (1:12-13; 3:3-6), not of the world.
Therefore they are the objects of the world’s hatred.

Verse 14 contains an enthymeme: “the world has hated . . . because ...”. The
disciples have already experienced with Jesus the hostility and rejection of others (5:16-18;
7:32; 8:48-59; 9:22; 10:31, 39; 11:53; 12:10). With this enthymeme, the evangelist
broadens this hostility’s scope from that of the disciples’ Jewish brethren to “the world”
and what they can expect in the future. His words sharpen the contrast between them and
the world so that they will not be lulled into spiritual apathy and fall under the world’s
influence. Instead, they will clearly see what the world is in relation to the Father and the
Son and they will understand themselves in view of their dual relationship to the world and
to God.49

Considering their forthcoming mission (v. 18), it would not be appropriate to ask
the Father to take them out of the world. Instead, since they will remain in the world, Jesus
asks that they be guarded from the evil one. The world is the evil one’s realm (12:31;
14:30; 16:11) and the evil one is Christ’s personal adversary (13:2; 14:30) whom he

49 p. Minear, “John 17:1-117, 178.
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overcomes at the cross (12:31).

Does t0) movnpod refer to “the evil one” or “evil™? Jesus has spoken of the “evil
one” already in personal terms (see references above) so it is most probably more than just
a reference to evil in the abstract. This is evil personified: the devil, Satan, the ruler of this
world. Here is a strong appeal to elicit parhos: Jesus prays for the ongoing guardianship
and protection of the Father in their lives while they remain in the world. S.C. Barton0
notes that a number of scholars have argued that the Fourth Gospel betrays a bias towards
sectarianism and that the prayer of Jesus (“I do not pray that Thou shouldst take them out of
the world”) may speak as a corrective against this possible tendency towards separation (an
“us versus them” mindset). Whether or not such sectarianism was in fact practised by the
early Christian community, it is clear that the disciples of Jesus are to see themselves as his
community in the world and that the distinguishing mark separating them from the world is
their relationship to the Father and the Son, mediated by the words given them.

Verse 16 is a repetition of the truth enunciated in v. 14 and 15:18-19. Asa
repetition, it serves as yet another reminder to the followers of Jesus (then and now) of the
reality of their situation: “in”, but not “of” the world, and hated ! But it is more than
simply a repetition. It is a transitional statement, once again giving the grounds for making
the petition for their protection (v. 15) and leading to a further petition for their safe-keeping
(v. 17). It succinctly captures their identity, one of the rhetorical constraints of the
discourse, and with the word order (ék Tod k6ouov placed forward) appeals to pathos
by emphasizing that identity in relation first to the world and then to Jesus. Standing in
proper relation to Jesus, the giver of eternal life, they will be able to endure the painful
vicissitudes of life as they continue his mission to the world.

With ayiooov (v. 17), Jesus makes a further petition for the disciples’ continued
well-being in the world. This request deepens and develops the earlier petition that they be
kept in the Father’s name (vv. 11-12). The means of their sanctification and the realm into
which they are sanctified is “the truth” and Jesus identifies the Father’s word (0 A6y0¢) as
that truth. These disciples can remain separated from the world only by virtue of the

50 s.C. Barton, Spirituality, 135.
ST R. Schnackenburg (Gospel, 184) observes that recapitulating the statement from the end of

v. 14 “encloses” the petition of v. 15 and reinforces the idea (“not of the world”). This, he

says, is not unusual in a literary style of this kind.
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revelation upon which they have been grounded: the word given to them by Jesus. Thus,
their separateness and holiness are possible only on the basis of the word that separates
them from the world (v. 14) and cleanses them (15 :3). In the reassurance given to Jesus’
disciples, the evangelist’s readers may find assurance as well for they, too, have the
Father’s word as given by Jesus and have been allowed to overhear Jesus’ desire for their
welfare.

John’s understanding of “truth” is the truth of God as it is in Christ’s appearing
(1:14). In the Farewell Discourse, Jesus has already identified himself as the truth (14:6).
Here he petitions the Father to keep them “in” that truth even after his departure. The
sphere of truth in which he would have them kept is the truth as it is in Jesus. This truth is
given to Jesus by the Father (in his words) and Jesus has given it to them (vv. 6-8). With
the word of God which is truth coming into the world through Jesus, Dietzfelbinger sees
also a separation here from Old Testament Judaism as exemplified by the synagogue: as a
source of truth from God, “the word spoken by God through Jesus has replaced the
Torah.”>2 This would indeed fit since in their rejection of Jesus as the Messiah,
unbelieving Jews would fall within the wider designation, “the world”, in their opposition
to Jesus.

But the world still remains the object of God’s love: as the Father sent the Son into
the world to save it, so the Son sends the disciples into the world and in this way the
mission of Jesus is transferred to them. They now have the privilege of taking part in the
harvest of souls Jesus had spoken of earlier (4:38). As ones who are sent by Jesus, their
labors will have this result: entering into Jesus’ labor to reap the harvest.

Instead of withdrawal from the world, theirs will be a mission to the world and they
are equipped for this by being sanctified in the truth. As Jesus himself was sanctified by
the Father (10:36) and sent into the world, so also the disciples. And the voice of Jesus
will continue to be heard in the world through them. In this way they will continue to hold
open to the world the possibility of faith and inclusion in the kingdom (3:16; 17:21,
23).53 Again, my hypothesis is supported: in this prayer for his own disciples, the

2 ¢, Dietzfelbinger, Der Abschied des Kommenden, 311. See also S.C. Barton, Spirituality,

119.
53 Chapter 17 contains 11 of the 36 occurrences of kéopos in John. While the “world” is

often characterized negatively, it remains the object of God’s love and the target of the
disciples’ mission.
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Johannine Jesus seeks to encourage the evangelist’s readers for their own mission. He
himself is the model, the sender, and the enabler (with the words he has given them).

Behind the sanctification of the disciples for this mission stands Jesus in his
sanctification. Verse 19 forms an inclusio with v. 17, the last clause of v. 19 repeating the
first clause of v. 17. As we have seen, such sanctification takes place in conjunction with
the Father’s word, the word of truth. In John, Jesus is both the word and the truth (1:1,
14; 14:6) and so to be sanctified in a word that is truth is another way of describing one’s
belonging to Jesus--and to belong to Jesus is to belong to God (v. 10).

Itis dmep adTAV that Jesus sanctifies himself. The forward placement of this
phrase emphasizes the vicarious action of Jesus. * Tnép is used elsewhere in John to
describe Jesus’ death for others (11:51; 18:14; 10:11, 15; 15:13; 6:51). Indeed, it would
be accurate to say that Jesus’ giving of himself into death in behalf of others is stressed in
John in these and other references. Thus, its usage here in v. 19 may well refer to his
offering himself up in death, a sacrificial and atoning death which he voluntarily enters
upon (cf. 10:17-18).

Also, Jesus’ death does appear to be interpreted in John as a passover offering
(1:29, 36; 13:1; 18:28; 19:14, 36). Schnackenburg54 points out that even the use of
a1 here is sacrificial vocabulary as it was used in the Septuagint for the consecration
of sacrificial animals (Ex. 13:2; Deut. 15:19) and the consecration of priests for their duties
(Ex. 28:41; 40:13; Lev. 8:30; 2 Chr. 5:11). Thus, underlying the disciples’ sanctification
for their mission in the world is Jesus’ sanctification which is grounded in his sacrificial
death (17:4; 19:30--teAe16w). Their sanctification takes place through the Father’s word
which Jesus gives to them. Following his departure, this will be the work of the promised
Spirit of truth: to take what is Jesus’ and declare it to them (16:13-15). Therein will also be

their continued sanctification while they are still in the world, but not of the world.

17:20-23

The Johannine Jesus’ prayer now turns to future generations of disciples, those
who are yet to come to believe in him. The present participle T10TevOVTwV is therefore

proleptic, having the force of a future.>® There is a positive note here which strongly

54 R, Schnackenburg, Gospel, 187.
55 See R. Brown, Gospel, 769.
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evokes parhos: the mission work of Jesus’ followers will not be in vain, Others will join
the ranks of believers. How will this be accomplished? The disciples’ word, the word
given to them (v. 8) which is sanctifying truth (v. 17), will be the means through which
faith is produced in others. This is the proclamation which will be enabled by the Paraclete
(14:26; 15:26-27; 16:13-15).

The evangelist’s readers would thus recognize themselves included in this petition
as those who have believed “through their word”. And they would be similarly moved to
continue the Christian mission to the world: as Jesus glorified the Father on earth by
accomplishing his mission, manifesting him to men as the one who sent him, and
manifesting him through his works, so Christians who listen responsively to John’s
rhetoric in any time and place are called to manifest Jesus in the world by continuing his
mission, manifesting him as the one who called and sent them, and making him known
through their words and actions.

The purpose of Jesus’ petition is brought forth clearly in vv. 21-23: the unity or
oneness of all present and future disciples and, beyond that, the possibility of faith in the
world which is still the object of God’s love (3:16; 8:12; 12:46). But what kind of unity is
being spoken of here? J. Randalld”’ gives a brief summary of the divergent (and
sometimes extreme) interpretations given to these verses and raises a note of caution about
the “ecumenical use” of this prayer. He observes that the perspective of unity here is that of
keeping the church one, not making it one.”8 This unity, then, is the unity of those who

believe and are one with the Father and the Son and with one another. It is an invisible

36 see J.S. Ukpong, “Jesus’ Prayer”, 55.

57 ). Randall, “The Theme of Unity in John 17:20-23", 373-374, 393.

58 Ibid., 394. This, says Randall, is accented very strongly in the Episties of John as well.
This note of caution on the application of these verses is also raised by H.P. Hamann (“The New
Testament Concept of the ‘Church’”, 124-28). He cites 17:21-23 as “the great modern
ecumenical text,” used by many to promote the visible unity of christendom. However, he lists
six errors in understanding the text in this fashion and then gives two different textual
interpretations. The first understands “that they may be one” as an eschatological reality
which only happens at the end, the time of our Lord’s return (more on this in my comments on
v. 23). The second interpretation sees in these verses the outcome of the disciples’ mission
work in the world: the possibility that exists for the world to come to believe in Jesus who

reveals God to them.
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unity of faith, a unity in the truth that is believed.5%

In surveying Jewish farewell discourse material, J. Randal1®0 found appeals to
brotherly unity to be characteristic of late Jewish writings. Particularly striking was that
“Johannine expressions” (themes and vocabulary such as love, the demon, truth-falsehood,
light-darkness, hatred-love, and so forth) are found right alongside these texts on unity.61

Several things are apparent with these examples and their counterparts in the
Gospel: John is completely at home in this Jewish milieu, John’s major motifs are
consistent with first century Jewish concerns (especially as found in farewell addresses),
the theme of unity which is quite characteristic of late Jewish writings) is also a significant
topic for John, and just as these examples of late Jewish writings show a rhetorically
persuasive intent, so also John.

Indeed, in John’s Gospel, the oneness motif is found in the oneness between the
Father and the Son and in the oneness of the believing community.62 The explicit
oneness of the Father and the Son stated in 10:30 (éyw kol 6 Tatn)p €v Eopev) is
echoed in 17:11, 20-23 (xa0ws Mu€is €v). The oneness of the believing community, as
portrayed by the “one flock, one shepherd” motif of 10:1-18, is found in these same verses
of Jesus’ prayer. Elsewhere in the Farewell Discourse, the oneness of the Father and the

Son is seen at 14:9-14 and the oneness of the believing community is found in 15:12-17 in

59 gee R. Bultmann, Gospel, 513-514; R. Schnackenburg, Gospel, 191-192; M. Pamment,
“John 17:20-237, 384; J. Ukpong, “Jesus’ Prayer”, 58.

60 . Randall, “The Theme of Unity of John 17:20-23", 376-78. He cites as examples words
put into the mouths of Noah, Rebecca, Jacob, Baruch, Zebulun, and Joseph in The Book of
Jubilees, The Syrian Apocalypse of Baruch, The Testament of Zebulun, and The Testament

of Joseph.
61 Ibid., 378-79. Consider these examples: “ . . . to do the truth and to entertain love each
one for his brother” (Testament of Reuben, 6:9; cf. John 3:21); “Prince of deceit . . . Beliar .

.. The devil shall make him as his own peculiar instrument” (Testaments of Simeon, 2:7;
Naphtali, 8:6; Reuben, 2:2; Gad, 25:3; cf. John 8:44); “He is a slave to contrary passions and
cannot obey God, because they have blinded his soul, and he walketh in the day as in the night”
(Testament of Judah, 18:6; cf. John 8:34); “Love the truth and it will preserve you”
(Testament of Reuben, 3:9; cf. John 8:32); “Will you then leave me an orphan, Father?”
(Testament of Isaac, 13:5; cf. John 14:18); “Then shall Abraham and Isaac and Jacob exult . .
. [at the appearance of the Messiah]” (Testament of Levi, 18:14; cf. John 18:56-58);
“Whatever things | have heard from my fathers, | have declared unto you” (Testament of

Levi, 10:1; cf. John 15:15).
62 gee S. Theron, “INA QZIN EN”, 78-79.
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their love for one another (see also 11:51-52-- “that he might also gather together into
one”). Thus, the motif of “oneness” in the Gospel reaches its pinnacle here in Jesus’
prayer as the K0Owg clause defines this unity precisely: believers are to be one as the Father
and the Son are one; and they are to be one by being received into the unity of the Father
and the Son.

How does this happen? The means whereby this oneness comes into being is the
word they were given. Note the emphasis given in the iva, clause (v. 21) with TAVTES
and v side-by-side: they will “all” be as much “one” with each other and with the Father
and the Son as they are believers in the word (v. 20).

S. Theron®3 observes that vv. 20-23 are reminiscent of Hebrew poetry with its
intricate parallelism (and rhetorical intent!). A clear parallelism of structure does exist
between two sub-units here: vv. 20-21 and vv. 22-23. Each sub-unit of two verses has a
brief introductory statement followed by a parallel series of clauses introduced by
conjunctions: a iva clause in each sub-unit is followed by a ka8 clause which in turn is
followed by two iva. clauses. The first and second ivo clauses in each sub-unit speak of
the oneness of believers. The Ka®ws clause gives the model and source for this unity: that
of the Father and the Son. The final ivo clauses describe the desired effect upon the
world: that it might believe (v. 21) and know (v. 23) the Son’s unique apostleship. Such
repetition is an important rhetorical device. It impresses the point being made upon the
hearer, yet with a freshness and an accumulation of thought (believers, word, unity / glory,
oneness, love).

Verse 21 is a rhetorical amplification of the oneness described at the end of v. 11.
Here we have a progression and clarification of thought with the oneness seen as dependent
on Jesus’ asking (v. 20). The divine unity is the model and basis for making the believers’
unity possible. The “you . .. in me and I in you” statement of the Father’s and Son’s
mutual indwelling develops and explains this. Again, the goal is that the world believe that
the Father sent the Son and in this believing grasp that Jesus is the Christ (4:25-26).

While the oneness of v. 21 followed the asking of Jesus (v. 20), the thought is
further developed in v. 22 with the oneness arising from the glory that is given. Here vv.

63 lbid., 88. Theron observes that this may point to a Palestinian origin for the Gospel. On the

structural parallelism of these verses see also R. Brown, Gospel, 769, and J. Randall, “The

Theme of Unity in John 17:20-23”, 388.
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11 and 21 are combined and presuppose the answer to Christ’s prayer for glorification in
vv. 1,5. Here we also see John’s rhetorical style of repetition and amplification as earlier
motifs are enlarged upon and the thought is given progression. The perfect tense
(5€3wKds pHol 6€8wKa. avTois) indicates that both Jesus and the disciples continue to
possess the glory given them.%4 This is the glory of the Father’s name (vv. 6, 11-12),

the Father’s word (vv. 8, 14), Jesus’ sending of them as his own envoys (v. 18), and his
sanctifying of himself for them (v. 19). The word received (v. 20) mediates the indwelling
of the Father and the Son (v. 21; 14:23) and thus the reception of the Son’s glory (v. 22),
which in turn yields the oneness of the believers.

A restatement of the nature of the glory given is made in v. 23: “I in them and you
in me.” Insofar as both the Father and the Son indwell believers and they are sanctified in
the truth and enjoy a oneness, their unity is complete (teteAetwpévor). That this unity
takes place in this life is seen in the fact that it is to have an effect upon the world that it is
“in”, but not “of”. Thus, it is not to be limited to an eschatological unity which is
established at Jesus’ parousia.65 Also, as noted with v. 11 concerning this unity, the
present tense, G3ov, has a durative sense and can be translated “may continue to be” or
“may go on being”, thus indicating that this oneness is already a reality among Jesus’
disciples. It does indeed appear that this is a petition for keeping the community of
believers in the oneness they do possess rather than trying to establish a oneness that does
not yet exist.60

The purpose of this unity is stated as a rhetorical repetition and parallel to v. 21, but
with a progression: that the world may “know” that Jesus is the sent one of God.
Bultmann denies that the change from “believe” (v. 21) to “know” (v. 23) carries any
difference in meaning.67 However, there may well be an important contextual difference
with yiv@okT being so closely associated with teteAeiwpuévol. AsJ. Randall observes,
with the change from “believe” to “know” we have “another typical Johannine
progression.”68 He believes it indicates greater strength with the knowing coming from a

64 R. Brown, Gospel, 770-771.
65 gee H.P. Hamann, “The New Testament Concept of the ‘Church’ ”, 125-126.

66 ). Randall, “The Theme of Unity in John 17:20-237, 394.

67 R. Bultmann, Gospel, 517-518.
68 j. Randall, “The Theme of Unity in John 17:20-23”, 391.
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consummated (or perfected) unity.

The final iva clause is further elaborated and amplified: the world is to know that
the Father sent Jesus and loves believers as he loves his Son: the latter defining the depth of
his love for the former. Here is truly an appeal to pathos: the evangelist’s readers hear
what love is theirs. The love of God is thus manifested in the unity that is established. For
their part, believers will make the mystery of divine unity visible in brotherly love (13:34-
35; 15:12-17) and audible in the word they proclaim about Jesus as the one sent by God
(15:26-27).

The two sub-units of vv. 20-23, with the second giving a repeated and amplified
parallel to the first, are thus complete. The motifs of love and sending will be repeated in
the final verses as the prayer majestically closes with a statement of the disciples abiding in

Jesus’ and the Father’s love.

17:24-26

As Jesus’ intercession for the disciples draws to a close, he no longer asks
(¢pwTdm) the Father, but “majestically expresses his will”69 (6éAw) and his will is the
Father’s will (cf. 4:34; 5:21, 30; 6:38-40). This is a clear expression of Jesus’ ethos: he
has a reciprocal relationship with the Father and simply states his will with regard to those
who are his own. He and the Father are, after all, év (5:18; 10:30; 17:11, 21-23). The one
who goes to the Father in their behalf is one with the Father. To those who hear this
prayer, this is a powerful incentive and encouragement as they face the challenges ahead
with his departure and the hostility of the world.

Up to this point, Jesus’ petitions have dealt with his disciples’ existence in the
world, their confrontation with the world, and their mission to the world. Now he speaks
of his will towards them with regard to their future presence with him and the full revelation
of his glory to them. These verses (24-26) are reminiscent of vv. 1-5 (those given to
Jesus, the glory given to Jesus, his relation to the Father before the world was) and form an
inclusio with them as the prayer reaches its conclusion.

This statement of Jesus (v. 24) reaches back before the foundation of the world to
the eternal love of the Father (which is the basis of the glory possessed by Jesus from
before the foundation of the world) and reaches forward eternally to the believers’ presence

69 R. Brown, Gospel, 772.
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with Jesus in heaven. It recalls Jesus’ earlier statement: Tvo, 6mov eipl €v0 ko DUETS
7te (14:3). Verse 24 contains an enthymeme (the strongest of the rhetorical proofs), with
the explanatory statement “for Thou didst love me . . .” giving the basis for the believers’
future hope. Those not believing in Jesus cannot be where he is (7:34), but those who are
his will be with him and behold his glory. This glory was seen by the disciples during
Jesus’ earthly ministry (2:11), but is more fully manifested in connection with his “hour”
(17:1), and will be fully realized when they are with him where he is.

For the fifth time in the prayer, Jesus directly addresses the Father, ndu:ep.70
The adjective SikoLe is appropriate here since not knowing the Father means that the world
will fall under judgment for unbelief. Jesus knows the Father, the disciples know that the
Father sent him, and all this is set in contrast to the world which does not know the Father.
All this is seen by a righteous God, a fact which gives the assurance of vindication to
believers. Jesus’ intercession thus ends positively and with a note of confidence. To know
that the Father sent Jesus is to believe it (v. 8) and believing this is eternal life (v. 3). This
is a forceful appeal to pathos: the evangelist’s audience hears that with Jesus they stand in
right relationship to the Father for in their “knowing” they stand in right relationship to the
Son. And all depends on their faith-connection to him (8:24; 12:44-48).

With v. 26, there is an amplification of the topic of the giving of the Father’s name
from v. 6. Not only has Jesus made the Father’s name known to the disciples (everything
by which God is known and therefore apprehended by faith), he declares that he will
continue to make it known. This revelation will continue to take place even after Jesus’
departure as those who are sent (v. 18) continue his work in the world. Schnackenburg
observes that while the Paraclete is not explicitly mentioned in this prayer, references to the

Spirit’s presence are probably found in the continuing revelation of God’s name and the

mediation of God’s love.71

The emphasis in v. 26 is on the purpose of making known the Father’s name: that
the disciples will be indwelt by the Father’s love and the Son. These are not requests now,
they are statements of confidence in the way it is and will be. Here again is a persuasive
appeal to pathos. The readers are assured that Jesus, while departing from them in one
sense, will continue to be with them in another: his indwelling. And in being indwelt by

70 The other occurrences are at w. 1, 5, 11, and 24.
71 R. Schnackenburg, Gospel, 197. See also R. Brown, Gospel, 781.
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the same love that the Father has for the Son, they are indwelt by his favor. This is an
amplification of the description of believers as those who “know”. They stand in right
relationship to the Father and the Son and lack nothing for this life (for they have been
given all they need for their continuation of Jesus’ mission) or for eternity (for as believers
they have eternal life).

As closure is brought to Jesus’ intercession (vv. 25-26), an inclusio is made with
the Exordium of the Farewell Discourse, 13:1. With the topics of knowing, love, Jesus’
relationship to the Father, and Jesus’ intimate relationship with the disciples, the prayer
reaches its completion where the Farewell Discourse began. Indeed, the prayer itself
begins (17:1) with a recapitulation of the Exordium with reference to Jesus’ “hour” and his
glorification (which takes place at his departure, 12:23-24; 13:31-33). Thus, in good
rhetorical style, the arrangement of the entire rhetorical unit (13:1 - 17:26) is brought to
closure with this prayer, the Epilogos of the Farewell Discourse.

Does this conclusion to the Farewell Discourse truly follow rhetorical convention?
As indicated earlier, Aristotle identified four aims of the epilogue: disposing the hearer
favorably toward the speaker (and unfavorably toward the opponent); amplifying and
minimizing various propositions; moving the audience with pathos; and giving a reminder
of the chief points made in the speech.72 Let us take up each of these points briefly.

(1) Favorably disposing the hearer to the speaker: throughout the prayer, Jesus’
ethos stands out in bold relief as he is seen and heard as the one who stands in unique
relationship to the Father as the “sent one”. He is the one who gives to the disciples all that
the Father has given him. Also, the world (as their opponent) is clearly defined in
relationship to the Father and Son and ample reason is given to warn the disciples from
falling under the world’s influence. Of the three rhetorical proofs (ethos, pathos, logos),
the appeal to ethos is for Aristotle the most effective mode of persuasion since the strength
of the argument or reasoning rests to a great degree on the credibility the author or speaker
establishes with the audience (see Ethos, Chapter Four). Jesus’ character as the disciples’
motivation for trust and confidence permeates the entire discourse and especially this
prayer.

(2) Amplifying and/or minimizing various propositions: all the way through the
prayer, it has been pointed out where different motifs have been amplified to intensify and

72 pristotle, On Rhetoric, Hl. 19. 1, 280.
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heighten the effect of Jesus’ words. In John’s style, a motif is amplified and that
amplification then becomes the basis for yet another amplified topic. To give but one
example: “all whom Thou hast given him” (v. 2) . . . “the men whom Thou gavest me out
of the world” (v. 6) . . . “Thine they were, and Thou gavest them to me” (v. 6) . ..
“and they have kept Thy word” (v. 6) . . . “for the words Thou gavest me I have given
to them” (v. 8) ... “and they received . . . and truly understood . . . and they believed
...” (v. 8). This example demonstrates how a single topic (“all whom Thou hast given
him”) is amplified by further description. During the course of this amplification, the topic
of the Father’s word is introduced and itself is amplified, but still in reference to “all whom
Thou hast given him.” Here one sees the progressive, over-lapping nature of rhetorical
amplification which, with repetition, expands and intensifies a topic, holding the reader’s
interest and building to a persuasive climax.

(3) Moving the audience with parhos: Jesus constantly attempts to evoke the
pathos of the disciples as he sets them in contrast to “the world”, identifies himself as a
worthy object of their faith, speaks of all that he gives them to prepare them for their
imminent mission of continuing his work, makes reference to the success of their labors in
proclaiming the Father’s word to the world, and speaks of their already-established and
future relationship to the Father and the Son. The disciples of the evangelist’s time are thus
encouraged, comforted, given a vision of what lies beyond Jesus’ departure, and imbued
with a sense of confidence in spite of the challenges that will threaten them both from
within and without. They might not understand now how all that will happen fits into
God’s plan as it is carried out in Jesus, but the promise is given them that they, too, will
understand “hereafter” (13:7).73 The appeal to elicit pathos, then, is always made in
view of Jesus’ time-frame and they will eventually become fully comprehending of this.

(4) A reminder of the chief points of the speech: since the Epilogos is the
conclusion of the whole speech and has the potential of being powerfully climactic,
Aristotle believed that in the epilogue, “one should speak in recapitulation of what has been
shown.”’4 In the prayer of John 17, that is precisely what we find. Following the
amplification of the first topic in vv. 1-5, all the main topics of the Exordium and Partitio

are re-stated in vv. 6-26 with amplification: Jesus’ knowledge of the arrival of his “hour™;

73 gee also John 2:22; 7:39; 12:16; and 20:9.
74 Aristotle, On Rhetoric, Ill. 19. 1, 281.
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his unique and reciprocal relationship to the Father; his imminent departure; both his and his
disciples’ relationship to “the world”; his relationship to his disciples; and love as the
defining quality of the relationship between the Father, the Son, and the disciples.

Jesus’ intercession in John 17 is truly climactic, being an integral part of the
theological development of the previous chapters (13-16) and a majestic introduction to
both the passion finale, where Jesus’ departure is accomplished (18-19), and the
resurrection narratives (20-21) where the hope is given that “farewell” is not “good-

bye”!75

75 of. 14:3, 18, 28; 16:16, 22; 17:24; 20:19; 21:14, 22.
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CHAPTER EIGHT

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

It now remains to summarize the various threads of this investigation and draw

appropriate conclusions.

Issues addressed in this study

Three basic areas of concern have been addressed in this rhetorical investigation of
John 13-17. First, in biblical studies, there has been a lack of attention paid to the
rhetorical dimension of the text. Only recently have the rhetorical background of the
biblical text and the use of rhetoric as an interpretive tool to interpret the text been receiving
much attention. Among those making use of rhetorical principles, few utilize a
comprehensive rhetorical approach.1 In this study, the attempt has been made to apply a
more rigorous rhetorical approach to the Farewell Discourse of John 13-17. This unit lends
itself well to such an investigation because of its dialogue character.

Second, it is not uncommon to find rather shallow readings of the text. In a review
of literature on John 13-17, both scholarly and devotional, it was shown that many
interpreters merely see the Farewell Discourse as Jesus’ expression of “good-bye”
(announcement of his departure) and his giving of comfort to the disciples--they ignore or
pass over any deeper significance. This study has demonstrated that the evangelist has
given center stage to the identity of Jesus in this portrayal of Jesus’ discourse with his
disciples. In so doing, he intends not only to comfort his readers in their own time of
testing by having them place their trust in Jesus, but to instruct, motivate, and encourage
them in the mission which lies ahead of them--that of continuing Jesus’ mission to the
world.

Third, this rhetorical reading of the text is a corrective to that often done by the
history of traditions school of interpretation. Most form/tradition/source critics see the text

of the Johannine Farewell Discourse as quite disarranged. They point to the ending of

1 Notable exceptions would be M. Mitchell, Paul and the Rhetoric of Reconciliation, 1991,

and P. Trible, Rhetorical Criticism, 1994.
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14:31, the statements of 13:36 and 16:5, the whole of chapter 17, and several other points
within the unit as evidence of an out-of-order text in need of rearrangement in order to be
properly understood. In addition, the frequency of repetitions in the text causes many of
these interpreters to conclude that the text has been cobbled together over time since a
cohesive, flowing text would not (in their estimation) contain such repetition. This study
has demonstrated that a rhetorical reading of the text makes it possible to understand it as a
coherent whole whose amplifications and repetitions do not detract from, but instead
enhance the ability of the text to move and persuade.

Furthermore, the rhetorical arrangement of the whole Discourse has been shown to
give a literary explanation for what others have seen as form or historical critical
“problems” in the text (as noted above). Indeed, the literary design in which closure is
brought to each of the four major topics of the Farewell Discourse answers the concerns of
critics who see major dislocations and disarrangements in the text. As Jeffrey Staley
observes, “the student of the New Testament narrative can no longer presume that the
divisions in the text arrived at by previous scholarship on the basis of source critical or
redaction critical studies necessarily follow the plot structure, theological structure, or
rhetorical structure of the Fourth Gospel.”2

For example, instead of being an historical or form-critical problem, the ending in
14:31 is evidence of literary design with a purpose (when seen in the context of the whole
discourse): the movement from one topic to another with appropriate closure and transition.

This rhetorical motif is seen repeated at the end of each major topic.

The influence of rhetoric

A survey of approaches to the biblical text that have used rhetorical categories has

shown that Hellenistic and/or rhetorical influences can be found in Old Testament texts3,

early Jewish texts (including apocryphal4 and rabbinical sources”), and New

2y, Staley, The Print’s First Kiss, 71.
3 For a discussion of rhetorical elements and categories in the Old Testament (especially in

Job and Proverbs) see James Crenshaw, Education in Ancient Israel, 130-137; and J.
Crenshaw, “Wisdom and Authority”, 10-28. Also see P. Trible, Rhetorical Criticism, for a

rhetorical analysis of Jonah.
4 ). crenshaw, Education in Ancient lsrael, 14, 61, 270.
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Testament texts. My study has demonstrated that this holds true within the Gospel of
John as well. Thus, not only in the public realm of civic discourse, but also in the realm of
the biblical discourse, rhetoric has been influential and the use of a rigorous rhetorical
analysis is capable of giving insights into the text that otherwise might be overlooked or
ignored. It is an appropriate interpretive tool.

The use of rhetorical analysis on the biblical text is justified from several
perspectives. First of all, as noted by George Kennedy7, its use can be justified by
appeal to philosophical anthropology. While a Greek, Roman, or Palestinian context will
give a text its own distinctive coloring, rhetoric is nonetheless “a universal phenomenon
which is conditioned by basic workings of the human mind and heart and by the nature of
all human society.”8 It is a universal facet of human communication. Indeed, the
categories of Aristotelian rhetoric can be used to study speech in widely separated areas of
the world--in cultures far different from the Greek than was Palestine in the time of the
Roman empire.9

Second, rhetorical analysis is, as shown by the survey of sources on the rhetorical
background of the New Testament, historically justified. By the time of the New
Testament, the Near East had been undergoing a process of Hellenization for three
centuries. The books of the New Testament were written for people who could speak and
understand Greek. And, of course, rhetoric was the systematic academic discipline
universally taught throughout the Roman empire. Its use in funeral orations, celebrations,
political debate, courts of law, and any other important civic interchange, ensured that
rhetoric would constitute the communicative “atmosphere” (spoken and written) of the first
century.

Finally, a rhetorical approach to the biblical text is also, I believe, theologically
justified. Aristotle defined rhetoric as “an ability, in each particular case, to see the
available means of persuasion.”lo Several aspects of the biblical text demonstrate that the

5 D. Daube, “Rabbinic Methods”, 239-264.

6 See P.J. Botha, “Greco-Roman Literacy As Setting for New Testament Writings,” 195-
212; M. Mitchell, Paul and the Rhetoric of Reconciliation; and H.D. Betz, Galatians, for
representative examples of a rhetorical approach to the New Testament.

7 G. Kennedy, New Testament Interpretation, 10.

8 bid.

% Ibid.
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persuasive nature of rhetoric is integral to the fabric of the text and can appropriately be
used to “unpack” the text for understanding, First, the elements of rhetoric are indeed
found in the biblical text, as shown in my study of John 13-17. Second, Christianity deals
with contingent matters, things that could be otherwise (as opposed to logical validity), just
as does rhetoric. Finally, the New Testament competes with other worldviews and
philosophies for the hearts and minds of people. It seeks to persuade others to embrace its
tenets (in the Gospel of John, Jesus’ purpose is stated in 17:20-21 and the author’s purpose
in 20:31). All these characteristics combine to make a rhetorical reading of the text
theologically justified. This conclusion is also articulated by David Cunningham1! in his
assessment of God’s rhetorical activity (revelation) and human rhetorical activity
(proclamation). He points out that they intersect at one profound point: “In one particular
instance, the human word of proclamation and the divine word of revelation become one.
Thus, the ultimate rhetorical event in Christian theology, the ultimate word which theology
speaks, is called, quite properly, the Word--who became flesh and dwelt among us, full of
grace and truth.”

So, being philosophically, historically, and theologically justified, a rhetorical
reading of the text serves not only as an alternative to the history of traditions approaches
(as discussed above), but also provides a bridge between literary approaches on the one
hand, and historical critical approaches on the other. There is currently, for example, an
impasse between forms of narrative criticism which deal only with the final form of the
text, and historical criticism which is concerned with the development of the text, the
background history of a Johannine community, and the author’s intentions. 12 The danger
is that fully synchronic methods proceed at the expense of seeing and accounting for a text
that is situated in an historical context, while a fully diachronic approach can proceed only
at the expense of hearing the text speak as text, as the focus of the reader’s attention shifts

to redactors, sources, and traditions. 13

A rhetorical reading is able to account for both literary and historical dimensions of
the text by hearing the concerns and contributions of each. This has been demonstrated in

10 Aristotle, On Rhetoric, 1.2.1, 36.

M p, Cunningham, Faithful Persuasion, 203.

12.g Motyer, “Method in Fourth Gospel Studies”, 27-44.
13 5.C. Barton, “Living as Families”, 130-131.
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my rhetorical reading of John 13-17.

The method and elements of rhetorical analysis employed

As noted above, the intention of this investigation was to undertake a rigorous
rhetorical analysis of the Farewell Discourse in John 13-17. The rhetorical unit, the
rhetorical situation of the unit, the genre of the discourse (a farewell type-scene), and the
rhetorical problem spoken to by the text were all identified.

It was demonstrated that chapters 13-17 form an inclusio within the Gospel of
John with definite signs of opening and closure. The situation is this: Jesus’ “hour” has
finally come; his initial public ministry has come to an end; he is gathered with his disciples
in a room in Jerusalem during Passover where he eats the Last Supper with them; prior to
supper, Jesus washes his disciples’ feet, foreshadowing a greater cleansing which is about
to take place; his betrayer leaves the group; after supper Jesus announces his “departure”
and engages his disciples in a lengthy discourse which is unique to John’s Gospel; the
discourse is characterized by both monologue and dialogue; and the rhetorical unit ends
with Jesus’ prayer to the Father just prior to his arrest.

The rhetorical problem presented by the evangelist was found to be the disciples’
lack of understanding concerning Jesus’ mission. Distress, sorrow, and confusion ensue
with his announced departure, the revelation of a betrayer, and the predicted hostility of the
world. Jesus must speak not only to the exigence created by his imminent departure, but
also to that created by anticipated sources of hostile opposition to his disciples following his
departure. Through such a depiction, the author speaks rhetorically to engage his readers
and elicit the desired responses from them by the way he portrays Jesus attempting to
persuade his disciples.

A further dimension of the rhetorical problem and its solution is brought to light
with the identification of the rhetorical species of the unit. Of the three classical species of
rhetoric (judicial, deliberative, and epideictic), the Farewell Discourse was seen to be
primarily epideictic with shades of deliberative rhetoric present as the evangelist, through
his presentation of Jesus’ interaction with his disciples, points his readers forward to their
own mission to the Christian community and to the world.

The stasis of the rhetorical problem (asking “What is the basic issue to be
addressed?”) was defined under the categories of fact, definition, and quality. Jesus’
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departure through death and ascension did happen (fact); his death would be a return to his
Father, it would be a cleansing death, it would not be permanent for he would see them
again in a “little while” (definition); and it was to their advantage that he go away--his
departure was beneficial (quality).

It was also demonstrated that the Farewell Discourse has a definite rhetorical
“shape”, a structure made up of an exordium (13:1), narratio (13:2-30), partitio (13:31-
38), confirmatio (14:1-16:33), and epilogos (17:1-26). Within this arrangement, the four
major topics of the partitio are taken up in reverse order in the confirmatio and epilogos.

The rhetorical analysis of the Farewell Discourse proceeded with careful attention
paid to identifying and discussing the rhetorical proofs present: the artistic proofs of ethos,
pathos, and logos (with its use of enthymemes and paradigms); and the non-artistic
proofs which can include the use of scripture quotations, witnesses, miracles, and the like
(in the Farewell Discourse, Scripture quotations, or allusions to Old Testament motifs, and
the Paraclete as a future witness to Jesus are the major non-artistic proofs). In addition, the
rhetorical conventions of amplification and repetition were identified in the text as elements
that enhance the persuasive appeal and overall effect of the Discourse. Amplification
intensifies a proposition to heighten its effect (through augmentation, comparison,
reasoning, and accumulation). Repetition gives life and vigor to a work (see the discussion
of these rhetorical devices in Chapter Four).

With this careful attention to identification of unit, situation, problem, arrangement,
rhetorical proofs and other rhetorical elements, an analysis of the Farewell Discourse was
undertaken which truly tested the hypothesis of this thesis and offers valuable insights to

the structure and meaning of the Discourse.

Hypothesis
Simply stated, the goal of this investigation has been to test the hypothesis that the

Farewell Discourse is far more than merely an attempt at consolation with a beloved
religious leader bidding his followers «“farewell.” It is, rather, a time of profound
instruction in which Jesus is presented by the evangelist, with his words and actions,
defining and modeling what his disciples are to be in their own soon-approaching ministry
to the community of believers in Jesus and to the world. He is shown giving persuasive

words of comfort, encouragement, instruction, and motivation to his disciples as he
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prepares them to continue his mission after his departure.

The evangelist engages his readers rhetorically by means of his portrayal of this
interaction between Jesus and his disciples on the night of his betrayal. He skillfully
attempts to influence the beliefs, attitudes, and actions of his readers through the
reconstructed scene of Jesus’ discourse. He speaks through this first level of the text to
achieve persuasion at the second level. A rhetorical analysis of the first level thus serves as
the means of analyzing the evangelist’s persuasive approach to his readers to move them
forward in continuing Jesus’ mission to the world.

This hypothesis has been tested and shown, I believe, to be valid. Additionally,
with the rhetorical method employed, the unity and coherence of the text in its final form
has been demonstrated and in the course of the investigation the meaning and purpose of

the discourse (and how it accomplishes that purpose) has been elucidated.

Results of the rhetorical analysis
Sensitivity to the rhetorical dimension of the text has yielded a number of significant

results:

(1) This study, in addition to others, helps to establish the value of rhetorical
analysis as an appropriate interpretive tool in New Testament studies. It offers a bridge,
spanning the impasse between strictly diachronic and strictly synchronic approaches by
dealing with the text in its extant form and utilizing the very literary (rhetorical) elements
that were the basis of education and communication in the Hellenistic world at the time the
New Testament texts were written. Being philosophically, historically, and theologically
justified (see above), this approach is well-suited to providing an informed interpretation of
the New Testament, interpreting it with the very elements that went into its composition and
ignoring neither the literary nor the historical dimensions of the text.

(2) Attention paid to the artistic proofs (ethos, pathos, l0gos) brings to the
forefront the character of the speaker (the evangelist) and his relationship to his audience. It
also gives insight into his audience: whether they are favorable or unfavorable to him and
his message, what their mental/emotional state is, and what problems the speaker must
overcome to be persuasive and move his hearers to act appropriately.

In the Farewell Discourse, a rhetorical reading enables Jesus’ erhos to shine forth.
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He is shown to be fully in charge and exhibits the three qualities of rhetorical ethos:
knowledge, virtue, and good will. 14 A speaker will take these character traits into
account to enhance persuasiveness. Jesus is shown having special knowledge of the
present and future, his relationship with his own has been virtuous, and his intentions
toward them are definitely that of good will. He has a keen awareness of all that will
happen to him and this “knowing” is a reflection of an earlier awareness in 10:18 of his
future and his connection to the Father. Thus, Jesus is truly a worthy object of faith for he
has a unique relation to the Father and he “knows.”

The character of the disciples, their pathos as Jesus’ audience, is also clarified
through a rhetorical approach to the text. Indeed, Jesus’ disciples are portrayed in a two-
fold manner during the discourse. On the one hand, they are shown in a positive light
insofar as they are Jesus’ disciples: they are his companions and intimates--they have a
privileged status. On the other hand, they are also viewed as those in need of consolation,
encouragement, correction, teaching, reassurance, and warning. This is due to both the
departure of Jesus from them and the reaction of the world to them. Both of these
circumstances will create tensions and conflicts for these disciples.

This two-fold portrayal of the disciples as blessed, yet under pressure from within
and without runs throughout the discourse and carries persuasive appeal. The evangelist’s
audience, insofar as it perhaps faced similar challenges and severe trials, could see its own
situation and identity mirrored in that of these disciples: blessed as believers in Jesus and
companions of the evangelist, yet under intense pressure from both within and without.
And yet, in spite of it all, being consoled, corrected, instructed, reassured, and encouraged
to go forward in their mission.

(3) Furthermore, in elucidating the relationship between ethos, pathos, and logos
in the text, one can begin to understand how, or in what manner, the author (the fourth
evangelist) is persuasive (i.e. what dynamic is at work within the text which accounts for
the persuasiveness). This is a dimension of the text which is rarely discussed by
commentators, but is integral to what is happening both at the first (speaker with his
audience) and second (author with his readers) levels of the text. Thus, a rhetorical reading

provides an important, added depth to the understanding of a text that other readings do

not.

14 Aristotle, On Rhetoric, Il. 1. 5, 121.

247



(4) Instead of limiting the understanding of the text to what is occurring at either the
first or second level (which is not uncommon among commentators), a rhetorical reading is
able to show a sensitivity to both aspects of the text. While the interpreter may focus
predominantly on one particular level, the significance of the other level of the text can be
recognized and accounted for at appropriate times. In this way, a deeper appreciation of
what the author is presenting in the text and the dynamics that account for its
persuasiveness at both levels can be gained.

At the first level, Jesus is depicted speaking to his disciples at a time when his
public ministry has come to an end. What he has to say reflects his teachings and the
events up to this point, but he also exhorts them to persevere both now and into the future.
It is clear that he is preparing his disciples for events that are yet to unfold.

At the second level, the author presents Jesus as the Son of the Father whose
teachings and truth are to be embraced. The readers themselves may be facing forces both
within their community and from outside their community which threaten their unity,
safety, and faith. Being reminded and exhorted by the teaching of Jesus to his first
disciples will give later disciples a firm foundation and source of consolation in the face of
similar threats.

(5) Finally, a rhetorical reading of the Farewell Discourse has clearly demonstrated
that Jesus, as the sent one of the Father who came into the world to take away the sins of
the world, is here, in a final discourse prior to his departure, preparing his disciples to
continue his mission to the world. As Jesus is the sent one of the Father, so they are Jesus’
sent ones. They will be further equipped and aided in their mission by another Paraclete,
the Spirit of truth, to continue Jesus’ ministry to the world. And this ministry will have
success (17:20): the “fruit” Jesus had spoken of earlier (15:1-8).

Thus, Jesus’ “farewell” is not terminal. He will leave them, yes. But he will
return, they will see him again, and he will take them to be where he is. Between “now”
and “then”, they will take up his mission to the world as his emissaries, reveal him to the
world as the one sent by the Father, and in speaking the word which he has given them
from the Father bring forth the “fruit” Jesus has promised.

Seeing Jesus for who he s, understanding themselves to be loved by the Father and
the Son, being promised that Jesus would not leave them as orphans but would come to

them, receiving the divine revelation of the word, and seeing this word bear fruit, their joy
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is made complete.
Truly, in the Discourse of John 13-17, Jesus’ “farewell” is not “good-bye”! This
positive outlook on Jesus’ person and his departure (and all that it means to those who

believe in him) is offered by the evangelist to his readers as a means of effecting a rhetorical
outcome with them.

Further implications of this study

Beyond demonstrating the appropriateness of using rhetorical analysis to analyze
the biblical text, giving a reading that is sensitive to dimensions of the text not plumbed by
other approaches, and providing a corrective to some critical readings that reject the
coherence of the text, there are several other implications of this investigation.

(1) For some, the time factor in John is problematic. In the Farewell Discourse, for
example, Jesus will at one point speak of something as already in effect (“I am no more in
the world”, 17:11) and then shortly make a statement (“these things I speak in the world”,
17:13) which appears to be in conflict with it. Or he will speak as though a time has come
(“having accomplished the work”, 17:4) when more is to be accomplished before that goal
is actually achieved (“it is finished”, 19:30). Elsewhere in the Gospel, there are numerous
examples of “aporia” (places where the narrative flow of the text appears disjointed) and
places where John is out of step with the chronology of the synoptics.15

But John works creatively with time and uses chronology in a literary fashion to
his own advantage. He has a point to make which must be seen in light of the Gospel as a
whole. The statements in the Farewell Discourse that seem to be “out of sync”
chronologically are no problem for John’s Jesus: as he sees it (the one who “knows”), the
outcome is such a taken-for-granted certainty that he can speak of things in an apparent
fusion of time without confusion. This creative use of time, sequence, and chronology is
worth further exploration both in chapters 13-17 and in other parts of the Gospel as well.

(2) The results of this study may also shed some light on exegetical concerns
elsewhere in the Gospel which are the basis for such important questions as the purpose of
the Gospel of John. Such a concern is found in the translation and then application of John
20:30-31.16 A question about the tense of the verb “to believe” in v. 31 has led scholars

15w, Lewis, Disarrangements in the Fourth Gospel.

16 R Kysar, The Fourth Evangelist, 148.
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to line up either on the side that takes it as an aorist subjunctive (MioTevomTe: “that you
may come to believe”) or on that which takes the present subjunctive variant reading
(miotevmte: “that you might continue to believe”). The former view holds that the Gospel
of John has primarily a mission-oriented, evangelistic purpose: the conversion of
unbelievers to people who believe in Jesus as the Messiah. The latter position portrays the
Gospel as a document whose purpose is to nurture the faith of Christians. But it has been
pointed out that the tense of this verb cannot resolve the question concerning the purpose of
John.!7 Either tense could be used to indicate an evangelistic or nurturing purpose. The
question of purpose, as Robert Kysar observes,18 must be settled on the basis of the
Gospel as a whole.

The Farewell Discourse, I believe, sheds some light here. The purpose of the
Farewell Discourse was shown to be primarily concerned with Jesus nurturing his disciples
(who believed, 13:10; 14:4; 15:3; 16:1; 17:12). Yet he was nurturing them in preparation
for their taking over and continuing his mission to the world. Believers were being
nurtured (“that you might continue to believe”) so that they might take Jesus’ word to
unbelievers (that they, too, “might come to believe”). Thus, both positions are seen
operating in the Farewell Discourse. Jesus acts as a “missionary” to his own (the one sent
from the Father); his own are his sent ones who are “missionaries” to others.

Regardless of how the verb is translated in 20:31, the purpose of the Gospel cannot
be understood as an either/or. Those who are nurtured, nurture in turn. My rhetorical
reading of the text has shown that both evangelistic and nurturing concerns are present as
major concerns in the Gospel. This may temper more extreme views that would tend to see
the purpose of the Gospel in an either/or light.

(3) There are also a number of directions for further rhetorical readings of the
Farewell Discourse. More in-depth attention could be given to Old Testament motifs--not
merely identifying them, but discovering how they are used rhetorically in the text to
persuade. A possible eucharistic background and understanding of the Discourse, not
limited to the vine reference in chapter 15, could be investigated. For example, Aelred
Lacomara comments, “in the chapters of the FD we have an extended commentary on the

words ‘of the new covenant’.” 19 This seems to me to be a fascinating line of inquiry and

17 J. Brownson, “John 20:31 and the Purpose of the Fourth Gospel,” 212.
18 g, Kysar, The Fourth Evangelist, 148.
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would be worth further study. Also, a development of the Johannine understanding of
divine revelation, especially with reference to the transfer of the source of that revelation
from Jesus to another Paraclete with his departure, would illuminate a major theme in the
Farewell Discourse. Coordinate with this area of inquiry and related to a focus on the
second level of the text is the question of how the Christian community to which John
addresses his Gospel would have understood this shift of revelatory source.

(4) Finally, beyond further readings of the Farewell Discourse itself, there are
implications for a wider application of this study. Other select portions of the Gospel of
John, especially the prologue (as an exordium to the whole Gospel) and the other
discourses, would benefit from a rhetorical reading. Indeed, a rhetorical reading of the
entire Gospel would, I believe, demonstrate the presence of a rhetorical structure governing
John’s Gospel and provide the kind of sensitive insights that were demonstrated in my
rhetorical analysis of the Farewell Discourse: the interplay between characters (ethos,
pathos, and logos), the persuasive appeal of the text, and how such a movement of the
hearers (at both the first and second levels of the text) is effected. And, of course, beyond
the Gospel of John, there are the other biblical texts which also seek to communicate and

persuade and would therefore certainly be viable subjects for rhetorical analysis.

19 A. Lacomara, “Deuteronomy and the Farewell Discourse”, 83-84.
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